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THIRD PART. - 


BEING, 


cerning dying 
IN WHICH, 


The Arguments for Infant-Baptiſm from the 


Covenant and Inhial Seal, Infants Viſible Churca- 
memberſhip, Ant: quiry "of Intan:- Baptiſm, ate 
re elled. 


AND 


The Writings of Mr. Stephen Marſhal, Mr, Richard 
Baxter,, Mr. Jobn Geree, Mr. Thomas Blake, Mr. Thomas Cobber, 
Dr. Nathaniel Homes, Mr. Jan Drew, Mr. 7257 Church, Mr, wit: 
liam Iyford, Dr. Daxiel Faule, Mr, Jobs Brinſley, Mr. Cuthbert Si; 
denham, Mr. william Carter Mr. Jamsel Rat erford, Mr, Jabs 

Crag. Dr. Hewy Hammond, Mr. John Cotton, Mr, Thomas Fuller 
Mr, Jobn Stalbum, Mr. one and others, are examined; An 
many points about the Covenants, and Seals, and other Truchs of 

weight, are handled : 
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TO THE 


PARLIAMENT 


QF THE 


Commonwealth of Eoghad, Scotland, 


and Irelan 


ig preſented the two former Parts of this Review to 
g His Highneſs, avd His Council ;, 1 take boldneft te tender 
eis teh Honours, as theſe who are intrufled with the 
ar. 7 theſe Nations ( in which are man C bes ebes 
„ Chrift, whoſe ſafety, and welſare 641b much depend 
rade Chrift on your wiſedome, and uprightneſt ) that it 
may ſerve to juſ i ſie your Honours in allowing thoſe who 
agree with me in the | oint herein diſcuſſed liberty, employment, and maintai- 
nance althe with «meg wherein your equity and wiſedome is very con- 
Ficuom and laxdable, not wit hſſanding the clamours and prattiſes of tho/e 
our oppoſites, who wou / d ha ve the ſhip of this CommonweJlth ſo ordcred thee 
the power of 1t ſhould all incline to one fede to the endangering of the whole, 
*Tis true the afferting of this truth bath beretoſore becn unbappily managed, 
partly by reaſon of the conj und ion of ſome errours very dangerous in the iſ 
ſertors of this truth, and parily by reaſon of the violence of ſpirit in ther and 
their oppoſites, which bave occaſioned baid Lawes againit them, and great 
batred towards them. Nor do 1 know any likelibood but that ſtill not onely 
about this, but alſo about any other point in difference, when one party ſeeks 
to preßt the other there will be much unquietneft, unleſs Governow'! be. 
come moderat ours berween them, In the Diclara'ion of the Lords and Com. 
mons aſſembled in Parliament, Ordered to be printed 4. Martii 1647. 1 
read thiſe words, The name of Anabaptiſm hath indeed contrafed much o. 
dium, by reaſon of the extravagant opinions and prafiſes of ſome of that 
name in Germany, tending 1s the diflurbance of the Government and ; eace 
of all states: which opinions and practices we abber and dot eſt. * fi 
a 3 t heir 
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ober opinion again(1 rhe Baptiſm of Infants, it & oxely a difference about a 
E:rcamftance of come in the adminiſtrdtion of an Ordinance, wherein in for. 
mer ages ar well as this, learned men bave differed both in opinion and pra- 
ice? And though wie could wiſh that all men could ſatiifie them. 
ſeives, and jeyn with us in our judgment and practiſe in this point: 
yet berem wee held it fit that men ſhould bee convincet by the word of 
God with gent / eneſt and reaſon, and not beaten out of it by ſorce and vie- 
lence: And yet May 2, 1548, there was an Grdinance which made it pu- 
niſbable with impriſonment, to affirm that the Baptiſm of Infants is unlaw- 
ſull, or that Infants Baptiſm is void, and that ſuch perſons are to be bapti. 
Fed again, NotwithRlanding which it is to be achnowledged with af —_ 
falnefs to His Higneſs and your Honenrs, that we. enjoy our Peace and Ls- 

berty as Diſſemters do; which they who value not, ſorget the gooaneſt of G, 
anti make forfeiture of their own good, For thoſe who ſo do, I plead not, but 
ſor that Truth and Praftiſe which is delivered and aptointed by Chriſt, 
which ſhould be encouraged not ſuppreſſed by Governours, For this 1 am 
moved to appear out of Conſtience of my duty to Chrifl, commiſeration of 
1bem who ba ve been condemned and mjured for avoucbing my poſition, aud 
my engagement by ſolemn Covenant enjoyned by Parliament, to endeavour Re. 
formation in Doctrine and warſhip according to Gods word ; And do bumbly 
preſent it to your Honours, craving that if any Lawes do remain in force 4. 
gainſ it they may be repealed z And that while we walt attording to the 
rule of Chriſt, Liberty, Peace, \Eneouragement be grated to ws 45 to 
— who ge & the Common Cauſe, which will * 7 to 
ws the more affectienatei to pray for your Honours profperom pro- 
ceedings in repairing tbe Breaches, and building #p abi Commonwealth 
wheres you are advanced, and for which I am 


© 


Your 'Honours Humble and 


Devoted Servant: 


Joun Teust. 
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© Hough all perſonal Pleas and Narrations are ſuſpe- 
Red to be partial, and ate uſually judged to have 
ſomething of oſtentation, or diſſembling, oi ſome 
uch inordmate affection which may abate their 
D crcdit and elicem, ye: the ptaitiſes of oppone nts in 
Controvetſies, and the great pre judice to the Truth, and-perſon op- 
poſed they create thereby, and the difficulty for perſorg who are 
not actors in ſuch contentions to underſtand the truth without them 
make them neceſſary. Doubileſs if ſuch pleas were not neceflary, 
the Apoſtle Paw! would not have thought his courſe juſſifiabſe, 
who hath written one Epiftle, to wit, the ſecond to the Corintbi. 
ant, almoſt wholly Apologetical for himſelf, that the miſunderfian- 
ding of himſelf and wayes might not be advantage to Seducets for 
bindeting the ſucceſs of his — Ir is crue my credit and e- 
ſteem is nothing comparable to the Apoſties, the Church and 
Truth of God may Rand, though I be buried in perpetual ſilence 2 
yet fith ] am a Preacher of the Goſpel as Paw! was (Abit verbo 
invidia) and my labours therein as I hope not altegether without 
fruit, and fith the Lord ſeems to me to have fer me, though in a 
lower Sphere, for defence of that @ne Baptiſm which Paal men- 
tions Epbeſ. 4. J. as one of the chief points of Chriſhanity, and 
Heb.6.3.is counted as a foundation point. I aflure my felf Pas 
act iſe doth juſtiſie mine, and that I ſhould be wanting not onely 
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To the Chriſtian Reader. | 
to mine own credit, but alſo to · that truth which is dearer then 
credit, if I ſhould paſs by with filence thoſe miſtepreſentations 
whereby both are abuſed, andthe mindes of men alienated from 
them, Which is the more neceſſary, becauſe of the great repute 
which my Antagoniſts have in this generation, and their confidenc 
ſpecches, and their inceſſant endeayours upon all occaſions in Pul-· 
pits, Preffes, Diſputes, Conferences, to repreſent the way I avouch 
as dangerous, my ſel as inſtrumental to an evil deſigne of perver- 
ting and dividing the Churches of God, unto which the proneneſs 
of men to uphold an Errour invetetate, and ſpeciouſly pretended :o 
be approved. and bleſſed by God, and the coattary opinion accur- 
ſed, befides the advantages it hath for their carnal caſe, and for the 
begetring of a favourable opinion of themſelves and their children 
( which are more to molt then demonſtrations out of Gods word ) 
do gain an eaſie aſſent. And though I am not out of hope that 
of who have oppoſed the truth I aſſett with impetuous zeal, 
will be (eſpecially the moſt tender conſciebecd, who examine their 


wayes, and review their do tines) awakened and fee and con- 


feſs cheir errour, yet I feat the obloquy, and pethaps dettiment in 
repute and outward eſtate and peace, which men eicher ate h 

& doubt chey may inaur by owning the truth I hold forth, ot the 
ſeeming inconſiſtency of the re form tion I ſeek to promote, with 
the peace of the Churches of God, will divert the thoughts of many 
from an exact conſideration, and an <quill judgement of what I 
ſhall write,cicher of my ſelf or the matter under debate. What was 
wont tobe oppoſed ag inſt the reſormation of Popiſh and Pcelati- 
cal corrupt ions, ſhall we go againſt all antiquity ? Be wiſer then our 
Fathers? condemn all che Churches ꝰ make rents in the Church ? 
and ſuch lie obj ctians, though they be upon examination but 
vain, yet Re Ger geun head they are apt to tutn men into ones, 
and to make men not ſee what they do or might ſee, and w be in- 
ſenſi ol. of the e vil oſth t practiſe, which otherwiſe their Conſci: n- 
ces would be affcighted with. . And truely though ic be the wiſe 
agd-juſt comtiv ince of: Divine prov dence, and congruous to his 


end, that the vanity of ali thingeurder the Sun might appear, yet is 


it an humane itregularity, that not onc h for evil bows, but : M fer 
ad wayel and every right work a man « exvied, makgn d, ot diſ· 
liked of hi nerghhear, Ecol. 4. 4. chicfly when it oil eck ſelf ends 
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Ty the Chriffian Ann. 
and conceits; Nor is it incident onely to the prophane and unbelle · 
ven, to diſlike and oppoſe ſuch afts as are rightly done, bur alſo to 
the godly, until their miſtakes are diſcoyeredtothetn. The building 
of the Altar of Ed, Jab. 23. 12, was likely to have been an occa- 
fion of war bertween rhe reft of the Congregation et Ie and 
ſome Tribes, till the intention ol the builders was cleared to Phine- 
b; and Peter's going in to Cornelia, Act. 1 1. 2, occaſi oned 
contention with him, though it were from God, til his warrant 
was ſhewed, Paul know that his promoting the colleRtioh for the 
poor Saints at Zerwſelems might be diſtaſled of the bet, and there» 
tore he prayes that h ſervice which he bed for Jeruſalem wight 
be accepted ef the Saints, Ram. 15. 31. Eyen holy uptight men 
have their we akneſſes, paſſions, miſ. prifions, prejudices, which 
oft times. hinder a right underſt anding of tenents and actions of 
Chriftian Brechren, and thore by no ſmall contentions ariſe. God 
would have us diſcern thereby humane imperfeRion, and keep 
our ſpirics humble and heedfull how we manage tho righreſt :&1+ 
ons. Surely no action is more neceſſary then the diſcovery of ttuH 
in the things of God, nor ſhould any endeavours be more acce pra · 
ble to holy perſons, then ſuch as tend thereto, yea though there 
ſhould be imperfeRion in actings and defect in the ſucceſs, Yer 
too much experience hath ſhewed chat ſuch attempts meet wich 
much oppoſitiom, and are ill entertained even by thoſe who are or 
ſeem friends to truth. It is anneceſſ ary to give inftances : in the 
Scripture Alt. 15.2, O. inthe Beclefiaflicsl Story there are ſo 
as vetiſie it beyond all comradiion, If there Were no other 

_— but what hath befaln me about the point in this writi 
diſcuffed, yet it were ſufficient to veriſis what I Ci of the diffcul. 
ty to gain entertainment of that truth againſt which men are pre- 
poſſeſſed, and of the ill uſage of them that in a due manne; endea- 
wear to cleet k. That Infant Baptiſn was not according to Gods 
will, I thought might'be made maniſeſt by the filence of it in Scrip. 
ture, and the Writings of the rwofirſt Ages, and by ſhe wing how 
it was counted but an Eccleſiaſtical humane tradition unwritten, 
induced upon ſuch reaſons by the Leaders of the Churches in after 
ages as are now Judged erroneous ; and how falſe and d:mgerous 
the $ are on which it is made a Divine infitmion, to Wit, an 
magined Covenant of gtaee to a Believer and hisfecd natural, che 
N nature 


To the Cbriſtian Reads. 
nature of Sacraments to be ſeals of, the Covenant of grace, the int 
ference of duties about poſuive rites of the new Teſtament from-a» 
nalogy with abrogated Ceremonies of the old, the command of 
Circumciſion to have been in the cxtentof it commenſurate to and 
derived from the Covenant with Abraham Gen 17. as the ade- 
quate realon, the ſucceſſion ol-Bapriſm into the room and uſe of Cirs 
cumeiſion; all which ot moſt of them, ate fo contrary.to the Seri 
tute and Proteſtant decttine, as that I preſumed they would quick» 
ly have been diſcerned by thoſe who are acquaimeg with the con. 
trovetſies of Q vines, and ſought reformation in Diſcipline, and te- 
moval of humane invendons in Gods worſhip, and had entered in- 
to a ſolemn oath and Covenant to that end. And for my way of 
manifeſting my doubes firſt to the Minifters of London, and then to 
the Commirtee of the Aſſembly chen ſitting at #efEminfer, and 
after to a prime man in ic in the years 1643, 1644. and hat oppo- 
fitien I found is ſo manifeſt in my two ITteatiſes and Apology pub- 
liſhed 645, 1646. as that it were but adm agere to ſay any 
more thereof, W hich I hoped would have taken oft ſuch pte ju- 
dices, as my Antagoniſts wiitings had raiſed againſt my wiicings 
and perſon, that I might ſecurely apply my ſelf to review the Dil. 
pute, w thout heating of any more perſonal obyctions. But when 
I found the like uſage continned by Mr. Robert Baily of Glaſgow 
in Scotland, I publi an Addisios to the Apology 1652.chough 
it were framed before, and ſent in a letter Manuſeript to him, Ya 
the hotteſt charge was behinde, - After my neceſſitated. removal 
from the Temple in London to Bewdley in Worceſterſhire, ans 
1646. it happened that a publike Diſpute was between Mr. Ni- 
chard Baxter of Kidderminſter neat ia Bewdley and my (elf, at 
: Bewdley Ian. 1, 1649. which how it wat occaſioned, managed, 
injuribuſly diyulged, may be perceived: by the writings! on 
ſides ; his E piſtle before the fu Edigon of the Sarnts Everlaſte 
ing reſt, his Book of Baptiſm, Pra ſaſinaui Morator, and my 
Antidote printed 1650. and Pracerſorganne 1653.'By Mr. Bax» 
ters book of Baptifes, my ſelf, doctrine, anſwers, practiſe. have 
been ſo unwo thily dealt wich, as that they have been painted; out 
in deformed ſhapes quite beſides their tiue feature, and thereby 
expoſed to the unrigheous cenſures and comempe of fo many, they 
Mr. Blake in his Preface to bis Find. ſaderi thought be mighy 
| withov, 
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| To the Cbriſtian Reader. 
wichout coneroul ſay, Afr. Tember ic generally lat myon lem tnongh 
undi hatches. It is inde ed too maniteft that upon the publifhing of Mr. 
Baxters Book of Baptiſm; which was often printed and very much diſ- 
peiſed, floods of teptoaches were caſt on me and thoſe who. are of my 
jadgement in that point, triamphant boaſtings of that book as the Mami 
of Anabaptiſm, a moſt excellent piece, a lafting monument, ge. which 
had laid me flat on my back, wich many che like yaun:s in prim and col- 
loquies. Nor did mens looſe tongues ud pens Ray here, but many inſo- 
lent ſpeeches were vented, trampling upon mc and the Cauſe wich me as 
Captives ſubdued by that mighty hand z my actions were ccofurcd, my 
abilities diſparaged, yea people poſſeſſed with conceits as if I and thole of 
my judgement were accuiſed of God, left over to a ſpirit of deluſion, a 
hardened heatt; Magiſtrates were provoked to make Lawes againſt us, 
as incullerable authors and fomentort of the etrors, heteſies, and divifions 
now in the Land; the rage and violence of common people fhewed it ſelf 
againſt the pr. ctiſe of Baptilm enjoy ned by Chiift, people were deterred 
frem heating us, Schollets from reading, out Writings, ancient acquain- 
tance alienatcd, liberty formerly allowed to prezch in publike places re. 
ſtralned, thoſe that by Baptiſm were added to Communion withdrawn 
from ſociety, yea violent courſ.s taken to hinder Wives, children, ſer- 
vants from a ſſociatirg with them that were baptized, and that which was 
in former ages the only Baptiſm, and highly honoured by the ancient 
Writers with titles of dignity — debaſed and derided, inſomuch 
that in many parts of this Land, I have been taken at beſt for a fell · on- 
ceited man, affecting novelty and ſingularity, of a dangerous ſpirit, a 
ring leader of a {ct of giddy men :dverfarics to unity, diſcipline, opening 
a By to all fanarique conceits, whoſe end would prove wicked, with 
many more impu:ation*, which neither my boc ks net known convetſati- 
on aloe and firce the wars, my labours and imploy ment in places not 
obſcure, the conſeſſed holineſs, orthedoxy, unblameableneſs of thoſe 
Churches cyer which I bad ary inſpection, or wich whom I aſſociated 
could fo acquit us, but that eith. x our wound is uncured or a skat tem ins, 
Mr, Blake in bis Preface to his Vind. fed. ſaith thus of me. And indeed 
I think it a ſpecial providence that he hond thus apperr with a ſbe of 
learning, a volunn of words, a rhapſody of Authors, getting 'a name to 
be the ftrongeft ſword and buckler that was ever lift up in this Cauſe, to 
draw the tyes of his party towards him, and then fall ſo flat, able to mal 
Food not hing; ſo that men far ſrom cenſorions vanity well able to jnadge 
(nen ſerious permſal of bis works and — Wks with bim) SE 
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Pat it & wot poſeible but be goes eg the dero of let own conſt}. 
enge ; ſo — it ſeems — = for an aucocris or_felf*condemmed 
heretick. What other imputations Mr. Blake cafts on me, may be ſeen 
here Sect. 26. And what Mr. Firmin, Mr. Gattater, and Mr S. 
Ferd., ect. 5 3. Belides what Mr. Jabs Goodwin, Mr. Word, and many 
more have judged of mine and Mr. Baxter: writings, Atter Mr. Baxter 
Mr. John Crag would needs take up the cudgels and play his part in this 
matter, which how he hatb done may be ſeen by out wrirings, compared 
chiefly bere ſef#, $7, O. Books after books have been pudliſhed f.om 
England and Scotland, by Dr. Hammond, Mt. Carter, Mr. Rutherford, 
Mr. Faber, Dr. Savage in Latin, and others for Infant. bap:iim ; b ſides 
Serm ns in the Pulpit, and determination in the Uniyerfities at moſt ſo- 
kmn times, Yea upon occaſion of a meer accident at @:xford in July 
165. I have been baited in the Weekly News books, and I have juft 
cauſc to conceive that by clanculat Letters, conferences, conſultations, not 
onely wy doctrine bath been dectied, my writings vilifi-d, my way re- 
preſented as pernicious that people might not Know the truch, but alſo 
Ration undermined, and my filending endeavoured z and which is of all o- 
ther the moſt grievous to me, the fruit of my ſabours in the Goſpel of 
Chriſt not a little bindered : ſo that whereas Mr. Barter would have in 
his Gil Silvias all Miniftets tied to confet with the people in pri- 
vate, by his miſteprelent ii of me, the people { whom T would gladly 
reach) ate dete ted from hearing me in publike, and conferring with me 
in private. Yea not wichſtanding the Quakers have been ſo often op 
ſed by we, and wy decttine as contrary to theirs as light to darkneſs, by 
reaſon of Mr. Baxter s mt the riſe of Quaker m to Anabaptiſns, as 
he term it (v ch bow tar he ch.rgeth on me may be ſcen by his Queſti- 
ons to me ſet down. here ſect. 63.) one Blafhfgeld a bookſe ller in Lemp- 
fer hath openly reviled me at the cloſe of my Sermon while I was in the 
Pulpit Decewb. 26. 1656. thovg} I then refuted the Quakers, and told 
me, if there were no Anabaptift there would be no N; and ſome. 
what afore Mt. Farmer a preacher in Briſoi making a relation of Fames 
- Naytors riding into Briffol, prints a paſſage in a private letter, which he 
with much ado ſigniſies co mee was written by Mr, Robert Brett of 
(Prembridge in Hrrefrruſpire but four miles from me, in which L am char» 
ged to ſay, that in a Sermon which I diſayow in my writings upon the 
report at table of a man of this Town, who ( what ever his qualities be d] 
——— me, Onee before ſome of the moſt intelligent and 
ten here, angrher time before all ot che mot part of the Go- 
yernours 
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To the ChyiB lan Reader, 
terne of this Town, to deal plainly whether I did ſpeak thoſe words 
which Mr. Farmen hath printed doth refuſe to do it, ſhuffſes ia bis an» 
ſwers, and will neuer aſſum nor deny it, Such dealings as theſe from 
men teputed godly, preachers of the Goſpel, ſome of them fellom . ſuſle · 
ters for the common cauſe of teformation, and by the ſame Covenant en- 
to ie, do make me amaxed to ſee what (irange courſes the intem 
rate zeal of Pædobaptiſis carries them, dilcerning thereby what a malig» 
nity of ſpirit they have towards me, who have lo far 2s I can remember 
done no ſuch thing totbem, nor have been wanting in any good offce 1 
cauld do for them with a good conſcience, hut wilhog 10 joyn with godly 
diſlenters in the common Cauſe of Chriſt. Nor do | finde any relenting 
in Mr. Baxter, but as he ches his ſpirit in bis leiters printed here ſect. 3 3, 
63- ſo by his preaching at Bewd/ey Aay 4. 1656. in which he gave ten 
frivolous reaſons for his praRiſe ot Infamt- baptiſm, for the confirming af 
his party who oppoſed my preaching there at that time, and ſince, and by 
the late paſſages in moR of his writings, and in his laſt book of Covers» 
„en p. log. I finde him ſtill the ſame he was. No dowbet ( ſaithbe ) bus 
God doth par den » fon to mukizude of infants by the bland of 
Chriſt, throng ht ho Covenant of grace which ts mad: to the ſaubſul and. 
their ſeed, and this pardon beftewed by the Conmant & ſealed by bap- 
tiſan. which more ſolzmnly conferreth it. It ir moſt probable that God 
doth «lſo mabe ſome change on the hearts of infants, ſecreth giving ſexes 
ſced of inward grace before er in their baptiſm. Abd 5.299. be hath this 
fool ſh paſſage. Others withdraw upon pretenge we are mnhaptized, to 
whichend they muſt coin 4 new baptiſm, oy elſe they are at 4 loſs. And 
the argeing with a will be much like the P apiſts, in the print of Tram- 
altar tiatien, nhich r:gurah that men renonues their” ſenſe and ſay, 
thus they ſor nat that w t they ſea, and fecl not or tafF mot that whiob 
inderd they feel and taſt, ang they they may come to be inthe vight ; 
fo wo mu belerve the! we ſeg none baptized in our Churches, nor hear 
it, nor tnem of any ſuch thing; and then we may come to be a Chych, 
As if che arguing were that there is nothing which Pædobaptiſta call bape 
tin in their Churches, not, there is nothing that may bee trucly called 
Quiſtien bapuim according eo Chrifts inflitution, and then p, 300. after 
his faſhion when he wares nts, he adds. Ob if it were the will of 
—— we conld have as clear light in forme other weighty points as wa 
in Scriptare ſor the baytiſne of the ohildrewof be laori, bow much 
would is do to quite the wnderſhandings of my that are wilting to know | 
I date got lay its a wonder to me * ſuck paſſages in * 
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Tathe Chrifion kde. 
but having e ramĩned his book of b apr: ſav, his tes reaſons for hir praftife 
of Infant heptiſm delivered in Bewdley Chappet May 4. 1656. Hu 
Letters to me 1655. ſet down here ſeit. 53, oc, I cannot but bemoan 
the ſad condition, firſt of Miniſters and people who are carried away wi:h 
ſuch ſhallow diſpucings, and confident ſpeeches as Mr, Baxter hath u- 
ſed in theſe writings, 2. Of my ſelf, and all who go about to elcer truth, 
that they be necefh ated to ſtit up ſuch a neft of Waſps and Hornets, as 
theſe have ſnewed th. mſclves to be who have eppoſed me, if th. y do he. 
ver ſo bretherly and fairly and regularly declare their judgments contrary 
to the common received tenents. Vet I muſt conſets cwo things hive 
ſomewhat refreſhed mee againſt the hard cenſutes of thoſe whom Mr. 
Blake mentions and the refi, tt e one that His Highneſs, and Council and 
the Parliament fince (as 1 am informed) confirming the Ordimince for 
approbation of publique Pre ache rs ſeem to have better though s of rae in 
putting that truſt on me, th». other that ( to mention no other ) wo ot the 
ableſt acuteſt and well read Divines and accurate Diſpu an's, which I 
have known the Univetſity of Oxford in my time to have bred, and 
who have been thought fic fer che Divinity Chair, have had tar other con- 
ceits of my writings then theſe have had, the one not long after the pub. 
lihing of my Exemen, cxpreffing his rejoycing to ſee fo accurate and 
ſcholaflical a diſcuſſing of the point, which he found not in the Aſſem. 
bly, wiſhing he had known of it afore the pubhiſtring of it that he nught 
have prefixed an Epiſtle, yet wiſhing it had beea wrictenin Lotion, as 
ſoreſeeing that the publiſhing it in Egliſh was likely to beget me more 
trouble, chen ic would har 2 done if printed in Latin; the other who 
ſince that uro: e tbus to me. am 4 ſriend to your perſon { whons I have 
knows ( though not kyown to e) this 31. years) and to your opinion 
tos ( as to the man of it ) for I beleove and e, that there is neither 
pretepe nov pratt:ſein Scripture fer Padob apt i nor any juſt evidence: 


for it or about toe hundrell years after Chriſt. The firſt who bears 


witneſs to [ufant bept:ſm praſtiſed intche Church i Tertullian. but ſo 
as he expreflid ſlik:s and co. demos it an unwarrantable and irr a« 
Moral cum: and Naxianzene good while. after bim (is his Oration 
bis 40%, Bal lig. difiikgs it tos, and wenld not have infants brought 
go bapt i ſ til they went of ſome age and able v0 anſwer jor themſelves, 
Som / am bat in the Primitive times they were firft tobe Catechumini, 
i then bi oliſec illummati. or baptizati, awd that nor onely children 
f Pagans, or Pagan cn ted, but children of Chrifflian parents, Na- 
amen (thowgh a Biſhops ſon) bring not baptized till be was abomt 30. 
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v1 of «ge, , appears in his life, and the like is evident of ſams arbers. 
The —. , 1 beleeve Fab did how or — Kren net) 
eue in in the 2d. Cenmry, ande 3d. and Alb. began to be practiſed 
(thongh net gener alh)and defender & lamſul from that text (freſiy miſ- 
wuder hood) Jo. 3. J. pos the like groſs miſt akg. of Jo. &. 53. they did 
for many Conturies(both un the Greek and Laun Church) communicate 
infants and give them the Lordi Supper, and [confeſs they might ds both 
wol as either: But although they baptized ſame infants and thong be 
it Lawfal ſo to do, yet Augultin-was the firſt that ever ſaid.it was necef- 
ſary inde durus paterinfanium, / beaveread what my lcarngd and wer thy 
friend Dr. H.mmond, Mr, Baxter and other: fay in defence of it, and(1 
confeſt ) I wonder not 4 little that men of ſuch great parts ſhonld ſay ſo 
much to ſo little purpoſe, for I have wot yer ſeen any thing like an argue» 
went for it. Nor is it a ſail caſe to me that I finde aft t all Mi. Baxter 
ſhametull and vain, arguings againſt the truth, and injurious dealings 
with me and the baptized Chriſtians, with whom I hold Communion, thac 
yet at laſſ, though quite be ſides his intentions, he bath ſo befriended our 
cauſe as to ler d us twenty good arguments againſt Infant. baptiſm, in his 
ad. diſpntation of right toSacraments, in the cloſe of the 16th. ſaying 
thus p.136. I conclude that all cxamples of baptiſan in Scriuure do men- 
tion onel; the adminiſtration of it to the profeſſors of ſaving faith : and 
the precepts give i w er direſtion. And | proveke Mr. Blake ( fer 
as ts feemly for me to de) to name ang precept for baptizing any other, and 
make it good if be can. I know wha: be will pretend, that he intended 
ch $sovely against Mr. Blakes cpinicn of baptizing upon a. dogmatical 
faith and he means hat he aigues oncly inthe caſe ot. adult perſons. Bur 
that doth not avoid his own arguments againſt himſclf, though he other- 
wilc intended 5 nor will his evaſion ſerve till he proye, that there is a dil- 
ferent ptecept ot exainple for baptizing Infants from that of baptizing adult 
per ſons, or that any ate to be accounted belcevers or diſciples by their pa- 
rents ot as his term is, proparents profeffion, which will ne vet be done by 
him. I will not ſay as Mr. S lake ſaith ſome have ſaid of me, that it is not 
poſſible but he goes again ſi the d M ates of. his own conſcience: But this] 
darc bol, ly ſay, tha: Mr, Baxter hath ſtrongly diſputed again Inf nt 
Baptiſm in the place fore named, page53, aſletting and proving Arg. 1. 
We muß net bapt 12.6 any.wha profeſs not f rus yepentavce, pag. 62, Arg. a. 
We nenit boptius no man that frit profeſſeth uot to bol. eue in God, od. 
Argum. 3. It's the nature or appointed wſe of the external 
hart of Baptiſm it ſelf (es efemial.ro. it ) to gnifis and profeſe 
the. 
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To the Chrifian ada 
the ſaving faith and rigent ance of the baptized, pag. 710. a 
— 2 none 0 ——— to enter — 
ſently into the Covenant of grace with God in Chrift, v. 79. arg. 5. we 
muſt not baptize any wit heat the profeſ1ion of that faith and repentance 
which are made the eondetion of remiſtiem of fins ; the rk have ſpeeches 
to like pur poſe, in which though he puts in ſometimes | and choir ſeed] yet 
his proofs do all overthto that his own add ion, and tear off his patch 
which he hath printed to his argumen', and as fully milicate againſt his 
book of Gaptiſes as Mr. Blakes tenet; fo that to me it ſeems that by Di- 
vine prondence without his intention, ana cademqus menus vun, on 
pemgue twlit : Nor do I think but that if conſcientious Chrv ans chic * 
Schoilers, would read oyer chat ſecond diſputation, they would be (ati 
fied that infants ought not to be baptized but chemſelvcs, and that Ar. 
Baxter hath cheared the world by his book bh and ſhewed him» 
ſelf therein an inconfiderate writer, But however this fall out, it is a great 
re joyeing to my ſoul, that God hath ſo long preſeryed my life and frength 
though now declining, to fiviſh this part of the Review allo, and to ſee 
that part of it printed which is in anſwer to Afr, Baxters ſecond main 
argument in his book of baptiſm,about his pretended ordinance of infants 
vilible Church. memberſhip and its repeal, which ſome have given out as 
unanſwerable, becauſe this anſwet bath been fo long In publ 7 z not 
confideting that beſides the not knowing of his minde about it till 1655. 
I have been-neceffi:ared to anſwer many others, and together with 
conſtant labours, ſome other employments extraordinary with domeſtic 

diſtractions, neceffity of reſpect to my bedily firength, want of help of 
books in ſome points, of learned men ro whom I might have recourſe, of 
an amanuenſis, and chiefly the difficulty of getting it printed by reaſon of 
the great charge, which this book amounts to, and yet is not fo readily 
put off as other ſmall-r writings, and fuch as fate more wich the minde of 
Readers, of whom few ſeem do ſearch aſter truth impartially, eſpecially 
in cont:overſi. s of this kinde. In this which is done my witneſs is in hea» 
ven ho faichſully and fincerely I have dealt, which makes me light the 
unrighteous cenſures of thoſe Afr. Blake mencions, of Mr. Baxter, Mr. 

 Firmin M.. Gattakey, Mr. Ford, Mr. Crag and the reſt. And for Ar. 
jen Gooding io much magnifies Hr. Baxter book, I wiſh he 

and Mr, Hers his ſecond would read this writing, which I take to be a 

ſuſhic ent anſwer, with the two fore-parts of this Review, to what is ſaid 

by My. Baxter and themſclyes in the point of Infant. baptiſm. As for the 

pomt of Schifm ot Separation which Mr, Buser and he charge f 
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Ta theChriftion Reader. 
es wich, I take my (elf no further concerned then mine own fact, which 
if chey can prove to have been unbrocherly or unrighteous, I hope God wil 
foframe my heart as to teſtiſie my repentance : it not, I adviſe them to 
take heed of raſh Judging,and all their followers of following them in that 
fin, If the »bjeRtion be (ll ſer on foot, That thoſe that are, as they term 
us, An:.baptitts, do fall into many falſe opinions, prove Quake s &. 1 

wilh them bettet to examine reports ol us, then Mr. Farmer, M.. Bretony 
and o hers have done of me alote they ſpread them, and to look in: o the 
Race of the ſocieties of their own-judgement,, who if they be not guilty of 
ſuch fallings, I fhallrejoyce wich them, and hope they will learn to pitty 
and endeayour to te ſtote thoſe who are fallen in the ſpirivof meckneſs; if 
they be, that they will remember that it ſhould be no more objected tous 
then to themſclyes. For my own part, I hope I ſhall not abet any ſuch 
ettour, nor do l know of any ſuch errours ot miſcarriages in the Churches 
to which L have aſſociated which are not oppoſed and.cenſured by us: 
Nor do I think it equal we (hould be charged with that errour or miſcar» 
Ciage which we condemn, And I make bold to admoniſh Pxdcbaptifis 
in che Lord, that they cake heed of thoſe praRtiſes which tend to the dil. 
quieting, defaming, hindering their brethren in che work of Chriſt b cauſe 
of the ſuppoſed exrour, as they term it, of Anabaptiſm, leſt they happily 
fight againſt God, and wrong their brethren, temembting that abe rþ & 
doth wrong (halt receive for, the wong he bath done, and there is no 
veſpelt of perſens with God, Col.3,25. And to the end they may earch 
their own conſciences, and rightly judge of themſelves, I vrefume they 


may do well to lay to h. art th. ſe following qu ſtions. 1.Whecher it be 


not a manifeſt perverting of che Geſpel of Chrifi,to maint:in chat che Ces 
venaat of Goſpel grace ade to each belecyer and his ſeed. 2. Wh ther 
it be not againſt the Goſpel to maintain, that the command of Circumciſion 
Gen. 19. doth any way bind Chrifhan beleeycrs now in therr ptactiſe ? 
3. Whecker it be not againſt the Goſpel to entitle perſons to the Church vi- 
Gble Chriſtian by chen natural generation of belec vers? 4. Whether it be 
not a manifeſt will- worſhip to practiſe the pofiuvy Rite of Intan: Bap:iſm 
as Gods worſhip, whien is conteſt to have nc ither prece pt nor example in 
the New Teſtamett ? 5. Whether it be not a profanation of Baptiſm to 
uſe it otherwiſe then Chriſt appointed? 6. Whether by juſtifying Infant 
Baptiſm, the relinquiſh ng of many Popiſh and Prelatical ceremonies 
which have as much of reaſon, tradition, authority of the-Church as it, be 
not condemned t . Whether it be not an oppreffien, and eꝝerc ſing of 


dominion ovet mens conſciences, to tie them to acknoyledge Sacrament: 


To the Chreftian Reader, 

to be in their nature ſeals of the Covenant of grace which the Scripture 
terms not ſo, nor can be proved plainly from ic, and to impoſe on b 
the praiſe of Infant baptiſm under pain of guilt of fin which Chriſt never 
appo nt dꝰ $, Whether it be not maniteſt hypocriſie to oppoſe the 
Croſs, Surplice, &c. and to be ⁊calous for Infant baptiſm z 9. Whether 
they who juſtifie Infant baptiſm and oppoſe baptiim of Believets at age 
confeſſed to be* according to the inſtitution of Chriſt and primitive pra» 
Riſe, are not partial in Gods Law and m y expect to be made contemp- 
tible before all che people? ,10, Whether they who do fo, do not break 
the ſolemn Covenant of endeavouting reformacion- according to Gods 
word? 11. How they that ſay they baptize infants into the Name of 
Chriſt, who ſprinkle or powr onely ſome water on them, vuthout ay pro- 
feflion of the infant can be acquitted from ſaying falſly ? 12. By What 
rule tho'e who are acknowledg.d viſible Chutch members in infancy c n 
be denied the Lords Supper? 13. Whether it be not a ſigne that Pæ lo- 
baptiſm is not according to rule, hen there are ſo many differences bout 
the title to it between Papiſis and Proteſtants, and the ableſt Proteſtants 
themſclvcs? 14. How they can make good the regulatiry of Chucch- 
conſſi ution, and the ordination of Elders, who have no other baptifma 
but that in infancy ? 15. How they can be free from the guilt of hatden- 
ing ſouls in deadly preſumption, who avouch the Chriſtianity ot intants 
by natural birth, and Infant baptiſm which is the great plea of ignorant 
and profane perſons on which they reſt? 16, Whetherit be no: a ſigne 
of injuſtice and want of love to truth, cx adherence to a party, in them 
that will read and hear what one parcy ſaith for Infant baptiim, and refuſe 
to read or he t what the oppoſi s ſay, though they bring the plain inſtitu, 
tion of Chriſt and his Apoſtles practiſe tor them? 17. Whether it be not an 
untighteous courſe re charge the miſcariages of perſons either dead or 
ſtrangere, on that doAtine or practiſe which counteuanceth not them, or to 
perſons who ate no way abettors of them becauſ of agreement in one opi- 
nion? 18, Whether diviſion or Schiſm is not chiefly to be im7ured to thoſe 
who violently oppoſe & inveigh eg ãnſt their Brethren for holding & pra- 
ctiſiag tha: which they conceive chemſely. s bound to do by the plain 
edoaimand of Chriſt which th. ir oppoſites do acknoawl.dge? 19. Whe- 
ther ſich as impoſe Infan baptiſm on their Brethren who hold the faith 
and baptiſm confeſſ d to be from Chrift, and deal rigo ouſly with them 
fornot owning i, do not as the Papiſts, who impoſe with ciuelty their 
own adJi-ions on tho e who otherwiſe ate not denied to hold th true 
faith ad profil? 20, Whether ſuch pretenc s as ate made for Ia ant 
Deprif, 2574 42 imagined cyil of Anabaptilm, can be a ſufficient pl. a for 

any 
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To the Chriſt ian Reader. 

baptiſm, and che imagined evil of Anabap'iſm can be a ſu "cient plca for 
any truly godly perſon to neglect that baptiſm v hich Chriſt hath ſo ii ict- 
ly commanded Aat.28.19. Har. 16.15. & the / poitles conſtam lj practi- 
ſedꝰ And fich Mr. Baxter hath with ſo much catneſtneſs miniſtred fo many 
intertogatoties to me, I fhall take the boldneſs to adviſe him to conſider 
his own ways. 1. In g ving ſuch a title to his book o! PI in Seripiure 
N oof of Infants bap iſm, when there is not one text in all his Book which 
{peaks plunly or ob{curely for ir, yer it's confeſſed by him. If, that it ij nor 
plainly determined in Scripture, p. 3. and is ſo dark in Scriptare that the 
controverſie ts become hard p. 301. 2. In his abuling ſo many texts of 
Scuipture as he ha h done, chiefly the inſtitution of Bap iim Matth. 28 19. 
for intaut B ętiſm as it they were diſciples appoimed there to be baptized, 
which 15 \vthciently refuted by himſelf in many places of Baptiſm,p. 299, 
300. of be right ts Sacraments from p. 91, to 96. 3. In coyring a 
new title to Baptiſm by the ptefeſlion of parents or pro parents, of which 
the Sctipture 1s :og.therfilent, 4. In hisdeviſing :nordin.nc of infants 
viible membe: ſhip in the Chtiſtian Chutch, of which there is no 
foot ſt. p in all the Bible, 3. In his many years clamorous abuſes, and 
ſome kind of violent perſecutions of my {cIf and others of my judgement 
for not acknowl. dging theſe figments of his, but promoting reformation 
ot Baptiſm according to our duty, 6. In is unbrothetly printing my a n. 
ſMers I made in the diſpute at Bewdley Fan. 1. 1649. without ſo much 
as acquainting me with it though living near him. 7, In blazirg ic broad 
that he had driven me to groſs abſurdities, which yer he hath not in his an- 
ſwer to the 17. ſect. of of my precarſor ot cliewherc ſhewed to be ſo. 8. In 
his light paſſing ov it my urging his own words againſt infant baptiſm, a- 
bout Chr iſts inſtitution Mat. 28. 19. in my præcurſ. p. 66. in his Præfeſt. 
morat. (ct. 16. which is noted in the 2d. Patt of the Review, p. 66, 67, 
which ſure being from Chrifts inflitution, deſetved better cor ſidetation. 
9. Ia condemning our te jection of infan: Baptiſm, though but an humare 
tradition, on no bettet grounds chen Pa piſts build many of their cetemo. 
nies which he condemns, in aflerting the Covenant of gtace to the faith- 
full and their ſeed, which in diſpute s againſt Arminians is commonly de- 
nied by Contraremenflrants, 10, In his many falſ- accuſations of me as 
a ſelt maſter diftwrber of the Church, which he cannot prove, in his 
ſcornſull ex;r-ffions in the diſpute and his books, in his injurious inſinua- 
tions of me, as if I were blinded or hardened, occaſioned the riſe of Qua- 
keriſm and other errours, thereby indir: ly cre:ting odinry to me ard to 
the truth, and which is worlt of all, w.akning my hands in the work of 
Chriſt, and particularly in taking off my quondam hcarers at Bewdley 
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To the Chriſtian Reader. 
from heating me, or permitting me there to preach in publike, None of 
which, nor any of the reſt ot his evil ſuggeſtions of me or the people bap- 
tized there or elſewhete, I pray God may be laid to his charge. 

I have no more to add, bur to commend the reading of this and the other 
parts of the Review to thy cue, hoping that as the diffcrerccs between the 
Ciſ=Fordan and Tranſ» Jordan Iſraclitet, and Peter aud the cucume ſed 
Chrittians were compoſed by right in elligenc. of their actions, ſo it may 
be in this, and that God will awaken the eyes of thoſe who have oppoſed 
the ttuch I aſſert, with devices of an anti. Evangelical Covenant of grace 
to Believers and their ſeed, a Law and Oid na ce of infan:s viſibl. Church 
memberſhip no where cxtanc, of baptizing infants according to the Jews 
iſh pattern of baptizing Proſclytes, of an addi:ional promiſe of cafting e. 
lect children on elect parents ordinarily,of a command in force now, Gen, 
17. 9. of Baptiſms ſucce ffion to Circumciſion and feiching a rul- from it, 
of baptiſms conferring Grace, &. will diſcern their errour, and embrace 
that light which they have hitherto fhut out, and Iaying aſide their yain 
diſputes : bout the baptizing of Infants of not Churcamembers, protane, 
excommusicate parents, or proparents and ſuch like, end. avout to reftore 
that one Bapti/m which with that ont faith once delivered is the Saints, 
may bring che Churches of God to a right conſtituuon and holy unity ard 
order, and without which a right reformation covenanced will not be, aud 
that go ly patents of t.nder conſciences will take beed of bringing in- 
fants to bapriim whereby ic is p:otaned, and diſcern that it is the own 
duty to he baptized inthe name of Chri't, and that the uſe of baptiſm is, 
as Mr. Baxter confeſſeth p. 68 Of right to Sacraments, yea eſſential fo 
it to fog ni ſie and profeſs the ſaving faith and repentance of the baptiz,:d 
(which ſh ws 1ntants are not bapuzed, ſich th y do not that which 1s 
eſſenual to baptiſm and that which is eſſential muſt be in all ) and not to 
look upon it as their childregs priviledge, but as it was by Chriſt appoin- 
ted, by i: engage themſelves to fellow the Lord Jesus; which is the 


prayer of 


Thy loving Brother and real Servant 
in Crit; 


JoHN Tots, 
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Se. 1.1 He ſecond argument againſt infant Baptiſm that jr is will worſhip is 

confirmed. 

Se, 2. Dr. Homes his arguments to prove infant Baptiſm from Gen 17, are 
examined, 

SeR. 3. Mr. Drews argument for infant Baptiſm from Gen. 17. is examined, 
and jt is ſhewed that there js not the ſame reaſon of infant Baptiſm as cf in- 
fanc Circumcifion, 

Seat. 4. The Covenant Gen. 17. 4, J, 6,7, 8, was a mixt Coyenant, 

$cR., 3. d:. 38, 39. proves not either the identity of covenant now with hat 
to Abrabam Gen. 17. 7, as it comprehends his natural ſeed, nor the connexion 
between i and aptizability. | 1 

Sect. C. Ilie argument ot Mr, Zoſia? Charch in his Divine warrant ſor inſaut 
baptiſm, om their being judged ia the promiſe of propriety in God js an- 
ſwered. 

Sed. 2. Bare judgement of charity concerning a perſons intereſt in the promiſe 
is not 2 Warrant to baptize. 

Sect. 8. As 2. 38, 39. proves that intereſt in the promſfc intitles not to bip- 
tiſm without repentance, 

Sect. 9. Infants are not proved by Mr. Church to bee of the vifible Church 
Chriſtian, 

SeR. 10. Infants capacity of ſome reſpe&s different from diſcipleſhip intitles 
them not to baptiim, 

Sect. 11, The 2g1-ements berweencircumcifion ard baptiſm do nor juſtiße in- 
fam baptiſm, and the validity of ſealing infants with an initial ſea] is ſhewed 
to be null. ä 

Sect. 12. Di, Featley his argument for infant Baptiſm from the Covenant is 
examined, 

Sect 13. The arguments of Mr, william Lyford frem the Coverant for infant 
baptiſm are anſwered, 

Sect. 14. The atguments of Mr, Stalbam, Mr. Brizſley, Mr. Hall, and a name. 
leſs Author from the Covenant for i»fant Baptiſm are examined, 

Sect, 15. The diſpute of Mr, /obz Geree about the extent of the Goſpel Co- 
venant to prove thence infant Baptila is examined, and it is ſhewed that inte- 
reſt in the covenant did not intitle to Circumcifion ; nor is it proved it doth 
now to baptiſm, 

on. | 6, That the Goſpel covenant is not extended to infants of believers as 

uch. 

ect. 17, Mr, Cottons, the 4ſembly's, and London Miniſters way of arguing for 
infant Baptiſm trom the Covenant and Circumciſion is recited, and the me. 
thod of the futute progreſs in the Review expreſſed, * 

Sect, 10. Mr, Marſha/s reply to the firſt ſection of the 2d, Part of my Exmen 
about the ccanezion between the Covenant and ſeal is reviewed. F 

C3 ect, 19, 
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Sect. 19. Mr. Blakes exceptions againſt my ſpeeches in the point about the 
connexion between the Covenant and initial {cal are tefelled. 

Sect. 20 Theexceprions which in the fir ſt part of my Review or Antipadebap. 
tym ſect. 3. ate made againſt the proof ot connexion berween the Covenant 
and initial ſeal, are conficmed againſt Vir. Blake vind. fad, ch 42. ſe, 3. 

Se&. 21, The ten exceptions of the firſt part of my Review ga inſt Pædi bap- 
tiſts expoſition and allegation of 445 2. 38, 39. for the conneXxio! between 
the Covenant and ſea), are vindicated irom Mr, Blakes anſwer vixdic. fad, 
ch. ; 

Sea. ; 8 k. . on ch. 2. fart. 1. of Mr. Thomas Cobbet his Juſt vin- 
dicat ion roucking the explica:ion of Ads 2. 38, 39. in which his expofition 
is ſhewed to be vain, and mine juſtified. 

Sect. 23. The arguments drawn from Ad, 2.38, 39. againſtthe connexion 
between Covenant inteteſt, and Baptiſm right, and infant Baptiſin are vindi- 
cated from Mr, Cobbets anſwers, 

Sect. 24, Mr, Sidenham's notes on Ads 2, 39. in his Exercitation ch. 5. are 
conſidered, : 

Sect. 25. Mr, Marſhals reply to my Examen about his firſt connc luſ on is re- 
viewed, and the Covenant Gen. 7. ſtull maintained to be mixt, and that 
Gentile ſelf juſtitiaries, though reputed Chciſtians, are not termed Abra- 
bam”; ſeed, nor Gal, 4. 29. proves ir, and that the diſtinction of ontwarg and 
inward Covenant is not right. 

Sea, 16. The mixture of the Covenant as by me afferted, is vindicated from 
Mr, Blahes exceptions vind. ſed. ch. 26. 

Sect. 27, The fout firſt chapters of Mr, Sidenham's Exercitation are examined 
and his vanity in his conceits about conſequences proving infant bapriſm,the 

uriry of the Covenant Gen. 17. infants of believers being Abrabams ſced and 
in Covenant is ſhewed, 

Sect, 28. It is proved from Luk, 1. 54,55, & 19.9, Job 8.39 Rom 4. 1 „1213, 
14,1, 16, 7. Gal. 3.7, 18,29. & 4. 28. Rom .,, 8. Maith 3.9. that the 
ſeed of Abraham to whom the pro, iſe as Evangelical is made Gen. 17 7. arc 
one ly true believers ot c let perſons, 

Sect, 29. The allega jon ot Rem. 9 6.7, 8. Matth. 3 7,8, 9. to prove that the 
ſeed to which the promiſe Gen, 17, 7. as Evange ical belong are true belie- 
vers or the ele onely is vindicated from Mr. Blakes anſwci windic fad, ch. 
36, and Mi. Sidenbam E ercit ation ch. 6, 

ect. 30. Of the meaning ot Mr, Marſhals ſecond conc lu ſion, the ambiguiry of 
which is ſhewed. 

Sect, 31. Ot the novel yen! yaviry of Mr, Marſhals and others doct f ine 3. 
bout ſacraments being ſeals f the Covenant ot grace, and the ſeveral ſcal. 
ings of them, 

Sect, 32, The exceptions in my Examen part 4. ſeF, 5, againſt Mr. Marſhals 
ſpeeches abou? the Covenant and conditional ſealing, are made good againſt 
Mr, Marſhal and M. Blate, 

Secr, 33. That it is nv error, as Mr, Baxter calls ir; bur a truth, that the Co- 
venant = grace is ade onely to the c lect. 

dect. 34. Mr, Baxter hath not proved that the abſolute promiſe or Covenant! 
netic that is ſcaled in baptiſ, 5 | gy ans 

Sect» 35. 


__ 
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Secr, 35. My ſpeech about Gods ſcaling to none but believers, iscleered from 
Mr, Baxters objections, = ; 

Sect, 36. Chriſſianity is not by birth, nor the Church 8s civil corporations, 

Mr, Marſhals equivocation in the u/e of the term | Covenant of grace. ] ; 

Sect, «7, I hat the promiſe Gen, 17. 7. proves not an exte! nal priviledge of vi- 
ſible Churchmemberſhip and inicisl teal to intants ot Gentile believers, as 
Mr, Marſhal afſerrs, þ 

Sect, 38, Animadverſions on the 3d. cb. of the firſt part of Mr. Thomas Cobbets 
Fauſt vindic ſect. 1, 2, 3. about Gen, 17. whereby his poſitions about Church 
Covenant and external priviledges of the Covenant of grace ate reteiled, 

Sect. 39. Animadver ſions on ſect 4th, of the ſame chapter, whereby the con- 
ceits of Mr, Cobbet about external being in the Covenant ot grace, ate ſhewed 
to be vain, 

Sect. 40. Animadverſions on ſe7, 5, of the ſame ch. ſhewing that Mr, Cobbets 
ſuppoſed viſible intereſt in od Covenant is not the rule of baptizing. 

Sect, 41, Animadverfions on the 5th, Ne. of the ſame ch. ſhewing chat Chriſt 
is not head of any unſound member», Her parents profeſſion unites Children 
to Chriſt ſo as to entitle them to baptiſm, | 

Sect. 42, Animadverſions on ſect. 7 h. of the ſame ch. ſhewing that the body 
of the Jewiſh Church, even the worſt of them, was not under the Covenant 
of grace in reſpect of external intereſt therein, 

Secr, 43. That the Covenant at Mount Sinai was a Covenant of works and not 
of Evangelical grace and that the Jewiſh Chutch and ſtate were but one body, 

S.ct. 44. Animadver ſions on the ↄth ſet, of the ſame ch. in which the Cove. 
nant intereſt external and Ecclehaſtical of intanis of inchurched believers, is 
pretended not proved to be Goſpel, and bis allegations of Deut. 36, 6, &c. 
Gen. t7, 8. Luk, 19.9, Dent. 29. 10, &c, Exch. 16, 1, &c. Gen. 9. 25,26, 
and ether places are examined, 

Sect. 45, Mr, cobbet i anfwers to objections againſt his 7th. conc, pare. 1. 6.3. 
ſect. 9. of his JA vindic, are conſidered, and Mr, Blahes tener concerning the 
general nstute of a Covenant that jt is a mutual agreement, 

Sect, 46. The £7, 28, 29, chapters of Mr. Blattes vind. ſæd are examined, ant 
it is ſhewed th it he hath not proved the Covenant of grace in Goſ pel times to 
admit or to be made to any but the elect regenerate, 

Sect, 47, Mr, Blaies vindic, fad. ch. 34.concerning the ftating the que ſt ion of 
the bit th. privile- ge of the iſſue of believers is. examined, and his objections 
again my ſtating it removed, 

Sect, 48, The 3 5th,and 37th, chapters of Mr. Blakes vindic, fed are examined 
and his arguments concluding the natural iſtue of belie vers to be taken into 
covenant are anſwered. 

Sect. 49, The 4th, ch. ot Mr. Baxters pars.1, of plain Script proof, &c. is exami- 
ned, his conceits about infants viſible Chutchmembe r ſnip and their admiſt - 
on conſidered and ſundry anĩimadver ſions made on that chapter. 

Secr,Fo. The 5.6þ,of Mr. Bra plain ſtrip &c. p. 1. is — ans the texts Gal, 
4. 1, &c. Mar- TB. ig. eleered ſo as to prove intants nom no viſible churt hmem bers 

Secr, 51, The arguments from alter ing of the Jewiſh Church conſtitutiot and 
call, the ceaſing of the High Prieſt, &c. to prove infants now no viſible 
Churchmembers, are made good againſt Mr,Bexters 5, eb. plain, &c. part. 1. 

Sect, 5%. 
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Sect. 32. It is proved chat infancs were not reckoned to the viſible Church Chri- 


ſtian in the primitive times, nor are now, 

Sect. 53. Letters between me and Mr, Baxter are ſer down, concerning the 
Law and Ordinance of intants viſible Churchmemberſhip unrepealed, which 
he aff ces, whereby the point is ſtated. 

9 54. lufants were viable Churchmembers onely in the Congregation of 
Ifrael. : 
Sect, 55. Infants of the Jews were not viſible Churchmembers by promiſe or 

prece pt, as Mr, Baxter teacheth. 

Sed. 56, L hat the people and thereby the infants of the Hebrews were made 
vilible Churchmembers by a tranſeunt fa&, is made good ag.iuſt Mr, Bax. 
ters exceptions, 

Sect, 57, Mr Baxters Law of infants vi6ble Churchmemberſhip unrepealed is 
no: proved from Gen; 1. 26, 27,268, or Gen 3.15. 

Sect. 58. Infants viuble Churchmemb: r ſhip is no: proved by the Law of Nature, 

Sect. 59. The ſayings of Adam, Eve, Noab, concerring cam, *eth, Sbem, the 
term [ ſox3 of God, Gen. 6. 2, | prove not Mr, Barter Law of infants viſi- 
ble Chur chmembet ſhip uncepealed, 

Sect, 60, Mr, Haxters Law of jnfanes viſible Churchmemberſhip unrepealed, 
is not proved from Gen. 12. or 17, Or 22, 

Sect, 61, Covenants, promiſes and ſpeeches in the Old Teſtament of 1/rael,the 
righteous, prove not Mr Bazters Law of infants viable Churchmember ſhip 
unrepealed. a 

Sect, 62, Mr, Baxtcrs gth, and 1oth, queſtions about the repealab'cneſs and 

; repeal of hisimagined Law of infants vifible Churchmemberſbip, and bis 8, 
additienals arc anſwered | 

Sect. 63, Mr, Baxters ten calumniatory queſtions and the concluſion of his 
Lettet areanſwered, 

Sect. 64, My anſwcr in the Diſpute and ſermon to the at gument of My Baxter 
of Baptiſ part. 1. cb, 6. about the nonrepeal of infants Churchmemberſhip 
becauſe neither in juſtice nor in mercy is vindicared, 

Sect, 65, Mr, Baxters arguments from Marth. 23.37 Kevel, 11. 15, for infants 
vifidle Church:;remberſhip ch, 12, 13. are anſwered, 

Sect. 66. Mr Baxters g h, rorh, 11th, concerning infants better condition in 
the N. I. in his 14th, 15, 16th, chapters part, 1, of Baptiſm, to prove their 
viſible Churchmemberthip are anſwered, 

Sect. 67, Ar. Baxters argument cb, 17, part. 1. of baptiſm, from Deut. 29. 10, 
IT, 17. is anſweted, and my anſwers vindieated. 

Sect, 68, Neither from Rom. 4. 11. nor by other teaſcn, bach Mr, Baxter pro- 
ved ch. 18, 9. part. 1, of baptiſm, that infant Church.nemberthip wa: partly 
na.ural, partly grounded on the Law of grace and faith. 

Sect. 69, Mr. Baxter cb, 20. by bis 1 5th, argument trom infants being once 
members of the univerſal viſble Church, hath not proved their viſible 
Churchmemberſhi>unrepealed. 

Sect, 50, Mr. Baxters 16th, and 17th, argumenis ſrom the promiſe of mercy Ex. 
0d, 20 6. and ot bleiing Pſal, 37, 26, arc anſweted. 

Sect. 71. Mr, Bexters 18th, argument fron the priori y of infants Church- 
memberſhip betore Circumciſion, his 19th, from God, mercy, his zoch, 

from 
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from blefling and curfing Deut. 28, ure anſwered, 

Se. 72, Mr, baxters 21. argument from the abſurdity of my doctrine making 
all infants members of the Devils vifible Kingdome is anſwered. 

Set. 73. Mr. Baxters 22, argument ch. 7. that my doctr inc leaves no ground 
ot hope of ſalvatien of infants dying is anſwered. 

Sect. 74, Mr, Baxters allega ions p.76, 77,78. ſhew not a ſtronger ground of 
hope of infancs ſalvation lo dying then mine, his 23d, argument ch. 19. his 
25th, cb, 30. are anſwered, 

$:cr, 75, My arguments to prove the ingra ſfing Rom 1. 17. o be into the invi- 
ſible Church by giving faith, are vindicated ftrem Mr, Bla{es exceptions 
vindic, ſed. cb. 38, and Mr, Sidenbams Exercit. ch. 8, 5. 

Sect, 76, My ſenſe of matrimonial holineſs i C. 7, 14, 1 vindicared from 
Hr, Blakes exceptions viadic, ſfad.cb 39. and Mr. Sidenhams Exercit ch. 2. 
Sect 77. Mr. william Carters attempt ot proving the Ciiriftian Sabvath from 
Heb. 4.7, 9, 10. is ſhewed to be ſucceficleſs,and fo uſe le ſs for proof of infant 

bapriſm. 

Sect, 78, Mr. Carters expoſition of Gen, 22. 16, 17, 18. as if God promiſed to 
make evety bel1: ver a bleſſing, ſo as rocaft ordinarily eleg children on eleR 
parents is refuted, 

Sect. 79. Neither did Circumcifion ſeal Mr. Cavters audiional promiſe, nor 
was Abrabam thence termed father of believers. 

Secr, 80, Mr. Carters conceit as it Gen. 17.9, were a command in force to 4 
br abams ſpiritual ſced in the N. I is ſhewed to be vain. 

Sect. 81, The ſucceſſion of Baptiſm to Circumciſion, and their identity for 
ſubſtance to us is ſhewed to be unproved by Mr, Carter, Mr. Marſhal, Mr, 
church, Dr, Homes, Mr. Cotton, Mr, Fuller, Mr. cobbet, it om Col. 3. 11,52, 
or elſewhere p 

Sect, 82, Nutwithſtand'ng Mr, Carters allegations of 47s 2, 38, 39. 1 cer. 7. 
14 Rom. 11. 16, 24. Mark 10. 14 4d 15. 10. Matih, 28. 19. the N. T. 
app*-ars to be ſilent about Mr. Carters additional promiſe and infants bap- 
mum. 

Sect. 8. Intereſt in the Covenant gave not title to Circumcifion as Mr. Mar. 

hal in his 4th, concl would have it. 

Sect. 84 The enlargement of our ptiviledges proves not infant baptiſm as Mr. 
Marſhal in his 5th, concl, would have ir. 

Sect, 85, Mr, Cobbets dictates Fuft. vindic, part, 2, ch. 1, touching childrens 
ba ptiſmal right ate examined and refelled, 

Secr, 85 The 13th, and 14th, chapters of the firſt part of Mr, Rutherford; book 
of ibe Covenant are examined, and found to make nothing for infant baptiſn 
Sect. 87, The diſaſters in Germany and our preſent diſtractions ſprung nor from 

Anabaptiſm as Mr, Crag faith, 

Se-r, 88. Auſtins ſaying about Apoſtolical traditions js not to be refted upon 
nor his teſt imo ny about the antiquity of infant baptiſm. : 

Secr, 89. The teſtinonies of the Ancient writers of the Grech Church concert 
ning infant baptiſm are examined and my exception: made good againſt Mr 
Crag, Dr. Hammond, Dr. Homes, Mr, Marſhal 4 

Secr. 90, The arguments to prove infant baptiſm an ic.novation in the Greek 
Churches ETH. p.9, arc made good againſt Mr, A@ſhat, and Dr, Homes, 

Sect, 3. 
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$e&. 91, The teſtimonies of Tertullian for jnfanc baptiſm, and Dr, Hammonds 
interpretation of ch. 39, de Anim ate examined with 1 C07, 7. 14. 

Set. 91. Dr, Hammond: ;magined evidence from. [hath been lanctißed ] for 
his ſenſe of the ſorepart of i cer. 7, 14. nullified, and my opinion of cnal. 
lage of tenſe vindicated, 

Set. 93. Dr, Hawmonds rendring [ by 1 Cov. 7. 14, ] is refelled, and wy 
rendring + [to] juſtified. 

Se. 94, It is ſhewed that Dr. Hammond hath no proof from 1 Cor. 7. 16. for 
his ſenſ: of the forepart of v. 14 nor will his ſenſe of holy for baptized agree 
with the Apoſtles argument, though his ſcnſe of the tore part of the verſe 
were granted, ; 

Sect. 35. Dr, Hammonds reaſons from the terms holy and unclean for his ſenſe 
of baptized or not baprized are refelled. 

Sect. 96. The Jewiſh cuſtame of bapriſm for inĩtiation was not the pattern of 
Chriftian baptiſm, as Dr. Hammond would have it. 

Set. 97. Matth, 28, 19, infants are excluded from being ſubjects of baptiſm 
no:withſitanding Dr. Hammonds pretenſions. 

Sect. 98. Thereftimonies of cy rian, Augaftin, and other Latin Fathers for in. 
fant baptiſm, ate ſhewed to ha ve cone from their miſt: kes, and the eviden- 
ces why the antiquity of infant bapriſm ſhould nor de deemed ſuch as is pre- 
tended, are vindicated, 

Sect. 99, Mr. Crags objections about my nine untruths, hi, diſcourſe about 
reba 22 retelled, 

Sea, _ he Arguments of Mr, Crag for infant baptiſm are re-ext- 
mined, 
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Pala t. be fremiſetb. p, 3. l, 18. r, 44. p. 7. I, y. r, nor is; I, 39. , A. 
p.. I. 39. r, mere. po T0. J, 3. r, native, I, 10. , ibo are vain, p, 22. 1 2. 
1. not onely. p, 23. L 30. T ea. p,z5.1,6.r,commenders;1, 10 r, opinion l, 25. 
r, probability; I, 28. f, a iſputation, |, 35. r, external. p. 19,8. B, 3. 1,9.r,7. 
1,46, r,ſþeci, p,z9.1.16, 7.2.17, P,40.1,3r.r,pecaliar; 1,46.7,7. p.41 
1,45.r, ſeal. p,s5.1,11,r,conveys. p, 6. I, 43. , ejeftion. p,67.1,12. f, not 
4. p,70.1,34,35.the lines are miſplaced: 5, 75. J, 22. r, aud not id be 
admilted ta the like initiating Sacrament, p, 8. J, 29. r,cram, p. 56 116, r. 
on. p. 94. L, 35. , perſetut cd. l, 4. r, ſome. p, 100 l, 4. f. 43 p.10 8.2. Fd. 
p,u13.1,1 8. r, ſction, l,; o t, wont. p 175. l, 2. T, inviſible: p, 15. I, 3. we / ves 
pos. J, 3. r, ben; J, 13,17. , appohte. p, 180. J, 10. r, pa. p.121, 4 r, be tels. 
p,1:3.1,8.r, Baxter. p.124. l, 3 1.r,oppoſice, P,126.1,21. rem ian of ſins. 
p,1094 1,25. r,ncogneum, P. 141. 1523. , #wmber. p.146. 1, 1. 1, cd. 
p,143.1.3 t, milie 1,5. f appoſete. Pol 10. I, 2. T, Meant by; . 17, r. com. 
rebended. p, 15 L, 22. c, dichotomie. F, 15 8. 1,26.r ,bravches, d and. pigs, 
E the inward, p, 100. L, 15. d, net. p, 166. 1 46. r, %, 1.48. f, 
wnbaptizable, p,171.1,37. r belong, p,172.1,5, r,of this, p,173.1,16-r, 
ſeed ,wbich ; 1,22. r.becauſe And as, p, 17 7. J, 1. r, that knows, p,178, 
1,44,45. r, dech not agree: pots; 1,38. r, regenerate: p, 785. L, 3. r, Rom 3.1. 
p,186.1,9. r,xow: p, 184. L, 2 2. r, viſble. p, 7. U; J. r, ie: price U,. 
1,44 not: p. 109. l, 44 r, Alrabamiie: axtecedent i). p. 213. J. 36. r, ent axce 
neither have ours; 1,43, t, nor ii: p, 215. I, 21. ,L. c. I. 24. r, e g. p, zt. 
1.42. r,ned:ation: p, 222. 1,4, revelation; 1,30. r, , ſcience or: I, 33, 1, 
an aff ; 1,47, r, content ing: p, 223. l, 7. r, types of Chriſt ; 1,28. r,hath not; 
I,34. r,inthis; 1,40. r, alladed: p, 124. l. 19. f, ne 1e: p, 226. I, 3 7. d. not: 
pos b. l, C. r, vent; I. 33, 34. r, ſyucretiſ n: p, 2 29. l, 4. d, not ʒ l. 5. t, der ivezl. 35. 
to be a ſeal bes p, x3 $+1,20.1,00791;);44.r, Jews pr f. l, 20 t, be had: , 
232.1, J. T, , 12. t, aſſingʒl, 20. r, f it: 5234.4 „19. p, 23 7. L 38. r,P, 
5138.1, 7. r, in my; 1,14. r, reviewed: p, 89. I, 8. r. flings: p. 40. I, 13. 
„not; I, 17. t, aud ſeals; I, 33. r, cerning: p, 2412 L, 7. r, /H grace; I, 13. 
r, what ſenſe: p, 14. l, Ur, contradiſtinguiſheth: p, 145. I, 33. d, not; I. 47. r. 
aſtert ing: p, 246. I, 20. r, 46. p, 1 49. I, o. r, chere l, 39. , and not: p, 2 50. 1,35, 
r, charged: p, 25 . l, 20. r, “ ward. p, 2 54, I, 1. 1% p. 256. J, 3 2.7, 8.J, 41, 
43. , I at age p, 257. J, 8.7, un I, 14. r, inſtance Il, 47. r,flony: p, 258. J, 37. 
r futility: p, 261. J, 1. r, it were; l. 4. d, to, 1,39. r.ſealirg: p., 268. J, 29. r, 
1,41. , that, l, 43. d, I: p. 72, I. I. r, reaſon ; 1,:9. rand the: p, 273. J, 
23. r, art: p, 17 5. I, 37. r, external: p, 27 1,45. d, not; p. 277. JL, 37. r, da- 
ring the; 1,44, 4. d, in the v igbt ad ini lr ation of it : p. 278. J, 13. r, no 
where; I, 47. r, elect alluſive: p, 279. l, 2. r,ofore, I, 1 5. r, contain, 1,17. 1. 
it proper to Ifrael: p. 280. J, 3 5. r, but tbat ſuch are to be; l, 37. r, act i 4; 
1. 39. r, they are: p. 281. I, 20 r, were: p, 28 2.1 46. r, without that; J, 47. r, 
Jobn: p, 283. J, 44. r, preſeſſor: p, 28 f. 1,36. t. %: p.286 1 19. d, ad, 
1,16. 1, yea wider yet were: p,287 17. 1, was, I, 13 r, that which, , 20. 
r, vifible intereſt; p., 293. I, ult. r, noting p, 294. J, 24. T, unte: p. 195. l, 
38, r, winding: p, 300. l, 9. c, expected: p. 01. l, 24. r,no tranſyreſiors: p, 
310. l, 13. r. % pot: p, 311, J. r,of grace: p, 317. l, 46. r, come: p. 3129 
1,8, r, weer profeſſor; p, 330. 1,16, r a ſeal tothe Gentiles that believe of 
tte 


ERRATA, 


the righteouſneſs of ſaith though they be never c .it I. 26. r, were 
ſachz 1,27, d,were: p.332. 1,40. F, wer p, 3 34. b 3. rinſerence ; l, 37. r, 
exilia: p, 335. 1,7.rafert; 1,47. r, wbence; I, 13. r, tenet: p, 341, J, 36. 
r, condition. ; 

At Ty the figures are ——_ reaſon of che ule of two Prefies; for 
after 344. ſeck. 46. is p, 27. 2 $,245. 1.14, r, ef which: p, 6. 
1,4. r,vaſorum: p, 70 1. 1,48. r,deferr: p, 269. 1,31, rover: p, 28 3. I, 6. 
r, o: p, 284. 1,33, r, nh: p, . miſ printed 284. 1,38, r, ante what; P, 
297, 1,6. r,indefinitely; p, 304. J, 28. t, ſpecial: p, 11 8. 1,25, r, deſertione 
p, 373. 1,8. r, mere: p, 382. J, 3. r, c ονε p, 387. 1,22, r,of aft: p.358. 
4,6. r, be #z p, 40 l. I, 3 7. r, mm: p. 4 3. 1,20, T, fe no: p. 40. J, 15. x, 
churebmember s: p, 501. I, 43. t, es en: p, 503. I, fenuit t, righreaaſneſe: 
p. 99. J, 9. r, can: p, 510. l, 47. r, vet: p. 5 JJ. I, 18. rt was, p, 115. l, 18, 
r. who bath, p, 38 1. I, 28. T, / not. p. 597. I, 34. r, ſarcaftical. p, ch., 23. 
r, n. p, 613. L, 43. r,wight well, p, 621. I, 5. r, tber. p, 647. 1,12, 1, . 
port. p, 653. I, 10. r,concrete, p, 678. l, 7. r, lem. p.684. I, 46. r, ſanftjon, 
p., 70 ;. 1.36, r, did net. p, 703. I, 11. t, were nat. p, 705. I, 42. r, benefir, 
p. 7 21. J, S. d, not. p., 72 5. I, 14. r, che time. p, 7 27. I, 24. r,. p. 735. I, 11. 
r,tbere, p, 745. L, 1 f. r, ſormaly. p, 75 . J, 43. r, bers. p, 7 50. l, 7. r, Ja- 
nua, p, 783. l, 27. r, there were, p, 758. J, 7. r,ambigue, p, 799. J, 10. d. ef. 
p, 803. L 38. r. not. p, 8 16. 1,44. r, one parent was, p, 5 23, J, v. d, be. 
825. , 7. r, wbich it mas; I, 23. r, nati. p, 5 30. , 18. r, af. p, 634. 
1,47. r,inſerence which, p, 844. I, 19. r, F the Chair, p, 848. I. 1 1. r, 13. 
p/ s 50. 1,16, r, catachreſt. p, 8 5 T. I, 3. 4, u; I, 10. r, form, p, 86 5 . 1,46, 
r, put. p, 8 53. L, 31. r, comprebend. p, 95 4. 1,40. r, or not. p, 97. J, 29. 
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Anci-padobaptiſm 


The third part « of the full Review 
of the Diſpute concerning Infant- 
Baptiſm,refuting the proof of it 
from Circumcifion and the 

. Covenant, 


— 


SECT. I. 
The ſerond « 9-4 againſt Infant-Baptiſm, . it is Nd » i con- 


Infant-baptiſm, as to vindicate the Texts, Rom. 11. 17, Ac. 

33,39. 1C0r.7.14. from ſuch gloſſes as tend to wreſt them to the 
ntenance of it, and to make good my firſt Argument againft 

it, from the inſtitution of Chriſt, Ma.28.19. 1 16.16. The Apoſtler a 
A and 


HEE: ſo far in the Review of the Apr ne 


(2) 


already printed, I go on to the finiſhing of the teſt of the forementioned 
ew. FL. . | 
Tecond Argument ag; ſt- Infant-baptiſm is thus formed, That 
N. Ar. is 89 — the will of God , nor accordi 
to the rule of baptizing: Bur the ordinary Baptizing of Infants, chough 
by a lawful} Miniſter, is will-worſhip. Ergo. 

The Major is proved, 1. From Col, 2. 13. where will- worſhip is diſal- 
lowed by the Apoſtle, and ſo generally Commentators and other Authors 
account will-worſhip a fin. Doctor Lakes defence about the Sabbath, Theſ. 2. 
Te know that Burch nowin did never pleaſe God; yet Doctor. Hammond in 
his- Treatiſe of will-worſbip, will have G8 ia, or will- worſſup, to 
be underſtood in the better ſenſe. But againſt it are the framo of the A- 
poſtles words, ard the drift of them, which is to blame them for being ſub- 
ject to ordinances after the doclrines and commandments of men, as noi agree= 
irg with a on iff ang cording with Chriſt; + And he ** Such 2 
4 ſhew of wiſdom : and yede 18. be tha ileth that, nanę / do beguile 
them of theis ld Jah 5» L 2 ng i mary vor as 
our Trafillitots, in 4 voluntary bitmility, I may hot now divert from the 
preſent buſineſs to examine Doctor Haumonds Allegatzons , there being 
enough in that Text to prove, ſervice as done to God, invented by men, 
and practiſed after their commands, without Gods appointment, nor to by 
after Gods. will : and I take Doctor Hammond to be well anſwered by Mr. 
Cawdrey. 2. However the Major is plainly proved from Chriſts words, Mar. 

15.9. In vain do they worſhip me, teaching fer dofrine mens precepts ; which 
proves that worſhip which is taught after mens ( which is the ſame 


with will-worſhipan my open) is in vain, and therefore not agree- 


able to the will of God. But I need not ſay any more about it, fith my 
Antagoniſts do meſt.of them except againſt will-worſhip as a fin. 

The Minor is proved thus, That which is worſhip not appointed by God, 
is will-worſhip : But the ordinary baptizing of Infants of Believers, 
Churched or unchurched, thoygh by a lawful Miniſter, is worſhip not ap- 
pointed by God. Ergo. The Major is confirmed from the very definition 
of will-worſhip,which is, A worſhip of God nor * by him, but ta- 
ken up according to the command of man, out of Mat. 1 5. 9. The Minor 
is - by demanding, a Scripture wherein God appointed Infant-bap- 
tum. F 


In anſwer hereto, in conference with me, it was once denied that Infant- 
baptiſm was uſed as a worſhip of God: But if ſo, then it is no holy thing, no 


Sacrament, no pꝛoſaneneſs to contemn it, no matter if a Mid wife do it, 


with many more of the like abſurdities. 

_ Maſter Blake in his anſwer to my letter ch. 13. pag. 92, Vindic. fad, ch 
44- denies —— —E be will· wor ſhip, be makes wi 
worſhip then when men deviſe an Ordi 
5 >. miſapplicaien of an inſtitued wor(bip 10 a wrong 


* 
* 


And 


and primitive E vangeliſts practice and ſayings, in two parts of the Review 


mance ,- but not when it i onely a 


* tt. Lomond OO” I 
. 


(3) 
And Maſter Marſhdll page 195. of his Defence, would to prove, that 
all things ing to che worſhip, even in the — e 
the ages and ſexes of the perſons to whom the Ordinances are to be apphyed, 

be expreſſely-ſes down in the N. T. pag. 196. There is no abſolute 

every ct of an Ordinance, br the ſeveral ſexes or ages to — 
Ordinance ought to be applied, muſt be ſes down in pugeepr, or Apoſtolical 
ample equivalent to a precept, found in the N. T. pag. 205. The point abous In- 
fant-baptiſm toucheth but 4 circumſtance of age. In which ſpeeches Mr. A/. 
ſeems to make Infant-baptiſm but an arbitrary circumſtance ; and if ſo, 
then much injury was in the firſt uſe of his Sermon, in which he made the 
denial of Infant-baptiſm, odious,as if it were as bad or worſe than the facts 
of Herod, and Hazel in {laying Infants 3 then much guilt of oppreſſion 
lies on them that have denied place in the Miniſtery, ſcourged, impriſoned, 
fined, baniſhed, put to death men for ng, or not owni t-bap- 
tiſm and very unrighteous have been their declamations , who in Pulpits 
and elſewhere have inveighed againſt them as Hereticks, Sectaries, c. cen- 
ſured their opinion as intolerable, as Mareſius qu. 6. their practice as Sacri- 
lege, as Maſter Blake vindic. fed. ch. 4. If do indeed think the 
point of Infant- baptiſm to touch bus 4 circ e of age, and that it needs 
no divine inſtitution, then it is an indifferent ceremony with him, ſuch as 
the power of the Church may appoint, and if ſo, it js no otherwiſe blame- 
able to omit it, than it is to omit any other Church-conſtitution. But 
the 2 is, it is _ — he ſaith, That the mater —— 4 cir- 
cumſtance of age: for indeed it toucheth the qualification o on to 
be —. 3 the very end and uſe of Baptiſm (which are the eſſentials 
of it, ag it is a Sacrament) which is, that the perſon Baptized, do thereby 
teſtiſie his profeſſion of Repentance and Faith in Chriſt , and covenant to 
be his, as appears by the very phraſe uſed, of being Baptized into the name 
of the Trinity,Mat.28. 19. compared with 1Cor.1.13. as I have proved bo- 
fore, Part 2. Satt. 5. And were it a circumſtance onely of age, yet it being 
determined by Chriſt, who are to be baptized, to wit, Diſciples and Belie- 
+, it is an arrogant preſumption to alter it.Rightly ſaith C hamie : Panſtr. 
aw. ib. 8. c. 4. Sect. 32. qua non ſunt inſtituæ circumftantt# babeto ſane 
ſabi Ecclefia,, ut rempus lu ciumque celebrandi, & fs que ſunt ſimilia. At que 
inſtituta ſunt eq ne moveto. 

As for M. Blakes ſpeech, that 4 miſepplitation of ax inſtituted ordinance 
to 4 wrong ſubject, i an ahuſe or profanatiop of it, but not wili-worſhip, 1. It is 
not right. For though every miſapplication to a wrong ſubject of an inſti- 
tured ordinance be not will-worſhip, yet a miſapplication to a wrong ſub- 
ject of an inſtituted ordinance is a will-worſhip , when not onely the rite 
it ſelf is made worſhip of God, but alſo the application of it do that ſubject, 
= it be but mens inyention, yea and ſuch a one as alters the end and 
uſe of the ordinance.as is in infant baptiſm, bell-baptiſm, altar-baptiſm, 
infant-Communion, Prayer ſacrifice, yows, keeping ſolemn feaſts, ofering 
incenſe, building alrars,were inſtituted ordinances, yet Feroboams ſacrificing 
and keeping a feaſt at anothgg time than God appointed, Abax bis forming 

a B 2 an 


, 


of 


75 


ttern of that at Danaſcu :, Nalab and Abibs d offer- 


— — — 
to Saints, ſor the — vowes to Saints, monaſtick 
7 — — 2 ach rl Fl e. to Saints, and many other 
s among Pagans, a are: — as will worſhip. Gene 
rally Prote ſtants, even the bende! in their Conffeſon vi of faith,chap. 29. art. 
"4. make the liſing up, reſerving the elemenss in the Eucherift, Contrary to 
Matth. 1 5. 9. and chapa1. they ſay, the acceptable way of worſbiping tbe true 
God is injtirused by bimſclfgand ſo limited to his own revealed will, that he 
may not be worſhipped according to ibe imaginations and devices of men, or ſug- 
gon of Satan, under any viſible repreſentations,or am tber way not preſcri- 
d in the Holyeripture 3 yea the —— have gone further in fo 
cenſuring the three ceremonies, crais at — — the Lords — — 
per, the wearing the Surplice in holy ker roomy to 
— 22 9 of ube Lincolnſhure air peritton, and — writings 
wand 


. not — . denial of 
which he counts though vain| y, to be ſacrilege, Ve 4 40. And 
ſure a inſtinned.ocdinances 10. yet our 


bapriſms were any th Foun, 
Lord Chriſt applies ns worhip, Iſai. 29. 13. againſt 


ment or 
— 
— for an appointment — ug 
inſticution of Infant-circumcifion, Gen, 17. Yer M. Bauer in his n 
—.— proof, part. 1. chap, 4. &c. declines the command of Circuliciſan 
for proof of — oe and imagins an ordinance of their vifible 
Church-memberſhip, diſtin& from the ordinance of Circumciſion, unre- 
out of which he endedyours to ptove Infam-bapriſm,though he no 
where that I know ſhew us where that ardinance is, notwit in my 
Precurſor and dſeuhere he hath been often preſſed to ſhew it, which of 
M. B. taking ſo much, chat a third edition is printed, L had hoped 
tiſts would have ffuck to his way, and declined the other way 
—— ym renee But I ſee — — 
M. Fuller and others hypotheſis the cove- 
nants and the (cal,and Baptiſms — — .Gataker 
in his Latin treatiſe againſt D. Ward about the force and efficacy of Infant- 
ariſe,” though by his Epiſtlefit appears he had ſeen. M. Baxters yet 
7. x6, — I would yougpad ſpecially deſignedabe Com- 


mand 


(d05) 
Infact. of deligyere, which you mean. For 


» 


Church as ibi day juſtiy to uſe Infant- baptiſm, yet hitberto I have found 
no fpeciall — ms 1 with he had formed and con- 
firmed his proof for Infanz-baptiſm from the Analogy of Circumcifion,gc. 
ſo anticng; learned a man, and ſo accurate in Controverfies , me thinks 
ſhould have yielded ſome better proof for 1 — than others have 
don, or have forborn calling them novel ſectariet who with ſo much eadeguour 
open Infant-bapriſm (which is the expreſſion in his Epiſtle to the Reader ) 
and. with-held his hand from ſublcribing to chat atteſtation wherein the 
Four poſitions of my Exames were cenſured us crroncous and pernicious, 
But not meeting with any other than this, I ſhall keep on in the Re- 
view of the diſputc,and examine the pretended inſtitution of Infant-baptiſm 
out of the Old Teſtament, taking in ſome texts of the New, and firſt Ex- 
amine the way of proof by analogy of Cireamciſfion 5; which ſeems to have 
been the Aſſemblies way, and then M. Bs. more refined way, as is imagined, 
defying the Reader to tale notice of what was before diſputed in the Second 
Section of the ſecond part of this Review,to prove that conſequences drawn 
from analogy between meer poſitive rites of the Old and New Teſtament to 
prove a duty in the uſe of them,withour particular inſtitution, arc not good: 


— 


S® CT. IL 
Dr.Homes bis argument io prove Infant-baptiſm from Gen. ip. are Examined. 


* wayes I finde Conſequences framed, one in arguments formed ſyllo- 
giſtically, the other in certain Conichuhons or bypocheſes from whence 
it is conceived they. may deduce — — I begin with rhggormer 
way. I had formed the argnment from Gen.17, 7. &c. three wayes, in my 
Exærcit. Sect. 1, 2,3. and that without diſadvantage to my Antagoniſts, not- 
withſtanding D. Homes his exceptions. But I am content to view the forms 
— — — — — 2 
on my Exerc. dap. 2. hg. 6. he ſait, Our firſt. of argument from Gen. 
2747. &c. in nhir. Where there is! Command. for. 4 thing neuer remanded 
an cyntram. here the thing 1s W 
Agning ibe infants of a believer with the fign of ihe Covenant of grace, Gen. 
19.7, 9. neuer yet remanded or conramanded : therefore tbe ſigning believer s 
children with the ſign of the Covenans of grago (namely baptiſm now) is ſtili 


mn force. | a 
To which I anſwer, x. The conclukore is not of the thing in queſtion, 
which is not of the children of believers, but of the Infant-children of be- 
hevers, as it was in the Minor, now. a perſon of 20. years of age yo 
evers 


5 
(6) 

lievers child,as well as one of two dayes old. 2. In the Minor (the hen of the 
Covenant of grace Commanded) is underſtood, either of the fign of the 
Covenant of grace expreſſed in the Concluſion, to wit, Baptiſm, and if ſo, it 
is denied that there is any ſuch Command, Gen. 17. 7, 9. to ſign witlothe 
ſign of the Covenant ot grace believers infants, theres no Command but of 
circumciſing the manchild of eight dayes old, not a tittle of baptiſm : or 
elſe of a ſign of the Covenant of grace there expreſſed, and if ſo, the Minor 
is denied, that the Command for ſigning the Infants of a believer with the 
ſign of the Covenant of grace, Gen. 17.7. was never yet remanded or con- 
tramanded. It was cxpreficly contramanded Acta 15. 28. Gal. 5. 1,2, 3. If 
ia the Concluſion by (the ſign of the Covenant of grace) be meant as the 
words ( namely baptiſm now ) import, the rite of Chriſtian Baptiſm, and in 
the Minor it be meant of t Command of Circumciſion, then there is a 
fault of the ſyllogiſm in the form, it conſiſting of four terms. If in the Minor 
ir be meant of the ſign of the Covenant indefinite, which is neither 
Baptiſm nor Circumciſion, I deny there is ſuch a Command, Gen. 17. 7, g. 
and the ſyllogiſm hath allo fourth terms. | 

Two other forms he hath pag. 9. 2. Form of argument from Gen. 17. 
is this, To whom the Covenant in force runs in the ſame tenour in the New 
Teſtament as in the Old, to them the application of the ff ſign or ſeal of the 
New Teſtament may be applied. as well as the firſt of the Old Teſtament : But 
this tenour of the Covenant of grace ſtill in force, is as true, and doth as 
truely run to 2 belicving Gentile, I am thy God and the God of thy ſeed, as 
it did to Abraham the F ather of believing Gentiles, Rom. 4. Gal.z. Ergo, 
the firſt ſeal of the Covenant may be applied to believers children, now in the 
New Teſtament as well a5 in the Old to Abrahams. The Major # plain in 
Gen. 17. che tenor of the Covenant, and the application of the firſt ſeal, are 
Kit into à dependence one upon another. I am;the God of thee, and thy ſeed, 
V.7,8. Therefore thou ſhalt circumciſe cuery male, V. 9. &c. The Minor is 
unqueſtioned of any that I know, 

Anſwer 1. The thing to be concluded was, that Baptiſm may be applied, 
but 5 and the firſt ſeal of the Covenant I do not take to be all one. 
B aptiſm or Circumciſion I do no where finde in Scripture called the ſeal of 
the Covenant, much leſs the firſt ſeal, and why the blood of Chriſt, or the 
ſpirit of Chriſt or the oath of God may not be called the firſt ſeal of the 
Covenant as well as theſe, I know not; again the Concluſion was to be 
( may be applied to infant-children of bglicucrs) where as the concluſion is 
(may be applyed to believers children) And the thing to be concluded was 
ſimply ( baptiſm may be applied to Infants of believers ) whereas it is pro- 
pounded comparatively ( now in the New Teſtament as well ar in the Old 
to Abraham) now baptiſm was not applied to Abraham, and therefore the 
Concluſion may be granted (bapriſm may be applicd to infants of belicuers 
now as well as to Abraham) that is, juſt never a whit; ſith it was never 
applied to Abraham. 2. Bur beſides, if the phraſes (to whom the Covenant 
in force runs &c, ) in the Major, and in the Minor, ( doth as truely run to 4 
| belicving 


—— — ——ů — — 


— 


(7) 


believing Centile) Ca the words carry it ) be meant onely of the believer, 
and in the Major (the applicarton to them) be meant onely of the believing 
Gentile as in the Minor, then there are more than three terms in the ſyllo- 
giſm, (applied ro believers — beeing not at all in either of the premi- 
des. But it it be put in the Major (may be =_ to them and their Infants ) 
and in the Minor (to a believing Gentile and his Infant children) I deny both 
Major and Minor, Nor the Major proved from Gen. 17.7,8,9. as in my 
Anſwer to M. Bailec, Sect. 3. in my Ample diſquiſition SeR 5. is made mant- 
feſt, by ſhewing the nulliry of the pretended connexion between the Covc- 
nant and the ſcalz The term(zherefore) Gen. 17.9.) may be read ( and |) 
and it hath not reference to the promiſe onely, V. 7. but to the reſt of the 
promiſes, / 4, 556,7, 8. or rather to the whole Covenant, and the making of 
it, and it imports not a right by vertue of the Covenant, but a motive in- 
forcing a Command, and this command being of circumciſing the male 
onely of 8. dayes old, ſhewes there is not a connexion between the Co- 
venant and Seal, ſith then it would belong to the female and male of the 
leventh day, they being ia Covenant as well as the m e of the eighth. The 
Minor he takes as unqueſtioned, But I 4rF it , till I finde it better pro- 
ved than yer I have done. I omit the uncoutheneſs of the Phraſe (to 
them the application of the firſt ſign may be applied) and leave the D. to 
make good ſenſe of it, which 1 cannot do. 

His 3. form of Argument from Gen. 17. is, Woere there i the ſame 
reaſon of 4 precept, there may be the ſame praflice : Bus the promiſe which is 
the rea(on of the precept runs in the New Teſtament (as flowitig from Gen. 
17.) to beliecers and their children, The promiſe i to you and your children, 
Acts. 2. 39. Ergo. 

Anſwer. What is the Concluſion he would prove he leavs to be gathered. 
It ſhould be, Lufants of believers are to be baptized. But then the predicate 
in the Concluſion would be found in neither of the Premiſſes. For the pre- 
cept Gen. 17.9. is onely that male Infants of 8. days old af Abraham: 
bouſe ;hould be Circumciſed. But a little after he puts this as the Concluſi- 
on, that the (ame reaſon on which the a14miniſtr ation of circumc!ſion was 
grounded, the adminiſtration of bagtifm was grounled. Which I grant true 
in this ſenſe, that as the r:aſon why Circumciſion was adminiſtred to Infants 
was the Command ot God, ſo the reaſon why Baptiſm is to be adininiſtred 
to believers, is the Command of Chriſt. But the D. would have it thus, 
that as infants were to be Circumciſed by vertue of the promiſe, Gen. 17. 5. ſo 
Infants of believers are to be Baptizcd by vertue of the ſame promile repeated 
Ads 1.39: concerning which, to omit the monſtroſity of his ſyllogiſm, in 
which there are more than 4 terms, and neither the Predicate nor Subject in 
the Concluſion, Major or Minor, his ſpeeches are without proof or trueth. 
For 1. it is not true, where there is the ſame reaſon of a precept there may 
be the ſame practice. For Lcc1t. 19.59,10,19,23525,26,27,28430, ate 
precepts concerning Moſaical ceremonies or obſervances, as of offering 4 ſacri- 
fice,of peace offerings, not reaping the corners of the feld, not ſowing ihe field 
with mingicd ſeed, not wearing a garmept of linnen and woollen, not eating 
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fruit of trges planted till the fourth yeer, not eating auy thing with the blood, 
not rounding the corncrs of the head, reverencing the Sanctuary, to wit, the ta · 
bernacle or Temple, and theſe with other moral precepts mixed among 
them in the ſame Chapter, have in ſundry of thoſe verſes , and the begin- 
ning and end of the Chapter, this as the common reaſon , I am the Lord, 
and yet we are not by the ſame reaſon tied to all the practices. 2. He doth 
not prove that the promiſe, Acts 2.39. is the ſame with the promiſe, Cen. 17. 
7. It is more likely to be either the promiſe, AF.2.17,33,38,,0r AF. 2.30. 
or Act. 3. 25. which were eminent promiſes, and related to the covenant of 
grace. 3. He doth not prove that (to qou, Act. 2.39.) is (ro you belicyers 
and to your children) that is, the Infants of believers as ſuch : It doth 
not appear they were then believert when theſe words were ſpoken. 4. Nor 
is there a word that ſhews the promiſe was to them or their children, whe- 
ther called or no. 5. Nor is it proved that the promiſe to Abraham and his 
ſeed, Gen.17.7. was the onely reaſon of the precept, verſ. 9, 10. 6. If it 
were ſo proved, it is not proved, nor ever can be, that it was the formal ade- 
quate reaſon , why an Infant was circumciſe, 7. Nor is there the leaſt 
hint in the words, Act. 3. 38,39. that the reaſon why a perſon hath right to 
be Baptized, is barely the being of the promiſe to that perſon, or Gen, 15. 
7,9, 10. any hint that the promiſe barely of it ſelf, did either give right to 
Circumciſiop, or oblige to the duty, bur in both places it is brought as a 
motive to excite to that duty, which the precept alone was the formal rea- 
ſon of, and in the former as well of Repentance as of being Baptized. So 
that when the Doctor hath formed his arguments, they are but miſhapen 
things,having many ambiguities of ſpeech, little or no proof for what he 
ſaith, And 13 the Doctors cavils, I yet think the arguments 
from Gcn. 17, were better formed by me in my Exercitas ion for Pædobap- 
tiſts advantage, than by the Doctor in his Animadverſions : But perhaps 
we may finde the Arguments better formed elſewhere. 


— — — 
—— 
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Maſter Drew's Argument for Infant - baptiſm from Gen. 17. is examined, and 
it is ſbewed, there ij not the ſame reaſon of In fant-Baptiſm , as of Infant- 
Circumciſion. 


Aſter John Drew is one of thoſe to whoſe writings Maſter Baxter 

refers me, and is ſaid by the Author of the lawfulneſs of obeying the pre- 

ſent government, to have written with ſhary reaſons and mild language. Let's 
ice how he hath diſputed pag. 23. of his ſerious addreſs ; here there 5s the 
ſame veaſon of a precept or command enjoyning any practice continued, there 
may and muſt be the ſame practice continued: But the reaſon of the command 
for Kenne Infants of Covenanters with the firſt ſigne or ſeal of the Covenant 
under the Old Teſtament continues ſtill in force for that practice under the New 
| Teſta- 
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Teſtament, Therefore now that command is in force to all perſons in Covenant, 
as it was then. 
Anſw. The command in force then to all perſons in Covenant is expreſ- 
ſed by himſelf in the words before, pag. 22. 23. the command of Circumciſion, 
en. 17. 11,12. When he faith (All the Infants of thoſe in Covenant with 
God were ſigned with the firſt ſigne or ſeal of the Covenant then inſtizuzed and 
— the Lord, which was Circumc iſiun) ſo that if he mean, as his 
words are, this is his meaning in his concluſion ( that command which is 
en. 17. 11,1 2. to Circumciſe the fleſh of the foreskin of Abrahams males 
of eight dayes old, is now in force to all perſons in Covenant, as well as it was 
then) which neither hath nor can have any other ſenſe (taking words as 
they are uſed by other men) but that ſtill all in Covenant with God, are 
bound by th- command, Gen. 17. 11, 12. to Circumciſe their male chil- 
dren of eight daycs old ; which is to maintain that which the Apoſtles 
have abro;cted, AF, 15. to intangle us with the yoak of bondage, which 
the Apoltie faith , would make Chriſt unprofitable to us, Gul. 5. 1, 2, 3. 
But it will be (aid, he means not the command of Circumciſion , but the 
command of ſigning with the firſt fign or ſeal of the Covenanr, uy * If 
he means ſo, he rather juggles than diſputes, For the words ſpeak 
of the command, which is Gen. 17. 11,12. and that is no other than 
Circumciſion 3 no ſuch command of ſigning Infants of Covenanters 
with the firſt ſigne or ſeal of the Covenant in the Old Teſtament, beſides 
that of Circumciſion, is either there or any where elſe that I know of ; if 
there be let it be ſnewed. But this is the manner of Pædobaptiſts, in their 
diſpurcs to imagine a command of ſealing , as they call it, with the firſt 
ſeal, the Infants of Covenanters abſtractively or diſtinctly from Circumci- 
finn in the Old Teſtament, Gen. 17. which is indced a meer fiction, with 
wilich they mock their auditors and readers, who unwarily take what they 
ſay without examination. Now this were an anſwer ſufficient to this ar- 
gument z yet becauſe this mans reaſoning is ſo commended , let's view his 


For proof of the Major thus he writes. For when God giueth the reaſon 
of any command, that reaſon is the ground of the command ; and till tha 
reaſon ceaſerh , be is very bold with God , tha dare exempt bimſclf from the 
pratlice, And again, If the firſt 2 be denied, viz, where there is 
the ſame reaſon of a precept continued, there muſt be the ſame practice, then c- 
very man may ſet himſelf free from any command of God, and who can ſay unto 
him, what doejt thou ® For the Lord commands nothing without 4 reaſon, if 
there be no reaſon expreſt, the reaſon of bis will is implyed, which is as cogent 
and binding as all reaſons in the world, till be makes it appear that it ceaſeth. 
This is very clear. . 

Anſa. The reaſon of a Command may be underſtood, either of the rea- 
ſon why Cod commands a thing, or the reaſon why we are bound to ob- 
lerve that command. The reaſon why God commands is various, ſome- 
times one thing, ſometimes another, ſometimes expreſſed, ſometimes con- 
cealed. 22 the ſame * is given of very various com- 

N mands, 
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mands, as I ſaid before (I am the Lord your God) is Levit. 19. the promiſ- 

cuous reaſon of moral and ceremonial and judicial commands; yea that the 

very reaſon which 1 Pet. 1. 14,1 5,16. is given for the command 2 be obedi- 

ent children, not faſſioning th:mſclues according to their luſts in their igno- 

rance, but to be holy in all nauncr of conuerſation, is cited from Levit. 11. 

44 45. and is the vegy reaſon why he forbids the Iſraelits to eat certain 

meats, or to touch ccrtain things unclean by the Law. And therefore by 

Miſter Drew's reaſoning ( the reaſon of the p w_ not cealing ) we are 
bound {ill to the precept, Levit. 11. of abſtaining from meats unclean by 
the Law, and from touching things legally defiling. But though there may 
be many motives to do it the rather, yet the onely tormal adequate recipro- 
cal reaſon why we are bound to obſerve any thing, is the command ot our 
Lord revealed to us . beſides which, we arc to look no further, nor arc we 
to neglect it, till by ſome declaration of his will, it appears we are diſchar- 
ged. Thus Abraham was bound to offer his fon Iſuue ön the Altar, be- 
cauſe of Gods command, without knowing any other reaſon ; yea though 
he had known the reaſon from the end to be fulfilled , yet he had not been 
diſcharged till God ſignified it by the Angel, that he ſhould nat ſlay him. 
Now then to Maſter Prcws argument. 1: he underſtand the re. ſon of the 
precept in the firſt ſenſe his major is faile 3 the reaſon why God gave a 
precept may continue, and yet the practice is not to continue, as Leith 11. 
44:45- On the otherſide the reaſon of a precept may not reach, and yer 
the precept reach; as though God brought not us out of Egyp: , which is 
th: reaſon of the command, Deut, 5. 6,7. yet the command pertains to us, 
and vcrſ. 1 5. It is ſaid, Remember that thou mat a bon man in Egypt, there- 
fore the Lord thy God commanded thee to keep the Sabbath day, Where 1 pre- 
ſume Maſter Drew will ſay the command reacheth us, though the reaſon of 
it do not. And as for his inference, That if it be denicd, where there is the 
ſame reaſon of a precept there muſt be the ſame praftice , then euer man may (ct 
himſclf free from any command of God, it is true, if by the (ſame rea{on 4, 4 
precept, he underſtand the reaſon of a precept in the ſecond ſenſe, for the rea- 
ſon why we are bound to obſerve his precept, to wit, the declaration of 
Gods will it ſhould continue: but if he underitand it in the firſt ſenſe, for 
that reaſon which God gives, why he declared his will, and bound us to 
obſerve it, though it continue. yet the p:ccepr may not be in force, nor on 
the other fide doth the precept alwayes ccaſe to binde, though that reaſon 
ceaſe, as is proved before, 

Now that reaſon of the precept Gen. 17. 11,12. which is vcrſ.4,5,6,7,8. 
is a reaſon of the firſt ſort, and not of the latter. And indeed in more poli- 
tive rites which are by inſtitution the precept continues not in force, howe 
yer rhe reaſon God u ſed to info:ce it, zemaine, except the inſtitution 
be continued. Rightly Pareus comm, in Gen, 8. 20. to an Objeion , 
That ſacrifices are to be continued, becauſe the cauſe is perpetual , An- 
ſwereth, The perpetual cauſe of 4 thing neceſſarily co-bering with the thing, as 
a Cauſe continue.l with its effet, makes the ſamc perpetual. Bus the ſaid cauſes 
er ends do not ſo co-bere with be ſacrifies of the Ancients , but oncly by ap- 
pointment, that is divine ordination, which was that thoſe ſacrifices ſhould be 
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the confirmation of the faith of the fathers, and 4 fignification of gratitude,unto the 
coming of the Meſſiab, &c. The like may be ſaid of the ends of Circumciſion» 
and * occaſion of appointing it. 

But let us view Maſter Drcw's proof of the Minor, The reaſon (ſaith he) of 
the command for ſigning Infants of Believers under the Law, with the firſt ſigne 
or ſcal of ihe Covenant, was this promiſe, I will be thy God, and the God of thy ſeed, 
ar is ecident, Gen. 17.7,8. compared with the 9. 10, and 11. verſes, nhere this 
promiſe of God, and the application of the firſt ſeal are knit into a dependence one 
upon another : ¶ will cjiablaſh my Covenant berween me and thee, &c. to be a God 
unto thee and thy ſced aftcr thee ; therefore thon ſhalt Circumciſe cverj male, as 4 
roken of the Covenant, verſ 11. But this ſame reaſon of the cemmand continues in 
force under the Goſpcl ; God duh as trucly jay to every Believing Gentile now, I 
am thy Ged and the God of thy ſced, as he did to Abraham the Father of bclicuing 
Gentiles, fo he is called Rom.4.11, Therefore I may conclude, that Belicuers under 
the Goftcl, have the fame command for ſigning their Injants with the firſt ſeal of the 
Coucnant of promiſe (which now is —__ ) # Abraham had to ſignẽ bis under the 
Law with the firſt figne,&c. which then was Circumciſin; and now Sirs, if the 
bleſſing of Abraham be come upon you , and if you be hcirs accerding to the 
promiſe , you may Ccaſily finde a command for Baptitding your Infant ſeed, 

Anſw. If Maſter Drew would prove what is to be proved, he ſhould prove 
that the proper formal reaſon obliging to the duty of Circumciſion, Gen. 17. 9, 
10,11, was the promiſe, I will be thy Ged, and the God of thy feed after thee, 
But that is falſe. For the formal reaſon being put, the thing is put without any 
other thing, and it being not put, the thing is not put, though other things 
be put. But if the promiſe had been put, yet Abraham had not — obliged to 
Circumciſe, unleſs a command were put, and the command being put, Abra- 
bam was bound to Circumcile , though God had made no promiſe, 

Thercfore, though the promiſe might be a motive todo it, yet as M:R.r 
Mar all truely conſeſſeth, Defence of bis Scymon pag. 182. the formal reaſon of 
the ems being Circumciſed was the command ; and therefore till Maſter Drew 
ſhew we have the ſamc command to Baptize Infants, as Abraham had to Cir- 
cumcile Infants, he can never ſhew we have the ſame or equal reaſon for In- 
fant-baptiſm, as was for Infant-circumciſion. But Maſter Drew thinks to prove 
his Minor from Gcn.17.7,8. compared with the 9, 10, 11. verſ. JW here it is cri 
dent (ſaith he) this promiſe of God, I will be thy God, and the God of thy ſeed, 
and the application of the f.rſt ſeal, are knit into @ dependence one upon ano- 
they, 

But he doth but diate without any cleer explication, or thorough conſidera- 
tion of what he ſaith. For 1. He doth not Mainly tell us, that the dependence 
he imagines to be one upon another of the application of the firſt ſeal and the 
promiſe , I will be thy Ged, and the God of thy jeed, is upon that promile alone, 
and not upon the other promiles, vcrſ. 4,556, 8. And if he do ſo mean, yet he 
brings nothing to p ove it, and it s unequal he ſhould expect we ſhould take it 
on his word, (ith if we gather any thing from the placing of the words, the rea- 
ſon of the command, vcrſ.9,10,11,12, may as well be from the promiſe of giving 
him and his tecd the land o. Canaan, vcrſ. 8. as the promiſe,ucr(.7, » Where 
as the promile vcrſ. 2. harh diverſe ſcnſes, one, ſo as to be meant of Al rabam as 
a natural father, and his ſced according to the fleſh, another, of Abraham as a 
C 2 ſpiri- 
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ſpiritual father, and his ſpiritual ſeed, he neither brings a word, nor do I think 
can, why the reaſon of the Command, verſ. 9, 10, 11, 12. ſhould be from the 
promiſe made to Abra bam as a ſpiritual father, and to his ſpiritual ſeed (which 
alone is for his purpoſe to bring Gentile- believers children to be in the promilc) 
rather than to Abraham as a natural Father and to bis natural ſeed , clpecially 
thoſe of them that were to inherit the land of Canazn : yea it is manifeſt , that 
if the * were, as he ſaith, it is to be intetpreted of Abrahams ſeed by 
nature, ſith the command there was given to the natural ſeed of Abraham only, and 
them that joyned to them. 3. Nor doth Mr.Urew ſhcw what — one upon 
another they are knit into, whether contingent ot neceſſary, or it neceſſary, in what 
degree of neceſſity, Whether, de omni per ſe or quazenus ipſum. This laſt ſeems 
— molt likely, and the dependence this, To whomſocver that promiſe is made, 
that perſon is to have the firit ſeal; and whoſoever is to have the fuſt (cal, to that 
perſon the promiſe is made. But this were evidently falſe. For it appears from 
v. 19. that the promiſe was not made to I/bmaet, and yet he was to have the firſt 
ſeal, & others of Abrahams houſe had not the promiſc who were to be ſigned with 
Circumciſion, and the females had the pronuſe made to them, and yet were 
not to be ſigned. If it be ſaid they were vertually ſigned, it ſerves not Maſter 
Drew's turn, who aflerts a dependence of the promiſe and actual ſigning in the 
perſon federate, 4. Nor doth he ſhew from what term or words his imagined 
dependence is evident, The onely term I know, he or any other gathers the ſup- 
dependence from, is verſ. 9. (therefore) But in the Hebrew it is NIX) 
which in the moſt uſual ſenſe is, And tho, noting a fu:ther addition to his 
ſpeech, not an illation of one thing from another. And ſo the Ti,urincs read 
& tu, And thou, Pareus Tu autum, But thou, Piſcator, Tu cro, Thuverily. So 
that the evidence is very (mall, which is from ſo uncertain a light. $5. Nor 
doth he nor can he ſhew from the comparing Gen. 17. 7,8. with g, 10, 11. any 
dependence of application of any other firſt ſigne, than Circumciſion upon the 
iſe there. The Command of an indfinite tirſt ſeal, there or elſw here to be - 
evers Infants, is a meer figment, 6. That dependence which is implyed by the 
term (tber fore )is not at all ſuch as intimates a right competent to Infants, but a 
duty enjoyned to parents, which Inſants are nor capable ot. And therefore if any 
ſee a command for Baptizing of Infants in that place, it is but à parallax, or 
deceptio viſu, a miſtake of 6ght, as in him that thinks he ſees two Suns or 

two Moons at once, The Minor alſo in his Argument is to be proved. 


— — — — 


S$S BCT. IV. 
Ihe Covenant, Genelis 17. 4,5,6,7,8, was 4 mixt Covenant, 


Ut afore Je comes to prove it, he brings in an objection, Gods Covenant 
with Abraham, was not a pure Goſpel- Covenant, 4s appears, ſay they, by bis 
promiſing Abraham temporal things, Gen. 17. 8. therefore we may not argue from 

thence to the Covenant of Grace. 
It is true, both in my Exercitation, and in my Exnnen, Part 3, Sect. 2. and 
elſe where, I deny the Coyenant made with Abraham, Gen. 17. to be a 1 
21 Golpel- 
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Goſpel-Covenant, and aver it to be mixt , and ſhew how it is mixt, to wit, of 
r e ee houſe, andthe policy of trac 
is 5 i i y Abrahams ez icy 5 
2 the — — are delivered, Gen. 17. in words expreſſing 
benefits to Abraham and his natural ſeed, though in the more inward 
e of the Holy Ghoſt, Evangelical promiſes were meant, and therefore it may 
be well doubted, whether that Covenant may be termed fumply Evangelical: 
Yea the Scripture where it ſpeaks of this Covenant, often mentions no other 
promiſe, but of the Land of Canaan,as Exod.6.4. Pſal. 105. 8, 9,10, 11. 1Chron. 
16.17,18. 44. 5. Where Stephen mentions Gods promiſe to Abraham, he 
mentions that of the land of Candun; and verſ 8, calls the promiſe of Canaan, 
the Covenant of Circumſion, Wherefore Cameron in his 
Theſcs of the threefold Covenant of God, Theſi. 78. faith, Mr. Gatakers Anner. 
That Circumcifion did primarily ſeparate Abrahams ſeed on Jer. 31. 30. The 
from other Nazions, ſcalcd the earthly promiſe, it figmfied former Covenant om 
ſanfification ſecondarily,Whence I 7 ag when Pz- prebcnded , together 
dobaptiſts ſpeak of Circumciſion as if it were a Seal of with thoſe ſpiritual 
the Covenant of Grace onely, and from it gather Rules promiſes , which yet 
and Concluſions concerning the O:dinance of Baptiſm, were the principal pars 
in the New Teſtament, as if the Reaſon of Circumci- of it, many temporal 
ſing Infants were from nothing proper to the policy or bleſſings, as. the poſ- 
Nation of Iſrael, but onely out of the relped it had to ſeſſion of the land of 
the promiſe of Evangelical grace, they do but miſlead Canaan, and multipli- 
the people, and ſpeak their own conceits, and not the city of i ſue, and out- 
Language and minde of the Scripture, ward proſperity, Gen, 
15.57.18. 17.2, 
7, 8. Plal. 105.8, Deut. 28. 1, 19. Whereas this later runneih wholly upon the 
Spiritual and Celeſtial bleſſings,Rom.3.24,25. & 5.132, Eph.1.3. Heb. 8.6. 


To this Matter Drew ſaith, I anſwer, The Scripture no where calls that Cove- 
nant a mix Covenant, but on the contrary, notwithſtanding any civil fromiſes of 
temporal thing t, it is heli forth as pure 4 Covenant of Grace as may be; the Apoſile 
tells us plainiy tha this Covenant was confirmed of God in Chriſt, Gal. 3. 17. which 
I sbink is enough to make it a pure Goſpel-Covenant. Chriſt was never the Teſtator 
of any Covenant, but vhat of Grace: outward things as appurtenanses altered not 
the Covenant, nor made it mixt at all, unleſs that Covenant we live under be mixt 
200, for outward things are promiſed to believe g under the Goſpel, Rom. B. 3 2. 1Ccr. 
3. 2223. Tim. 4. 8. Beſidet, this Covenant with Abraham is called a Covenant of 
Juſtificatton, Rom. 4. 2,3. of Grace, verſ. 4. of Faith, verſ. 13. and I am perſaaded, 
tha Abraham had not been calle4 the Faber of the Faithful, if Believers bad ſtood 
in a different Covenant towards God, with that in which be ſtood ; as for differences 
in the manner of aiminiſtring and diſpenſing tba Covenant, they matter nothing, if 
there be no difference in thoſe Evangelical promiſes , which make it 4 Covenant of 
Grace; but no man is able io make this appear; therefore this exception weakens nos 
our propoſition, nor the Argument at all. 

I reply, if it be true which I allege, that the Covenant, Gen, 19. 4, 5,6,78, 
Was a mixt Covenant, as 1 ſhew in the places forecited, and that Circumciſion 
anjoyned, verſ. 91071 71 2. bad reffrence 28 a figne or roken not onely to that 
promile 


(14): 
promiſe (I will be thy God, and the God of thy feed ) but alſo to the promiſes 
which peculiarly reſpect the houſe of Abraham , and policy of Iſrael, which 
cannot be underſtood to belong to every believer, as verſ. 7. zo be the fathor of 
many Nations, 10 be excceding fruit ful, that God would make Nations of him, and 
Kings ſhould come out of him; that he would giuc unto him and his ſcad after him tho 
Land wherein he was à ſtranger, all the Land of Canaan for an everlaſting poſſeſſior; 
Then it follows, that the reaſon of the command, verſ. 9, 10, 1112. is not onely 
from the promiſe verſ.7, but thoſe other promiſes, and the application of the 
firſt ſeal are knit into a dependence one upon another, as well as that verſ. 7. and 
then if the argument be good, The Infunts of thoſe to whom the promiſe is, I will 
be thy God, and the God ef thy ſced, are io have the firſt ſcal, becauſe of the deyen- 
dence there, it will follow, he to whom God gives the Land of Canaan for a 
polleſſion, he out of whom God brings Nations and Kings, he is likewiſe to be 
ſealed with the fitlt ſeal, fith there is as much dependence in the text, of Circum- 
cition on the promiſes verſ. 4,5,6,8. as on the promiſe vr, 7, fo that if this 
reaſoning of Maſter Drew's be good; for my part I ſce not but that the Tutk , 
polleſſour now of Canaan, may be intitled to Baptiſm by the ſame reaſon he pro- 
duceth for Infant-bap:iſm of Believers children, 

Now whereas he ſaith, That the Scripturc no where calls that Covcnant mixt, 1 
grant it, and it is true alſo, that it no where calls it a pure Golpel-covenant,nor 
Circumciſion a ſeal of the Covenant of Grace, or the firſt ſeal 3 yet, the thing 
I mean by it being proved out of thoſe texts forenamed, there is no rcaſon to 
except againſt the expreſſion. 

Nor can it be true, that the Covenant Gen. 17.4,5,5,7,8. & held forth as pure 
4 Covenant of Grace as may be, if the promiſes are of ſundry things not aſſured to 
Believers in the Covenant of the New Teſtament, Which is moſt evident: for 
no Believer hath now a promiſe of the poſſeſſion of the Land of Canaan , but 
rather an aſſurance of perſecution , no promiſe of ſuch greatneſs , as to be 
the progenitor ot Kings and Nations, but rather of obſcurity and debaſe- 
ment, 

A pure Gaſpel Covenant containing many promiſes, is rare in the Old Teſta- 
ment, except where he foretells us he would make a new Covenant. God made 
a Covenant with David, Pfſal. 89. 3, c. Nor do I deny it was a Goſpel-cove- 
nant, yet therein are promiſes peculiar to his houſe, as verſ. 30, 31,3233. yea 
the promiſes which were Evangelical. in the furtheſt intent and aim, were do- 
meſtical in the firſt place, and the moſt open expreſſions. Nor is it a whit a- 
gainſt the mixture of Abrahams Covenant which I avouch, TH the Apoſ tic tells 
us plainly that this Covenant was confirmed of God in Chriſt, Gal. 3.17. And that 
Chriſt was never the Teſtator of any Coucnant but that of Grace, For the word 
is in Greck 645 xte rendered in Chriſtum by the Tigurines , into ;or unto 
Chriſt, or as Maitcr Dickſon renders it, reſpe#u Chriſti, in reſpett of Chriſt, That 
is, as in his paraphraſe, with relation to Chriſt, or as Diodatt, whoſe foundation 
was Chriſt, not as the Teſtator, but as the party concerning whom the Teſtament 
was made, or as the executor by whom the things promiſed were performed, 
Now in either of theſe ſenſes it is eaſie to conceive how the pro; ie might be in 
Chriſt, or unto Chriſt, and yet the Covenant not a pute Golpel-covenant, He 
might be either 2 Legatee, or an Executor in that Tcitament which contained 

not 
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not onely Evangelical bleſſings of juſtification, &c. which were common to all 
true Believers, but a lſo outward bleſſings, which few or no Believers had in the 
New Telt..acnt, I ec not any inconvenience in it to ſay that the Teſtament 
was confirmed in Chiiſt, in reſpe& of the promiſes, ſo far as they were Evange- 
lical, and yet to ſay there were promiſes in the ſame which were not ſuch, nor 
they co:Mi-ned in Chriſt, though in the ſame Covenant. 

and whereas he calls outward things appertenances, 1 conceive the promiſes of 
ovtwa: | things, Gcn.17.4,5,68. arc as truely parts of the Covenant as the 2 
miſe, . Vea in the pl: ces forctold, the promiſe of Canaan hath the title of 
the covcnant. An thole promiles,though zbey alter not the Covenant, yet they 
muſt needs mike a mixture in the covenant, for by reaſon of them the covenant 
contains promilcs of diverſe ſorts, 

And for that which is ſaid, That now under the Goſpel , outward things are 
promiſe. to Beltevers : I grant it, yet it is nothing againſt the mixture in the 
covenant, Gen. 17. which I aflert : For thoſe promiſes are not the p.omile ot 
Canaan, to be progenitor of Kings, which are not made to every Bilicver, but 
of a different fort, Whence I inter, that there was a mixture in the covenant, 
Gen. 17. which is not in the New Teſtament, and the reference of circumciſion 
to that covenant, might be and was in reſp.& of thoſe domeſtick promilcs , as 
well or more then of the Goſpel p. oaviics as ſuch. Nor do I finde Rom. . 2, 3,4. 
any mention of the covenant, Gen, 17. much leſs is it there, which Maſter Urew 
faith, That it is called the covenant of j:tification and of grace. It is true Abra- 
ham is there (aid to be juſtified by Grace, yet no mention of the covenant, and 
the text there cited, is Gen. 15. 6. not Gcn.17.And though Rom. 4. 1 3. it be (aid, 
The promiſe to Abraham and his ſcc.!, that he ſhould be heir of the world, was not by 
the law, but by the rightcouſnc(; of ſaith; yet it neither calls the covenant the 
covenant of faith ; nor doth it aſſert that the covenant, Gen. 17, containe l no 
other promiſe bu: what was Evangelical or common to ail Believers of Jews and 
— Neither do I , nor nced I ſay, that Believers ſtood in a different co- 
venant towards God with that in which Abraham ſtood, I am perſwaded as Mr. 
Drew, that Belicuers now are juſtified by the ſame covenant that Abraham was 
juſtificd by, to wit, that in Abraham all Nations of the carth ſhould bc bleſſed,Gal. 
3.8. & Rom.4.13. A father of many Nations have I male thee, I onely ſay, 
that the covenant G*n.17. contained promiſes which were proper to the Jews, 
together wich the Evangelical promiſes. And to make choſe promiles no parts 
of the covenant, but onely the manner of adminiſtring and diſpenſing the co- 
venant, becauſc the Holy Ghoſt alludes to them as figures aud types of ſpiritual 
things, is not right, Fot even the promiſe, verſ. 7, was in the lie manner ty- 
pial, Abrabams natural feed inheriting, ſhadowing the Ifracl of God, true be- 
ievers, and then by this reaſon the promiſe , I will be a God to thy cel, ſhould 
be no part of the covenant, but belong to the manner of admiuiſtring and diſ- 
penſing the Covenant. 

The like may be ſaid of the reſt q, the pramiles, they all ſhadowed out ſpiritu- 
al bencfits, and ſo there ſhould be no parts af the covenant, and conſequently 
no coycnant at all, but a manner of adininiſtiing and diſpenſing of I know 
not what covenant, But the ſpecches very, 4, 5, 6, 8. do contain promiſes, as 
well as ver ſ. . and either I am uncapable to underſtand the meaning of terms, 
or elle promiles are parts, yea ſubſtantial ot gflential, or integral parts of a co- 
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venant, the deſcription of a covenant, being a collective of $, and the 
Scripture, what Gl. 3. 15. is called a covenant or teſtament, calls verſ. i 6.promiſes, 
And therefore ro — the promiſes Gen. 12.47 556, 8. not to be parts, but appur- 
tenances to the covenant, ox the manner of adminiſtring and — it, hath 
in my apprehenſion, neither truth nor congruous ſenſe. Now if they be part of 
the covenant, as hath been made appear, and circumciſion had its appointment 
by reaſon of them, as well as the promiſe, verſ. 7. it matters much to weaken 
Maſter Drew's —.— and argument, though there be no difference in thoſe 
Evangelical promiſes which make it a covenant of grace between Abrahams co- 
venant and ours. Maſter Drew proceeds. 


— 


SECT. V. 


Acts 2. 38, 39. Proves not either the identity of Covenant now with that to A- 
braham, Gen. 17. 7. 48 it comprehends his natural ſecd, nor the connexion be- 
tween it and Baptirability, 


Ow to go on to the proof of our ſecond propoſurion in the argument, which is, 
N that s reaſon of wh Moro for ſigning, &c. even this promiſe I will be 
thy God, and the God of thy ſecd, continues in full force under the Goſpel, I refer 
you to that Scripture Acts 2.39. to make it good, The promiſe is unto you and to 
your children. What promiſe > Why this muſt nceds relate to a former engagement, yca 
and too made unto them to whom the Apoſtle Peter ſpake,viz. ems, and I know not 
ro what engagement this can have reference, if not unto Gods promiſe made to Abra- 
ham, of being bis Gad and the Gad of his ſeed after him. Certainly he is one of thoſe 
that are blinde, and yet have eyes, who ſees not from this text, that this very promiſe is 
in force and appliable to Believers under the G pel, and if this ſtand goal, then the 
command for ſigning our Infants with the firſt ſigne of the covenant of grace, viz. 
Baptiſm,ſtands good ioo, for this pr = in tbe reaſon which G14 gives of bis prc- 
pr 3 Gol will own a Believers children, therefore he will have them marks for 

i. 

Anſw. I grant the promiſe I will be thy Gui, and the Gad of thy ſeed, doch ſtill 
continue in force, God is ſtill the God of Abrahams ſeed, that is his ſpiritual 
ſeed, elect perſons, and true Believers 3 and he will be again the God of Abra- 
hams natural ſeed when the natural branches or poſterity of Abrabam, the root, 
ſhall be grafted in again. 

But I deny that which Maſter Drew means, and in the page before expreſſed, 
that Gu doth 2s truely ſay to every believing Gentile now, I am thy God, and the 
God of thy ſee4, as he did to Abraham the father of the faithful; yea or that ever 
God meant by that promiſe to aſſure Spiritual or Evangelical bleſſings to all and 
every of Abrahams natural poſterity, the Apoſtle determining and proving the 
contrary, Rom.g 6 7,8, &c, and retraining that promiſe in the Evangelical 
ſ:nſe onely to the children of Abraham, which were elect by God. Nor is there 
a word, Act. 2. 39. to make it in Maſter Drew's ſenſe. For, 1. Maſter 
Drew proves not that the promiſe A. . 39. muſt needs he the promiſe Gen. 15.7. 
I will be thy God, and the God of thy ſeed, His argument is, Is muſt nceds relate 
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to aformer engagement to the Fews, and therefore to that Gen. 17. 7. But this is to 
argue 4 genere ad ſpeciem affirmative, it relats to a former engagement therfore to 
this, which Logicians deny to be good proof. : 

But ſaith he, I know not what cngagement this can have reference to, if not unto 
tbe promiſe Gen. 17.7. | 

I anſwer , though he know not, and ſo may be one of thoſe, that are blind 
and yet have eyes, (which he chargeth on his oppoſits ) yet others lee other 
promiſes, namely that to David of razſing up Chriſt to ſit on his throne mentioned 
Ade 2. 30. or the promiſe of the Holy Goſt mentioned J. 33. or the promiſe of 
bleſſing mentioned As 3.25. Any of which may be the Promiſe meant Acts 
3.39. mort probably then that Gen, 17,7. 2, Where it is ſaid ( The promiſe is to 
you ) if we either conſider the (cop? of the Apoſtle or other parallel texts Ac 
3-26, Ac 13.3233. (the promiſe is) is as much as to ſay, the promiſe made 
to David As 2.39. or to Abarbam As 3.25. is fulfilled in raiſing up Chriſt, 
or the Promiſe ot the ſpirit is fulfilled in the ſhedding forth ot its gifts, (ot 
which Promiſe mentioned J. 17. 18. Piſcator and others underſtand it) and that 
for you, that is for your good bleſſing, and your children and all that are afarr 
off 25 many as the Lord our God ſhall call, notas M. Drew means, there is a promiie 
of being a God to you and every one of your children continually to be fulfilled 
as ſoon as ever they are in being. 

3. It is falſe which M. Drew preſuppoſeth as if the meaning were (the Promife 
is to you ,) that is (the Promiſe of being your God is to you belicyers and to 
your children) that is to all your - bo children, as children of believers 
whether Jews or Gentiles, For 1. that ſpecch is made to the Jews (as M. 
Drews own words ſcem to import (onely and their children, and not to Gentiles 
and their children 2. Ir is alle that when it is ſaid ( the Promiſe is to you ) the 
meaning is to you as believers. For neither were they then believers, as I prove 
in my Ample diſqniſit : Seft 5, nor is it certain whether ſome of them were ever 
belicvcrs, the occaſion and ſcope ſeems to intimate rather that they were co nſi- 
dered there as perſons who had crucitied Chriſt 3. Neither is it true that the 
Promiſe is to their children, that is to their infant children as their children, M. 
Gataker diſcept : de bapt : Infant : vi. & Ejjic. pag. 12. ſaith thus, To the ob- 
taining the promiſe as well repentance as partaking of baptiſm at lea;t in this place 
3 exatted 3 ſo that hence the promiſe of remiſſion of fins cannut be proved to 
be made to Infants when they are entered by baptiſm, unle(s alſo they repent. 4 nor 
do I know how it can be true, which M. Drew (ayes, in any ſenſe for his 
purpole, that God hath promiſed to every belicving Gentile now to be the God 
of his ſeed as he did to Abraham, by which he would expound the words As 
23-9. the 2 i to your children. For in reſpect of ſpiritual bleſſings accom- 
pany ing ſalvation it js not true, every believers child is not ele&, in the Cove- 
nant of ſaving grace, a child of the reſurrection, nor in reſpact of outward 
Eccleſiaſtical privileges. Neither did God Promiſe Circumciſion to every child 
of Abraham, not to the males under 8. dayes old nor to the females, nor hath 

it any colour to interpret I will be the God of thy ſec1, that is they ſhall be 
Grcumciſed, much leſs that God promiſed to every. Gentile believers child he 
ſhould be Baptized or have right to Baptiſm, ſure not to profeſſed ' unbelievers; 
to aborrives or ſtill born Infants. For my part with all M. Yrews light I can- 
not underſtand how according to M. m_ expolition the promiſe Gen.17.7. is 
iR 
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inforce and @pplyable to believers under the Goſpel as he ſaith. 

— do — f it true which he ads. If bis ſtand good then the Command for 
fiening our Infants with the firſt fign of the Covenant of grace viz, Baptiſm ſtands 
£904 103 For were it granted that it were true, that God doth as truly ſay to every 
belicving Gentile now, I am thy God and the God of thy ſced as he did to Abraham 
ihe Father of believing Gentiles, yet there is not a word in that text or any other 
to prove that therefore every believers Infant child is to be baptized, it being 
falte that the Covenant of grace doth of it ſelfe intitle ro Baptiſm as I have 
proved in my Examen part. 3. S. 1. in my letter to M. Baile or Addition: to my 
Appology Sect. 3. in the Ample * Scct. 3. where allo it is proved that 
though the promiſe Acta 2.39. be alleged why they ſhculd be baptizgg V.38. yet 
not as the reaſon of their right to Baptiſm as M. Drew makes it, but 2s a 
motive encouraging them to it as their duty, and in performing of it firſt ro 
move then to repent and then to be baptized, The reaſon, is not as M. Drew 
makes it. The promiſe is to you and and your children therefore it is their and 
your right to be baptized, and the miniſter ought to do it to you and your 
Infants 3 but this, the promiſe is to you and your children, therefore you and 
they ought and may be encouraged to repent and be baptized in the name of the 
Lord Jeſus for remiſſion of fins : nor is there a word in the text or elſewhere 
to prove that dictate of M.Drew, God will own belicuers chuldren, there fore he will 
have them marks for his, even in infancy hy baptiſm, more trucly ſaith M. Gataker 
diſcept : Infant. de bapt: infant. vi. & Eitc. pag. 9. Acts 2.38,39. i nothing 
found concerning Infants to be baptized, In that thcy are Commanded to repent and 


ro be ba Fired unto the remiſſion of ſins, it is altogether like to tha (azing of the 
Lord Chriſt, be that belicvcth and fhall be bapsi3cd ſhall attain ſalvation Matth. 16. 
16, 


But M. Drcw thinks to take off the exceptions that are laid againſt the wit- 
neſs which this place brings to p ove the birth priviledge of believers children 
under the Gaſpel. The it exception is that the promiſe i of extraordinary gifts 
of the (pirit, and beanſwers . This dutch nut ſute with the promiſe made Gen. 19. 
1 was to be per formed to Abrahams children , and yet they had nut thoſe 
gifts. 

But 1. this Anſwer goes upon his miſtake that the promiſe As 2.39. muſt 
bethat Gen, 17.7. 2. he ſuppoſeth that the promiſe Acts 2.39. mnſt be underſtood 
ſo as to be made good to —— ſeed afore Chriſt: But if fo, it were falſe in his 
ſenſe, for all Abrahams ſeed had not the birth priviledge of the firſt ſcale not the 
ſemales any of them, nor any of tho males till the eight day. 

2. He ſaith, it cannot be true of extrauadi nary gifts, jub then all belioving Fews 
muſt have thoſe gifts, which they had not, and. all believers might 72 for them. 

To which I ſay if the promiſe be fo underſtood, you ſhall all have ſuch gifts. 
I acknowledg it were not true Exam. part. 3. Scct 6. But in this ſenſe it may 
be true even of thoſe gifts, the promiſe of (ending the ſpirit in extraordinary 
gifts is fulfilled 50 you. end your children and all that are afarr off even as many ar 
me Lord our God fball call, that is for their and your benefit, in that by thoſe 
pts the A were inabled to publiſh and propagate the Goſpel, which is 2 

aſe to * are called. 
de Second exception is that the words (. as many as the Lord our God ſhall 
644) <3pund the Apoflls meaning, which is this, heir children ſhould receive 
\ 1 
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the promiſe if the Lord called them, To it he anſwers 1. that this particle (even) 
with thus which follows (whom the Lord our God ſhall call) bas relation to the next 
foregoing ſentence viz. thoſe that are afarr off for the explanation of that not unto 
this ſentence (to yon and your children ) ſo that the Apoſtle peaks thus, The pro- 
miſe is made to you and your children for the preſent, and when the Lord ſhall call 
thoſe that are a far off and ſtrangers to the Covenant of promiſe, they and their 
children ſhall be heirs to the promiſe as well as you aud your children are nom. 

To which I reply , M. Drew gives no reaſon, why the limitation ſhould be 
ment onely of thiſe afar off, and not alſo of them and their children 2. nor doth 
he anſwer the reaſon given to the contrary, that the ſpeech were not true, if it 
be ſo expounded as that the ſenſe be, that God would be a God to thoſe Jews he 
then ſpake to, though they were not called to the knowledge and belief of Chriſt, 
and ſo ſalvation by another then Chriſt contrary to the ſame Apoſtles words 
Ads 4 12. To me ſaith M. Gataker diſcept. debapt. Inf. viz. and eſſc. pag. 253- 
the Covenant of grace A+ 2.39. ſeems onely to be with them that have embraced 
the Goſpel. Now if the words ( as many as the Lord our God ſhall call) muſt 
limit the words ( to you and all that are afar of) it is incongruous to the uſe of 
ſpeaking not to apply it to ( your children) in the middle. Yea without the li- 
mitation it would not be true that God hath promiſed to be a God to their or 
any others children. For God is not a God to any but thole he calls either 
outwardly or inwardly at leaſt. 3. His Paraphraſe ( when the Loyd our God ſhall 
call thoſc that are afar off, they and their children ſhall be heirs to the promiſe as well 
as your children are now) is an intolerable abuſe of adding that of which there 
is not aword in the text, which doth not mention at all the children of them 
that are afar off though called. 

2. ſaith M. Drew if the Appoſtle had meant to apply the promiſe oncly to thoſe 
who ſhould be called of God to believe, then it had been needleſs to haue made any 
mention at all of children. 

To which I reply there was great reaſon why he ſhould mention their chil- 
dren with them, becauſe they hat withed Aatth. 27. 25. Chriſts blood on them 
and their children. To take away the horrour of ſoyle, and fear of the curſe on 
them and their children cauſed by the conſcience of their crucifying Cliriſt and 
imprecation to them and their children, and not to aſſure them of ſuch a poor 
empty Eclefiaſtical outward priviledge as pædobaptiſts imagine to belong to be- 
lievers infants, was that ſpeech of the Apoſtle intended in like fort as Joſeph 
did in the like Gen. 45.354. &c. Gen. 50.20. For this end was ſutahle to the 
occaſion of their queſtion Y*r.36.37. and to the Apoſtles anſwer, and it ſeems 
probable tthe Apoſtle ſaith ( 10 you and your children) but not, to all that are afar 
off and their children, becauſe thoſe afar off had not wiſhed Chriſts blood on 
them and theirs as the other had done. 

3. Saith M. Drew, it utterly oucrthrows the Apofiles ſcope which is to ſhew the 
s ſhall be bertere i rather then worſted by belicving in Chriſt, which they would 
Pardly believe ſhould he have left their children (ho were alwages till now reckoned 
in Covenant with them) in as poor à condition as the moſt barbarous heathens in the 
world, which had been à bad argument to bring inthe Fews, cold comfort to hear 
that their children ſhould be made as much alicns to the Common-wealth of Tſract 
bytheir Father embracing tbc Goſpel, as the very Pagans. Surcly this would ſtave off 
the Fews from Chriſt rather then bring them on. 
Dz To 
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To which I reply, The Apoſtles ſcope is plain to direct them what to do 
being oppreſled with the horrour of their fin in crucifying Chriſt and wiſhing 
his blood on them and their children, and Ver. 39. is a notice to them to repent 
and be baptized in the name of Chriſt. To imagine the Jews then either 
thought of a priviledge for their children anſwerable to circumciſion, or that 
Petcrs ſcope was :; ſatisfy them about it, is ſuch a toy as is fit for children rather 
then men of underſtanding. It had been alike comfort unto the Jews at that 
time to tell them of their Infants right to baptiſm as for aman to tell an arraigned 
malefactor, expecting to be condemned and 8 his little child had a new 
Coat given him, vain words and bug. bears fit to affright children with, of a 
childs being out of the Covenant for defect of tittle to baptiſm, of being in 
worſe caſe then the Jews, in as poor a condition as the moſt barbarous heathens 
in the world, aliens to the Common-wealth of Iſrael, debarred a priviledge the 
dep:ivation of which would have ſtaved off the Jews fromChriſt.Children may be 
ia covenant as much as the Jews, no whit worſted in their condition in abetter 
condition, then barbarious heathen infidels,though title to baptiſm be not aſerted 
to their infants. If by (the commonwealth of Iſrael) the Jewiſh civil or Ecleſiaſtical 
eſtate, be underſtood thoſe that Peer ſpake to, muſt expect to be alienated from it 
if they would be Chriſtians. They knew Chriſt was caſt out, and might know 
he had told them it would be ſo with his diſciples, If by ( the Common-wealth of 
Iſra*l ) be meant (the true Chriſtian Church) the defect of Infant-baptiſm 
neither expreſsly nor by conſequence made them alien from the Common-wealth of 
I ſracl.Such conceits ariſe from pædobaptiſts miſtaken ſuppofitions. Nor can I im- 
agine but that had the Jews underſtood that their children were in that condition, 
worſted for want of a priviledge equal to their circumciſion they would have 
been glad to accept of Chriſt to take away that horrour that then lay on their 
Spirits. 

Phe third except ion is, that it is not ſaid the promiſe is to the Gentiles and 
their childrenz now if this be not made good the argument fals, becauſe we are 
Gentiles by nature, To which he anſwers 1. If belicving Gentils live under the 
ſame Covenant that Abraham and his ſced did ( which bas been proved) then though 
they were none of his ſeed, tis ſafer to apply the whole promiſe to them, I am thy 
God and the God of thy (ced, then to cut off and circumciſe the tenor of the Cove- 
nant, and to ſay unto believers now, God onely is yonr God, not the God of your 
children; is not this to make 4 main and (ubſtantial alteration in the Covenant? 
and to rob bclievers of one of the moſt precious comforts they have by promiſe, even 
Gods owning their ſeed. Which they cannot be aſſured of as the Fews were, without 
the children be admitted 20 the firſt ſign or ſeal of the Covenant, which is baptiſm 
now under the Goſpel, as I ſhall prove by its ſucceeding circumcifion by 
end by, 

To which I reply, The Covenant Gen.19.4,5,6;7,8. is mixt and in reſpe& 
of the temporal promiſes believing Gentiles live not under the Covenant made 
to Abrabam Gen.17.7.but in reſpect of the ſpiritual part, that is, they arc juſtified 
and ſaved now, or God is a God to them as they are Abrahams ſeed Gal. 3.29. 
But neither did God promiſe to be à God in reſpe& of Goſpel grace, to 
Abrahams natural ſeed as ſuch, the contrary is delivered Rom.g.7,8. nor now to 
any belieyers ſecd as ſuch, but the ele& whether believers or unbelievers children, 
as is proycd at large by me Exam. part. 3. Sect. 4. not by denying the Covenant 
of 
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of grace to be made with a believer & his natural ſeed do we c off or circumciſe 
the tenor of the Covenant, or make any alteration, much leſs 4 main and ſubſtantial 
alteration in the Covenant, the Apoſtle expreſsly — and whole Juries 
of the ableſt Proteſtant writers even pædobaptiſts expounding Rom. g. g. as re- 
ſolving, that the Covenant Gen. 1. 7. to be a God to Abraham and his ſeed, was 
not made to all Abrahams natural ſeed, no not to the circumciſed, not to Imael 
and Eſau, but to the elc& oncly, and therefore there is no ſafety to apply the whole 
promiſe, am thy God and the God of thy ſeed, to every ſincere believer and his 
child, it being expreſsly contradictory to Rom. 9. 8. which determines ſome onely 
to be children of rhe promiſe. And yet we need not (ay as M. Drew injuriouſly 
makes us ſay, God onely is your God, not the God of your children, but onely this : 

you may afſure your ſelves that he is your God, for ye are believers and ſo 
Abrahams ſeed 3 and ye may hope by reaſon of general indefinite promiſes and 

frequent experiences that God will be a God to your children. But God hath 

not promiſed tha: he will be certainly a God to every, or any one of your chil- 

dren definitely, but is at liberty to ſhew mercy to your children, or to an infidels, 

as it ſhall pleaſe him. And this you muſt be contented with, ſith God afforded 

no more to Abraham himſelf, when he had made Tſazc the child of the promiſe 

and not Iſhmacl, nor to Tſauc when he loved Jacob and hated Eſau. It is fit you 

ſhould remember God to be no debtor to you, that he is the potter, ye and yours 

are the clay, and accordingly acquieſs in his will bleſſing him for kis love to 

you which is the moſt precious comfort you have by promiſe, and not being 

" anxious concerning your children, Nor is there any truth in it that cither 

the Fews were aſſured that God would own their ſeed, that is, be their God, nor 

that by being admitted to circumciſion they had that aſſurance, nor that 

without admiſſion to baptiſm we cannot be aſſured of our children that 

G O D owns them, nor that baptiſm ſucceeds circumciſion , or if it did, 

ſuch aflurance as Mr. Drew (peaks of cannot be inferred thence. So that all 

this paſſage i s but a fardel of miſtakes, Lets conſider the next. 2. ſaith M. Drew, 

Are not Gentiles 4he ſced of Abraham? Then I would fain be reſolucd in this 

whether Chriſt tooꝶ upon him onely the nature of the ꝓems, or of the Fews and Gen- 

tiles both > If only of Fews, how muſt the Gentules be ſaved ? If of bath, then 

how you will conſtrue this text Heb. 2. 16. He took upon him the ſeed of Abraham, 

if you will not allow the Gentiles by any means to be Abrahams ſeed. 

Anſwer. I grant believing Gentils are Abrahams ſpiritual ſced deſcending from 
him as the Father of the ſaithfull by imitating his faith. And as for M. Drews 
frivolus or captious queſtion, which goes upon a ſuppoſition as if Chrilt might 
take on him the nature of the Jews only, & that the nature of the Jews were one 
and the Gentils another, I tcl} him (though I think ſuch a Dr. might have 
reſolved himſelf ) for his reſolution that Clu iſt took on him the nature of both, 
that is the ſame ſpeciſical eſſence or kinde of being, that both had, to wit the 
being of a man common a like to Jews and Gentiles, meaning by nature his 
individual , and numerical Exiſtence, which is all one with that, our Lord 
ſprang out of Fndab Heb. g.14. not from Levi, or from Lot, and yet the G:ntils 
are ſaved by his name, he dying and arifing again both for Jews and Gentils. 


And tor the Conſtruction of Heb. 2. 16. thought there are learned men that ex- 
pound 
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Fouad gxboudl Or Abonau int villa ih us, be takes bold or belperh ibe 
2 of Nm, 2 as well as Jews, yet I think the 
meaning there to be no more but this, that he took on him or received the nature 
of man by a natural deſcent from Abraham 1. becauſe the ſeed of Abraham is 
oppoſed to Angels, and therefore Abrahams ſeed fignifies the nature of man 
eontradiſtin& to Angels. 2. becauſe the author ſaith ver. 17. thence be oughs 
to be like to his brethren, to be a merciful high Pricſt, which comes not from his 
helping believers, but his aſſumption of the -humane nature, whith fits him to 
be Fake to men and to be a mercifull high Prieſt. And therefore I like beſt the 
reading of our tranſtators in the text, not that in —_— And thus haye I 
anſwered M. Drews douty queſtion in which he would ſo fain be reſolved, But 
what is this to prove that As 2.39. the promiſe is not yet to the Gentils, that 
are called but allo to their children I ſee not, it _ neither proved that Acts 2. 
39. the promiſe is the promiſe Gen. 19.7, I will be A God zo thee and 
thy ſeed , ot that the children of Gentils called, are in that reſpect Abra- 
hams ſeed. . 

M. Drew adds, But yet further 3. Tis flain in the Goſpel that faith maketh 4 
believer the child of Abraham; yea and a ſurer heir to the promiſe, I will be thy God 
and the God of thy (ced, then carnal deſcent from Abrahams Loyns doth. Abraham 
had 2. ſeeds one deſcending from Iſhmael and onother from Iſaac all that came from 
Abraham were not children Rom.g.7. But in Iſaac ſhall thy ſeed be called. Iſaac 
was his ſpecial ſecd, and typed out his believingſeed under the Gaſpel, for ver. 8. they 
which aye the children of the fleſh, theſe are not (that is not in ſo peculiar a manner) 
the children of God as the believing ſecd, for the children of the promiſe arc the ſeed, 

the ſced by way of eminencie, that is the prime ſeed, and Mark I pray you bow the 
ſame Apoſtle explaines and applyes this to our purpoſe Gal. 4. 28,29. The Glatians 
were Gentile, bnt being believers, we ſaith the Apoſtle, as Iſaac was, are the chil- 
dren of promiſe, and ſo the ſpecial ſeed of Abraham: the Galatians were no more 
of Abrahams natural ſeed then we are, but by faith they became bis prime ſeed, and 
hetrs apparent to all the promiſes as Iſaac was, who is ſaid in the next ver. to he born 
after rhe ſpirit as well as Gofpcl believers are. And: ſirs, ſhall we make the Covenant 
curtail and narrow to Abrahams prime ſeed and halve the promi(es to them when 
they are full and large to his worſer ſeed > The Appoſtle will not (uffer this Gal. 3. 
29. If ye be Chriſts then arc ye Abrahams ſeed, and heirs according to the promiſe, 
which ſurely muſt needs be according to the full extent of that promiſe made unto our 
Father Abraham; for if it be not ours ſo fully as it was his, then we are not beiy s 
according to the promiſe 3 if our ſeed be cxempted it falt much ſhort of what was 
ſaid to him, I will be thy God and the God of thy ſeed. And mark, friends, I beſeech 
you, that was Goſpel which was preached to Abraham Gal. 3.8. In thee ſhall all 
Nations be va not onely his natural ſced, what was but one Nation; but all 
that were of the faith ſhall be bleſſed, as children of what nation ſoever ver. . For 
faith was imputed to Abraham in uncircumcifion Rom. 4. 10,1 1. to this end that he 
might be the Father of all them that believe though jnot circumciſed. And truciy 1 
wonder ſince the G ſpel is ſo clear that believers are Abrahams children that any 
man dare rob them of any comfort or previledge wherewithall be was inveſted by 
that promiſe to which they are more ſure heirs then any of bis natural feed, as I think 
is made plain to the eaſieſt of your cgpacitics. 
Anſwer. the thing to be proyed is that to the natural ſeed of Gentile beli- 
brought 
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wers God hath promiſed to be a God, To prove which divers places are 
brought which do manifeſtly refute it. That of Ro. 9.7, 8. determines that all the 
natural children of Abraham were not the ſeed to whom God had promiſed to be 
God, but that in Iſaac bis ſeed be calle d. And the ſame is determined Gal. 
4.28, that Iſaac was the child of the promiſe and not the ſon of the bondwoman, 
and that no child of any man is a child of the promiſe but he that is born after 
the Spirit. And Gal. 3.29. is meant of thoſe onely that are the ſons of God by 
faith in Chriſt ver. 26. and from the Goſpel mentioned Ga/.3.8. m thee ſhall all 
nations be bleſſed, he infers ver. g. oncly of believers, ſo then they that are of faith 
are bleſſed with faith full Abraham. And Rom. 4.10.11. Abraham is ſaid to be 
the Father of believers, or as it is ver. 12. thoſe that walk in the ſteps of the 
faith of our Father Abraham which he had yer being uncircumciſed, Wheretore I 
may much more juſtly wonder that learned Proteſtants who ſo commonly ſay, 
that ele& perſons onely are in the Covenant of grace from Rom. 9. 7,9. when 
they diſpute againſt Arminians, ſhould yet have the face to avouch that every 
behievers — but by profeſſion a believers natural child whether elect or a 
believer or not, is in the Covenant of grace made to Abraham Gen. 17. . when 
they diſpute for pædobaptiſm, though by ſuch doctrine they make the word of 
God to fall, it being not true of Ia, Eſau, and thouſands of others of both 
of Abrahams and other believers ſeed, God hath not nor will be a God to 
them, 

Tis true believing Gentils are heirs of the promiſe made to Abraham of bleſſing 
or juſtification by faith as he had, but it is falſe, every helicver is heir of every 
friviledge Abraham had 3 none beſides him is Father of the faith full as Abrabam, 
or hath Gods promiſe to his natural feed as Alrahum had to bis ſpititual, yea or 
to his nature l. None hath the promiſe that —= ſeed all nations of the earth 
ſrould be bleſſed Acts 3.25. nor any that his ity ſhould be graffed in again 
as it is aflured to Abrabams feed Rom. 11. 28,29. 

The imagined priviledge that God would be the God of his natural ſced was 
never promiſed to Abrabams natural poſteriry, as ſuch , Met it is falſe, that 
a believers child is 4 more ſure heir of the promiſe then any of Abrahams natural 


ced. 

0 For thongh God hath not promiſed to be aGod to all Abrab.ms poſterity, yet 
he hath to ſome, which I know not that he hath done to any belicving Gent ils 
natural child. M. P. doth but Calumniate by inſinuating as if we curtalld the pro- 
miſe , robbed belicuing parents of anycomfert or privilege wherewith Abraham was 
inveſted by that promiſe Gen. 45. 7. perverting the text as if when God ſaid he 
would be 4 Gad to Abraham, by Abraham” wete meant cuery believer, and when 
he ſaith be ai be 4God#o A ms feed, it were meant of every belivers na- 
turul ſced whether bdlievers or not. 

About w hich he and other pædobaptiſts, particularly the Aſſembly at Ni min 
ter in theDirefory about baptiſm do but a buſe people, and lead fond parents, 
who ſwallow down Preachers ſayings without Scripture proof into a fools para- 
diſe, by telling them that the promiſe is made to abelicver and bis ſced, that 
God will bc 4 God to a belicver, and bis child, and that Infants of 

ers Aying in their Infancy, are ſaved by the parents faith , and by this 
there is aſſurance of their ſalvation. 


Zut 
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But Maſter Drew once more urgheth Rom. 11 17. that the term 2 
believing Gentils come in with ther (ced, or rwigs that grow4rom them, elſe ſurcly 
they cannot be ſaid to be graffed in as the Fews were cut off, 

But I have ſo fully proved the ingraffing to be by giving faith — to 
election, and that none but elect perſons are ingraffed according to the Apoſtles 
meaning, and that ingraffing is into tlie invikble Church in my Ample diſqui- 
ſition , 2 the firſt part of this Review in the ten firſt Sections, that I think 
it unneceſlary to ſagfany more to what Maſter Vrem here (peaks. And for what 
he ſaith, If believers Infants were taken in under the legal adminiſtration , and 
left out in the Giſpel-adminiſtration, the covenant diſpenſation under the Goſpel is 
more uncomfortable th. n that under the Law, it is but avain (peech,as if the circum- 
ciſion of Infants were ſuch a matter of comfort, that the having of no prive- 
ledge under the Goipel did reconipenſe the loſs of it without Infant: baptiſm, as 
it Intant-baptiſm were of ſo great comfort to parents, that without it other 
comfort concerning their children were nullified, whereas theſe things ariſe up- 
on miſtakes , as it Baptiſm were adminiſtred — to a perſans intereſt in 
the covenant, and circumciſion was ſo, and that the denying Infants Baptiſm, 
is putting them out of Covenant, which is but ungrounded talk, as ſhall be fur- 
ther ſhewed in that which follows. 

Vea when the Pædobaptiſts anſwer the Papiſts, who would have the work of 
outward Baptiſm to take away original fin from the Infant-baptized, they ſay 
onely that it ſeals the covenant, but doth not (cal the fruit of the covenant, but 
upon condition of Faith and Repentance 3 ſo that the Infant hath no benefit 
by the covenant, or the ſeal without Faith or Election; and ſo much benefit 
hath any unbeliever or his Infant; yea the unbeliever hath more advantage then 
the Infant, for the unbeliever hath the moral uſe of the ſealing of any baptized 
perſon, which the Infant hath not. When they talk of the covenant to Infants 
of believers they ſay it is but condicionally that they do believe that God will 
be their God, and in the ſame manner the covenant belongs to all men in the 
world, to unbelievers and their Infants, and when they ſpeak of the benefit of 
Bzptiſm, they ſay it onely ſeals the covenant, not the perſons partaking the 
fruit of it (excepting he be an ele& perſon dying in Infancy) which yet he may 
have without the fea!) till he believe, yet he hath not the moral ule and com- 
fort of it till he underſtand and believe, at which time the Baptiſm in Infancy 
is altogether unknown to him. So that indeed the comfort which Pæ- 
cbbaptiſts give to parents, is either the ſame I give, without Infant-baptiſm,or, 
if parents did examin it, it would be found deluſory. What Maſter Drew 
ſpeaks about Baptiſms ſucceſſion to circumſion, and his imagined full proof from 
thence for Intant-baptiſm, I ſhall put off till I review the Diſpute about Maſter 
Me. third Concl. This is enough to ſatisſie that Maſter Drew's reaſons are blunt 
and not ſharp as was ſuppoſed. 
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7 SECT. VL 


The Arguments of Maſter Joſias Church in his Divine warrant for Intant-bap- 
tiim, from their being judged in the promiſe, is anſwered. 


1 — is another writing of Maſter aa Church, intituled, The Divine war- 
J rant of Infant-baptiſm, of which I paſſed a cenſure in the fiſt part of this 
Review $eff, 21. and I might let it paſs, being as the commanders of it ſay, 
Dogma: ical rather then Polemical, and leave it to thoſe that affect ſuch ſuperfici- 
al writings. Let becauſe Maſter Roberts and Maſter Geree have commended it, 
and Maſter Baxter pag. 6. of his Plain Scripture proof, puts it among the chic} 
books, of which he ſaith, If any of the men of Bewdly have taken up the union of 
Antipedobaptiſm, and huve not read and ſtudied him with others, and been able 19 
confutc them, he bath diſcovered à ſeared conſcience (which is a moſt unreaſonable 
and uncharitable cenſure) to ſhew the folly and vanity of Maſter Baxters and 
others conceit , I ſhall give the Reader ſome taſte of his overly handling the 

int. 

His firſt Argument is thus, The _ of Chriſtians ave righty judged in the 

promiſe of propriety in God, therefore they may be Baptized. 

Toit I anſwer, 1. The antecedent is ambiguous, not expreſſing what pro- 
=» in God he means, whether of juſtification, regeneration, and ſalvation, 
or of outward protection & povaty among men or Eccleſiaſtical privilege, nor 
where that promiſe is which he calls promiſe of propriety in Gad, nor wherher he 
means it of all Infants of Chriſtians, or ſome, and if of ſome of which he 
means it, and of which not; nor of what ſort ef Chriſtians, whether ſuch as 
are Chriſtians onely by profeſſion, or really ſuch in Gods account 3 nor with 
what judgement he means, whether of charity or verity , probably or certainty; 
nor upon what evidence they arc with any of theſe ſorts of judgement rightly 
judged in the — of propriety in God. So that I finde nothing but Sophi- 
ſtry in this diſpenſation, the antecedent being perhaps true in ſome ſenſe, in lome 
falſe: and therefore it is but waſt labour to refure it, or anſwer his proofs , till 
that he diſtinctly ſer down what he aſſerts, and how his proofs ſuite with his aſ- 
ſertion. Yet I ſhall caſt away ſome animadverſions on this writing, leaſt my fi» 
lence be diſadvantage to the cauſe I maintain. 

That which I conceive he means, is this, All the Infants of Chriſtians by 
uſible profeſſion, are rightly judged by a judgement of charity, though not of cer- 
tainty to be included in the promiſe of propricty in God, in regard of cter nal adop- 
tion and priviledge expreſſed in thoſe words Gen. 17. 7. I will be thy God, and the 
God of thyſeed, therefore they may be Baptized, Of which Argument, I deny 
both the antecedent and the conſequence. The antecedent he takes upon him 
to prove by ten Arguments. 

1. The Infants of the fews ( ſo long as they continued wifible profeſſors ) 
were rightly judged to be in the promiſe of propriety in God, for it was jealed 
to them by the initial Sacrament ng leſs then to actual profeſſors > Gen. 17.7, 12. 


Ergo 
E Anſw. 
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Anſw. Did not Maſter Church affect new phraſifying', which ſerves onely to 
puxzle in lain words, he had ſaid, To the Fc, Injants the promuſc was made 
of being God to them, therefore the Infants of Chriſtians are rightly to be in that 
promiſe : Of which, neither is the antecedent true univerſally taken, but con- 

tradicted by Paul, Rom. 9. 7,8. Where he expreſly denies the promiſe (I will be the 
God of thy ſced) to be true of Abrahams natural led univerſally taken: Nor 
if it had been true, doth it follow that what was promiſed ro Abrahams ſeed, is true 
of every true Believers, muchleſs of the ſeed of every meer viſible proſeſſor of 
Chriſtian faith, who are neither themſelves, nor their children in any Scripture 
ſenſe Abrahams {ced : nor is the proof of any weight, That the promiſe of proprie- 
4) in God was ſcaled to rhe Fews Infants by the initial Sacrament, no leſs then ro 
cual profeſſors, therefore the Fews Infant were rightly judged 10 be int promiſe 
of propricty in God. 

For this reaſon in plain terms is no more then this, the Jews Infants were to 
be circumciſed, Ergo they were rightly judged to be in the promiſe of iety 
in God, that is that God would be their God, which reſts upon theſe Elke fo 
politions, that God had promiſed to be God to thoſe whom he commanded to E 
circumciſed, and that the promiſe of being their God was the formal reaſon of 
their being circumciſed, that when God promiſed to be a God of to G-ntiles, he 
meant it of external adoption and priviledges. 

The conſequence he would prove by four Argument. 2. The promiſe of pro- 
priety in God was not a (fecialty, therefore the Infaints of Chriſtians being ccr- 
rainly no leſs in ihe promiſe then were the I nfams of — aforet ime, they are right- 
ly judged to be in it as they were. Where the concluſion is altered, which was 
to be proved (therefore if the Infants of the Fews were rightly judged to be in the 
promiſe of propricty in God, then the Infants of Chriſtians arc rightly judged to be 
in that promiſe) and inſtead thereof, that which ſhould have been the antecedent 

(the Infants of Chriſtiars arc certainly no leſs in the promiſe then were the *$exs 
Infants aforetime) is made the chief part of the concluſion, and in ſtead of the 
right antecedent , this ambiguous antecedent is put (that pramiſe of proviety in 
God was not 4 ſpectalty) which he ſays he would prove by ſeven arguments , but 
ſers not down which branch of the promiſe was not a ſpecialty, whether that (I 
will be thy God) or that (I will be the God of thy ſeed) nor in what ſenſe it was 
not a ſpecialty, nor doth his ſpeech (that it was not 4 ſpecialty) appear equipollent 
to that he ſhould have proved (The Infants of Chriſtians are certainly no leſs in 
the mow then were the Jews dnfants aforctime ) but he dictates ſo ambiguouſly 
and indiſtinctly, that more labour will be neceſſary to underſtand him then to 
refute him. He tells us, the promiſe of propriety in God, was not peculiar to A- 
braham, and = n and Abrahams natural ＋ 3 where he ſuppoſeth, 
that the promiſe (I will he thy God, and the God of thy ſeed) was true of meer 
viſible profeſſors, and Abrahams natural ſeed 3 which is moſt falſe and contrary 
to Rom.9.6,7,8. Luk. 20.36, 37,3 8. He brings the, words Exod. 1 2, 48,49 the 
ſtranger was as aur bomc=born, and there was one law for both ( which are ſpoken 
meerly of allowance for them to eat the Paſſeover with them) to prove a like pro- 
priety of the Infants of viſible — of the Gentiles in the promiſe of pro- 
priety in God, Gen. 15. 7. He brings Gal A. 28. which was ſpoken onely of true 
Believers born after the Spirit, to prove viſible profeſſors and their Infants to be 
judge. in the promiſe of propriety in God, He ſaith, Iſauc was in the promiſe 
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47 an Infant of Believing parent, whereas Paul (aith nd, for then Tſe} and 
Eſz had been in the promiſe, but by (pecial calling or election, Rom.9.6,7,8,9. 

e applies thoſe texts Gal. 3. 14. Rom. 11. 12. Num. 1 5. 8, 9. Gen. 17 5,7. to 
prove a promiſe to every Gentile viſible profeſſour of faith and their Infants , 
which are onely verified in the ſenſe the Apoſtle uſeth them, of true Believers as 
Abraham was, who are juſtificd as he was. He allegeth that which the Apoſtle 
Rom.11.28. ſaith, The children are beloved for the Farbers , as it were meant 
of Infants of every Gentile viſible profeſſor, which is _ onely of the ele& 
Iraelites, and the ancient Patriarchs Abraham, &c. it which is aid, Pſal, 
139.1,3. of children of him that fears God, fitting round about his table like 
Olive plants ; " prove viſible proteffors and their partaking in the promiſe of 

iety in God. 

He ith, The former part of that promiſe ( I will be a God to thee, Gen 19.7. 
is undeniably common to all Believers, which in truth is undeniably proper t 
Abraham, not ſimply as a Believer, but either as a natural Father, oc Father o 
Believers according to the ſpiritual part of the promiſe. 

He ſaith, Chriſttans are in this diſpenſation as Fews were in the former, they are 
called as they were, an holy Nation, a peculiar people, à rojal prie ibood, 1 Pet. 2 9. 
Tit, 2. 14. And every Nation receiving the faith as the Nation of the Fews did, 
and in which there is a national agreement in doftrine, worſhip, and diſcipline , as 
was in the Nation of the Fews, ij to be accounted to the Lord in every age, Pſal. 
22.30, cven Egypt and Aſſjria with 1ſracl, Ia. 19,21, and many call Abraham 
Father (who obtained the Fatherhood of many Nations, Gen. 17. 5.) and may be 
accounted 4 national Church no leſs hen that Nation was, whereby thoſe ſpeeches 
1 Pet. 2.9, Tit 2.14. G*n.17.5.as expounded, Rom. 4. 17. which are meant 
onely of the ele& and true B-licvers of every Nation are applied to a nation- 
al Church like the Jews conſiſting of a great part of either ignorant perſonsthat 
know little or nothing of Chriſtianity, or perſecutors of godlineſs , profanely 
deſpiſing the word, and hating the godly. 

He applies that Mat. 18. 10. little ones, who are ſaid· verſ. 6. to belicve in Chriſt, 
and the offending of whom hath ſo great a {penalty , to little one in age. He 
applies Fer. 30. 20. which is ſpoken of the Jews upon their return from captivi- 
ty, as appears verſ. 18.21. concerning their proſperity in Canaan to the reſtituti- 
on of their Infants to an initial ſeal at the calling of them to the Chriſtian faith 
whereas if it were ſo meant, the Prophet ſhould foretell that the Jews children at 
their calling to Chriſt ſhould be as 4 foretime, that is, ſhould be circumciſed as 
they were before the Prophets time, not baotized. More things there are liable 
to exception in his arguments whercof what pertains to the text, Act. 2.39. Rom. 
11.17. 1. Cor. 7. 14. is ſufficiently diſcuſſed in n y Ample dſquiſition of thoſe 
texts. That which concerns the reaſons that God pr om iſeth merq to thouſands, 
and ſuch like arguments, being urged more fully by Maſter B. I ſhall anſwer 
when I meet with them in his bock. 

His arguments pag. 18. to prove his Conſequence, The Infants of Chaiſtians 
are rightly judged in the promiſe of propriety in God, thbrefore they are to be 
baptized, arc inſufficient. The firſt is from circumcifion of Infants, to which 
hath been often anſwered, That was done by vertue of the Command, not by 
vertue of the promiſe and therefore without the ike Command the like promile 
(if it were granted) would not prove the like, practice. What is (aid of Jobn 
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Baptiſts, and the Apoſtles, not denying baptiſm t0 any whom they judged to be in the 
5 ſeems to intimate, that they baptized men becauſe they judged them to 
be in the promiſe But there is not a word thereof in any of the Evangeliſts, but 
their comming to John confeſſing their ar, glorifying God in embracing bis 
Comnſel, * faith, as the reaſon o their admiſſion to baptiſm, - 

To his ſecond reaſon, Being in the promiſe, is the reaſon rendered by the 
Apoſtles for the receiving of baptiſm,ARs 2.38,39. Therefore then that are rightly 
judged in it may be baptidel, I anſwer 1. He ſays not truely, that being in the 
promiſe is the onely realon mentioned by the Apoſtle for baptiſm 3 for re- 
pentance.is put as a prerequiſite. 2. The. Apoſtle doth not ſpeak of the promiſe as 
Malter Church means. that he judged that. they and their children were rightly 
judged as viſible profeſſors in the promiſe of propricty in God, for they were 
not then ſuch :- But that rhe promiſe of raifing up Chrilt was fulfilled for them 
upon their repentance and baptiſm, or their calling, and this is made not the reaſon 
of right to receive, or warrant to the Miniſter to baptize them,. but as a motive 
to their duty of repenting and being baptized, and encouragement to for 
remiſſion notwithſtanding their cruciſying Chriſt and imprecation on themſelvs, 
and theirs, Auth. 27.25. | 


. OE 
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SE CT. VIL 


Bare judgement of charity concerning a perſons intereſt in the promiſe is not 4 
warrant to baptige. 


Pa. 19. Mr. Church brings in an objection thus, The judgement of charity 
that any are in promiſe is not a ſufficient reaſon for adminiſtring baptiſm to 
them: there muſt be ſhews of grace for more certainty, To which he thus an- 
ſwers: ſhews of grace and actual profeſſion are a reaſon for bapt ixing only as they 
are ground for thc judgment of charity, that the part ies to be 1 are in the 
promiſe 3 for elſe if the Devil ſhould take a humane ſhape, and make 4 verbal 
profeſſion ( though he were known te be a Devil) be muſt be bapti. 


Tell. 
I reply, Mr. Church here ſtarts « queſtion, by what judgment a Miniſter is. to 
proceed in admitting a perſon to baptiſm. Concerning which I ſuppoſe it will 
not be denicd. 1. That a Miniſter being but as an officer under Chriſt in 
begining » is to baptize according to his Lords will. For that is the property of 
a ſervant. 2. That the will of the Lord is moſt manifeſt in the inſtitution or 
appointment of Chriſt 3 which is without queſtion declared by the words of 
Chriſt., Matth. 28.19. Mark.16.15,16. explained by the Apoſtles and other 
approved Miniſters thereof, command and practice mentioned in the As of the 
Apoſtles. 3. That true believers and diſciples of Chriſt are appointed to be bapti- 
zed, and that they have true right before God, 4. That ſuch believers and 
diſciples as are appointed to be baptized, are Diſciples of all nations, not of An- 
[elical but humane nature; and therefore we have no warrant to baptize either 
ood _ or Devils taking humane ſhap: and making ſhews of repentance 
or faith it known to be Divils or Angels. All the difference is, with what judg- 
ment 
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ment and upon what evidence a Miniſter is to baptize, I conceive 1. upon ex- 
traordinary revelation from God à Miniſter is to baptixe an Infant declared to be 
a Diſciple, as I ſay in boy Examen p. 4. S. 3. 2. According to ordinary rule he an, 
to baptize none but Diſciples by profeſſion, which 2 ought to be free, 
ber, ſerious and intelligent, For diſcerning of which he is to uſe miniſterial N 
dence, though he be not able to ſearch the heart, and after the uſe of miniſteral 
prudence therein, be is prudemly to judge of the truth of his faith and diſ- 
ciplcſhip. Wherein he ought to judge according to the rule of charity 1 Cor.3, 
17. which believeth all things, hopeth all things, and yet heed what Solomon ſaith 
Prov. 14. 1 5. The ſumple belicveih every word: but the prudens mau looketh well to 
his going. And our Lord Chriſt Luke 12.43. having laid as it was conceived of 
a Miniſter , I. ho then i tha faith ſull and wiſe fteward, whom his Lord ſhall make 
ruler ver bis houſhold, to give them their portion of meat in due ſeaſon? ir is requiſite 
that the judgment of a Miniſter upon which he baptizeth ſhould have both ingre- 
dients,pcudents & charity, charity alone is not ſufficient, For 1.1fCharity be uſed 
without prudence, there may be a mockery of the Ordinance, and it profaned. 2. If 
the rule bo a judgment of charity alone, then ſuppoſitg the Miniſter be defective 
in his charity the perſon is to be debarted, who is otherwiſe fit to be baptized. 
But about this I conceive there is little or no difference between me and the. 
pædobaptiſts. Mr. . in one place, to wit, in his defence pag. 78. intimates that I 
am conccicel to incline to tbe looſer way of baptizing any that would make a pre- 
feſſion of faith in Feſus Chriſt. And in another place pag. 233. be maks it all my 
plea-ling that becauſe we cannot know that all Infants of belicucrs have the inward 
gracc,we may not therefore baptize them. From the former I vindicated my ſelf 
in my Apology S:&. 17. and from the latter Sect. 10. But the difference is 
what qualification it is that may be evidence to a Miniſter, whereby to judge 

rudently a perſon to be capable of baptiſm. They that hold all Inſants are to 
be baptized that are oftered, they cls no ſcruple, nor do they make much 
ſcruple that hold all Infants that are in a choſen nation, which I have refuted 
Exam. part,z. Sect. 13. others bap;izc onely the children of inchurched members 
of which I fhall ſpeake in Examining Me. Cobbers concluſions. There are, tha! 
from the G:nerality of promiſes and election running through the Loyns of 
believers, will have all the children of believers to be in Covenant and cl:& in 
the parcels though not in the lump, and M.. Church his opinion comes near it, 
that we have ground from a judgment of charity that the parties to be baprizcd 
are in the promiſe to baptixe them. But againſt this l argue. 

1. That is to be the rule of judging a perſons baptizability which is made 
the condition of a perſon .to be — in the holy Scripture, But no where 
in it is this made the condition of being baptized, that he be elect and in tlie 
Covenant. 2. The Scripture doth no where ſay chat the election of Gad runs 
ſor the moſt part through the Loyns of believers. And though there are promiic, 
of bleſſing to the righteous and their ſeed, yer theſe are indefinite both for the 
kinde of bleſſing, and the perſon, and theſe promiſes are made onely to rhe 
truly rizhteous, and not to them, who are only ſuch in appearance. Wherfore 
there can be no certainty for a judgment of prudence to A upon, to determin 
of any whether they are ele& or not, in the Covenant of grace or not, ſpixitu- 
ally conſiderin that God hath declared Rom. 9. 6, 7,8, 18,24. That he ties not 
himſelf to believers children. Now all judgment is to be ſuſpended of that 
which is not revealed, The ſecret things belong to the Lr our God, Deu. 29.29. 
3 For 
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3. For Infants of believers there In no ground for a judgment of charity 
becauſe they do nothing to ſhew whether they are in the Covenant or no. And 
it it be revealed by God that they are all or ſome in Covenant then we know it 
by a judgment of faith believing Gods revelation, and ſo it i$ not a probable 
judgment of charity, but a certain judgment of verity, which directs in this. 
4. Fs probable judgment of charity that a perſon is cle& and in covenant be 
the rule to direct in 55 izing, then ſuppoſe a ſalvage in new England or elſe- 
where ſeeming to be affected in the the time of preaching ſhould be judged in 
charity to an elect perſon in covenant he ought to be m_—_ by the Miniſter + 
ſo judging aſote he ownsChriſt by profeſſion. It is promiſed that the Iſraelits ſhall 
be graffed in again, and all Tſract ſaved, Rom.11.24,25,26,27,28. and we may 
charitably judg it will be ſhortly, ſhall we baptize any of them or their Infants 
upon this charitable judgment ol their election and being int Covenant afore 
profeſſion ? . If a charitable judgement of elect ion and being in covenant had 
been the rule to baptize, then ſure John the Baptiſt, and the baptizers appointed, 
had ſomewhere propounded that queſtion, or made inquiry into that thing, bur 
it was not ſo, they required repentance As 2. 38. inquired into the faith of 
the baprized, 6. if this had been the direction ( baprize thoſe that are elect or in 
Covenant) had been a blind derection uufit for men to follow, and ſo our Lord 
ſhould have imperfe&ly inſtructed his Apoſtls and others, or rather have mocked 
them, putting them to do a buſineſs not feaſiable by them. But this is not to be 
ſaid of Chriſt, eſpecially the rule being ſo plain to baptize believers and Diſ- 
ciples by profeſſion. 

As for Mr. Chuch his conceit, that ſhews of grace and actual profeſſion arc a 
reaſon for baptixing onely as they are a ground for the judgmem of charity that the 
partes to be baptized are in the promiſe; I deny it. For the rule is not ( baptize 
perſons in the Covenant ) but (Diſciples or believers of all nations. ) To that 
of the Devils making à verbal profeſſion, 1 have anſwered before. That which he 
aith that the judgment of charity ( meaning that they were in Covenant) war 
the rule by which John Baptiſt and the Apoſties walked in baptizing is not true, 
for they baptized upon thcir profeſſion which they certainly knew. And though 
they had no in fallable knowledge of the individuals election or being in Covenant, 
but baptized bypocrits not a few, yet they had an infallible knowledge of indivi- 
duals confeſſing ſins, brofeſſing repentance and faith, for they heard them, and 
this was their rule, not the conjectural knowledg of a perſons intereſt in the 
Covenant or election of grace. 


—— 
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SE CT. VIII. 


Acts 2.38, 39. proves that intereſt in the promiſe imitles not to baptiſm without 
repentance, 


R. Church brings in a Second objection, which is in effe& what I allege 

8 62. a right to Evangelical promiſes is not the adeq uat reaſon of 
baptiſm, for the Jews were in the promiſe As 2.38,39. yer not baptized without 
preceeding repentance. To which he anſwers thus, A viſible right to the promiſe 
eit 
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either by gef grace ( as inthoſe of riper gears) er by the meaning a ſpecie 
in the 2 — — reſtriction, ſj which the — te be — indi- 


viduals ( as the Infauts of viphle profeſſors are ) is 8 ſiſſciem reaſon for ba- 
* 


To which T reply. If viſible right ro the promiſe by ſhews of grace be a ſuffi- 
cient reaſon for baptiſm, then the rule I ſer down for admitting to baptiſm is 
eilded to be aright. But for the new made rule of Mr. Church it is but an 
umane ivention without Scripture warrans. He ſuppoſeth the Infants of viſible 
, profeſſors to be in the — without reſtruction, and the promile I conceive he 
means is (I will be zby Ged and the God of thy ſeed Gen. 17. 7.) But ĩt is moſt 
falſe that that promiſe is made to any meer viſible profeſſors , but to Abraham, 
not to any true believers natural ſeed, much leſs ro any meer viſible profeſſors 
natural ſeed, but onely to Abrahams ſeed, who are onely elect and true believers 
of the Gentils according to the ſpiritual part of it, as is proved before, Yet were 
it granted that not onely the Species, but alſo the individuals were named ex- 
preſsly in the Covenant, I ſhould deny they were to be baptized according to 
ordinary rule till they were known Diſciples and believers, The ]cwiſh people 
are in covenant Rom. 11.24,25,26,27,28. and yer not to be baptized till they 
belicve, and Peter Acts 2.38, 39. requires repentance for baptilm, of whom he 
ſayth, the promiſe is 10 you. Int he tels me, The learned and rational of the 
Arabaptiſts confeſs that if it coul4 appear 10 them th. an Infant is in the Cove- 
nant they would not doubt of the baptiſm of it, I anſwer z whatever others do, 
yet I diſclaim that confeſſion. I have granted ſundry times as Examen part. Sect 
15, part. 3. Sect. 3. that regencrate, juſtified, adopted perſons born into the 
world who have the inward grace are not to be debarred baptiſm, if it be known 
by ſpecial revelation, for they- are then known Diſciples and belicvers. But I 
never (aid this of an Infant in Covenant, For an Infant may be in Covenant 
even then when he is unregenerate (being in covenant) nothing no more then 
having the promiſe made to him, which may be afore he is born, and therefore 
I ſhould not yeld that of being in covenant, which I would do of actual te- 
generation, 

But Mr. Church makes ſome ſhew of anſwering the argument from Ad, . 
38,39. He telt us thoſe Fews rejefting and crucifying Chriſt and Atheiſtically 
mocking iat Goſpel truths , ceaſed io have à viſible right to the promiſe, untill they 
reg.uned it by repentance. 

Anſwer Mr. Church pag.18. ſaith being in the promiſe is the reaſon rendred by 
the appoſtle for the receiving of baptiſm Acts 2.38,39. there fore tho that are 
rightly judged in it may be baptized. pag, 20. Being in the promiſe is the oncly 
reaſon mentioned by the Apoſtle fir baptiſm. Doth not thus plainly aſſert that the 
Jews then were righly judged by Peter to be in the promiſe , and their 
right thereby to batiſm ? How then is it true which here he ſaith they 
ceaſed tobave a viſi-le right to the promiſe till they raigned repentance ? But it is 
not once onely that this Author is off and on, ſaying and unſaying at a little 
diſtance. Here he requices à viſible right in the promiſe regained by repentance, 
a little before he ſaith the ſpecies being named: without reſtridt iun in the promiſe 
4 4 {ay reaſon of baptiſm. However I take his confeſſion that notwith- 
ſanding what he laid pag. 5. 6,7. from Ads 2.38.39. of the promiſe to them 
and their children, and thence inferring their Infants tittle to baptiſm, as being tle 
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children of viſible profeſſors, to whom God had promiſed to be a God and to 
their ſeed, yet here he ſaith the ceaſed ro have a viſuble right to the promiſe until they 
regained 1s by repentance, which the Apoſtle ſuppoſeth they then had not, even 
then when he ſaid, The promiſe is to you and your children: For he gxhorteth to 
it as a thing to be done. 

But Mr. Church flutters like a bird in a net, ſeeking ſome eration from this 
object ion, though all in vain. He tels us they were a mixt company to whom the 
Apoſtles pate Acts 2.831 1-4nd not all ems, for they were of divers languages, and 
that they were adulti, 

But what is this. to the ayoyding the objeRion, that notwithſtanding it 
is (aid the promiſe is to you, yet they were not intitled to baptiſm without 
repentance. a 

He then diſcourſeth, that repentance was in then onely in fieri before their 
baptiſm and tha the Apoſtle accepted of probabilities of it and baptized them; 
For in that diſtance from his preaching, and their baptixding, ſo many could not have 
repentance viſiblc by its fruits and diſcernable, and thence would gather, if ſuch 
hainous ſinncrs were baptized mon probability of repentance, therefore Infants 
sf Chriſtians guilty of no actuai fin may be bat i ed unzo repentance. 

To which I reply, 1. It is exprefsly ſaid ver. 41. they that gladly received the 
word were baptized, therefore there were viſible fruits of repentance and faith 
diſcerned by the Apoſtles and otherDiſciples, who were many and could confer 
with them in that * of time, and baptize them in that day, though their 
converfion was eaſily diſcernable without diſtinct conference with each. 

2. His argument is not worth a ruſh, notwithſtanding Cyprian: words to 
back it, to prove Infant-baptiſm. For it goes upon this 2 ſuppoſition, 
that Infants hecauſe they have no actual fin — though they ſhew 

. no repentance, much rather then hainous and great tranſ greſſors upon probabi- 
lity of repentance. As if leſſer ſinners might baptized upon no teſtimony of 
entance, becauſe greater ſinners are baptized. upon probability of repentance, 
which if true, the more civil and orderly perſons, though phariſaically minded, 
as if they needed no cepentance,have much more right to baptiſm, then publicans 
confeſſing their fins becauſe but — penitent. 3. All this is nothing to 
anſwer the objeRion, but to ſtrengthen it, that notwithſtanding the promiſe was 
to them, yet they were not to be baprized till their repentance, either in facto 2 
or in fieri, either viſible in fruits or at leaſt probably conceived, of which neither 
is to be ſaid of Infants. Yer Mr. Church is not aſhamed to conclude thus. 

Being in the promiſe is the onely reaſon mentioned by the Appoſtle for baptiſm, 
(whereas repentance is undeniably prerequired ) and that . any diſable the 
reaſon he — not # little weakneſs to the Apoſtles and their convert; wheras 
he that diſables the inference from being rightly judged in the promiſe to right 


of baptiſm, doth vindicare the Apoſtle from weakneſs, which pædobaptiſts 40 
by their expoſition and inference thence blemiſh him with, and caſt the blame of 
weakneſs onchy on Mr. Church and ſuch inconſiderate expounders and diſputers 
as he is. I had not thought to have ſaid ſo much of ſo poor a piece as that book 
is ; vet leſt any lay it is not anſwered 1 add. 
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SECT. IX. 
Infants are not proved by Mr, Church, to be of the-vifible Church Chriſtian. 


Is ſecond Argument is, Infants of Chriſtians are rightly judged to be of the 
Church with Chriſtians of riper cars, therefore they may be baptizcd. 

To which I ſay, His words are ambiguous, it being uncertain whether he 
means the Antecedent of the viſible or inviſible Church, of all infants of 
Chriſtians, or ſome ; but conceiv:ng it meant of all, and of the viſible Church 
of Chriſtians, I deny the Antecedent. And for his ten Arguments, not one 

oveth it, : 
The Medium of the firſt is the Antecedent of the former Argument, to which 
I have anſwered before, denying that all the infants of Chrijttans are rightly 
judged to be in the promiſe of propriety in God, expreſſed Gen. 17.7. in thoſe words, 
Iwill be thy God, and the God © thy feed, 

But I deny the conſequence alſo, that if it were true, that all the infants of 
Chriſtians are rightly judged in the Promiſe of Propriety in God, therefore they 
are rightly judged to be ot the viſible Church: nor is it proved by that which 
he allegeth, (Fer they onely are altens from the Common-wealth of Iſrael, which are 
ſtrangers from the covenant, - 7 en 2.) For if it did prove, that all that are 
ſtrangers from the covenant of Promiſe arc aliens from the viſible Church of 
Chriſtians, yet it proves not, that all who are in the covenant are in the viſible 
Church but the very truth is, neither the one nor the other is proved from that 
place; for this only is aflerted there, that the Epheſians who were Gentiles in the 
fleſh, who are called uncircumc iſion, ly that n hich i called the circumciſion in the fleſh 
made with hun i, no Proſelytes were in the time of their infidelity & Mol- ſervice, 
then without the policy of IL. acl ani the covenants of Promiſe : but it doth not fol- 
low that every one that was then uncircumciſed in the fleſh, and out of the poli- 
cy of Iſrael, meaning the outward policy, was ſtranger from the Promiſe of Pro- 
priety in God, meaning of it of ſaving Propriety ; for Cornelius, Acts 10. was 


_a ſtranger from the policy of Iſrael, being no citizen, but unclean, as being a Gen- 


tile, uncircumciſed, yet then be feared God, God heard his prayers, accepted bis alms, 
c. much leſs now that every one that is rightly judged to be in the Promiſe of 
Propriety in God is of the viſible Church, or every one that is rightly judged of 
the Fable Church, is rightly judged to have the Promiſe of Propriety in God. 

His next Argument is, Infants of Chriſtrens are rightly called the Lords chil- 
dren, for his manner hath been to call the children of his people bis chidren. In the 
old world ſome were called the — of God, as children of bis people, Gen. 6. 2,3. 
An the infants of the Iſraelites were called by him, bis children born ta him, 
Ezck.16.20,21, 4nd their lem full ſeed, a feed of God, And the Jews were ac- 
coined to him great and ſmall in every age untill the breaking off ; and the ſame 
was propheſied of the Gentiles, when they ſhall be converted, and of the Jews 
when they ſhall be grafted in again: and tbe Plalmiſt calls himſelf the Lords ſer- 
vant , 4s be was the (on of bis handmaid : therefore ſuch infants are rigbily judged 
to be of the Church, which is the Houſe of God, 

Anſw. Not one of theſe Texts 22 the Church-mcmberſhip of Chriſti- 
ans infants. The term Sons of God, Gen.6.2,3. is attributed to perſons before 
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the Floud, and thoſe not infants, but ſuch as took them wives of all that they 
choſe, which could not be ſaid of infants 3 nor are they ſaid to be Sons of God, 
becauſe children of believers, but becauſe they profeſſed the true worſhip of God, 
Dei filios profeſſione Chriſt, Cartwright Eborac. Annot. in locum,Such. as deſcending 
from Seth and Enoch 7215 ed the true worſhip of the true God, New Annot, I 
omit the opinions of Foſephus, Aquila, and many of the Ancients, recited by 
Mr. Gataker againſt Pfochenizs, cap.13. and the other of the Chaldee Para- 
pbraſe, R. Solomon, Symmechus, that they are called Sons of God, becauſe Sons 
of [Patentates or Fudges, of, which Mr. Cartwright ubi ſupra, and that of. others 
Sah of God, that is, eminent men, becauſc I think the other is more right : hows 
evhr they are not called Sons of God, that is, viſible Church-members by their 
delFear, but by their profeſſion, which is not to be ſaid of infants, 

tis true Exck.16.28,21. the children of Iſrael are ſaid to be born to. God, 
that is, of right as their Land was the Lords Land, Heſ. 9.3. and this did aggra- 
vate their ſin, that theſe that were of right his were ſacrificed to Idols: now this 
was by reaſon of that peculiar interelf which God had in that people, verſ. 8. 
But that what is ſaid of the ſons of the Jews is true of all the inſants of 
believers, or that this is enough to entitle the infants of: Chriſtians. to vi- 
ſible Church-memba ſhip, and' the initial ſeal, as they call it, is yet to be 

raved, 

: Of Mal. 2. 14,1 5. I have ſpoken ſufficiently in the firſt part of this Re. 
view, Sec. 13.26. of the Ampic Diſquiſition: to which L add that in the ſe- 
cond Edition of the New Annot. theſe words are added ſuitable to my Expo- 
ſition of a legitimate ſeed; All ether ſeed is ſpurions, not 4 laxfull ſced; nor 
ſuch fathers are lawfull fathers, who ſo pervert the order and Ordinance of Matri- 
mom), God puts his mark of infamy upon the ſecd it ſelf , Deut,z3,2, which 
m_ that with Calvin that Authour underſtood, by 4 Sced of Gel, a legitimate 
ed. 

That which is ſaid Pſalm 22.30, A ſecd (ball ſerve him, it ſlall be accounted to 
the Lord f generation, hath no ſhew of any thing for infants viſible 
Church-pfemberſhip : it cannot be expounded of infants while ſuch : for how 
can it laid, They ſhall ſerve the Lord ? But it notes oncly a continuance of 
the Church promiſed in a people, who ſhould when ſome deceaſe, ſtand up after 
them to lerve the Lord. The impertinency of that Fcr.30.20. is ſhewed before. 
As little to the purpoſe is that Palm 116. 16. He doth not ſay, he was the Lords 
Scrvaut ig he was the ſon of his handuail ; and it was to expreſs his mean con- 
dition or humility, as Mary, Luke.1.48, not his privilege, and his ſubjection to 
God, not his right he could clame from God; yet if there were any privilege 
imported in this title (ſon of thine hand- mai Mr, Church muſt prove it coke 
Coney ee and that not proper to him as a Few, but common to all 
Chriſtians ere it will ſerve. his turn, which he cannot do. 


Enough is ſail before in the Ample Diſquition, to prove that 1 Cor.7.14. 
children are not denominated holy, becauſe they appertain to the Church. 

The remnant to be called holy, Tfai 4.3. are either ſuch em as in the captivity 
eſcaped alive, who ſhould be holy in reſpect of their worthip, not ſerving Idols, 
but the living God, or ſuch converted belicvers in the Chriſtian Church as 


ſhould be written in the Book of Life, which makes nothing to infants 
Church-memberſhip, 
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"The Church is not called the circuiciſun, Romy 3. 30. & 2 5-8. but the Fewiſh 


le. t, 
e Chriſtians infants are not rightly judged to be of the Church Chriſti- 
an, becauſe the Hebrews children were of the Church Fewiſh, God now not ta- 
king one whole Nation for his Church, but Diſciples of Chriſt in all Na- 
tions, 

Abrabum is (ail, Rom. 4. 1 1. to have received the ſigu of circum ſion « ſeal of the 
rieÞtcouſncſs of faith, which he bad yet being uncircumciſed ; but that any other 
mans circumcifion was ſo to him, much leſs that every infants circumciſion was 
ſuch to them, I reade not : ſure the tenour of the words imports no more than 
this, that Abrahams circumciſion in his own perſon was an aſſurance to all be- 
lievers though themſelves uncircumciſed of A by faith to be imputed 
to them alſo What Divines though of never ſo great eſteem thence infer of 
the nature of circumciſion, that it is ſcal of the righteouſneſs of faith, of all 
Sacraments, that it is their nature to be ſeals of the coucnant of grace, that to 
whom the covenant belongs to them the ſeal belong e, and conſequently to infants, 
are but their miſtakes, not the Doctrine of the Text. 

Of Mark 10.14 cnough is ſaid before. Of infants may be ihe Kingdom of 
God, yet they not in the viſible Church. 

The (pcech (ont of the Church is no ſalvation) i- true of the inv ĩſible Church 
of the elect, and is ſo-expoundcd by Dr. Morten Apol. Cuib. and others; of the 
viſible it is not true; Rahab had been ſaved though ſhe had never been joyned io 
the viſible Church of the cs. | 

What I ſaid, that it is uncertain whether the infants breught to Chriſt, 
Mark 10:14. were the infants of Chriſtian diſciples or believers, is true; for ic 
is not ſaid, their Parents brought them, and though. it be probable they that 
brought them believed on Chrilt, yet it is uncertain whether they believed him 
to be the Chriſt, or ſome eminent Prophet, as Math. 16.14. Luke 7.16. 

The Daughter of the Syrophenicizn was called a Dog, Matth. 1 5.26. not be- 
— ſhe was not a believers childe, but becauſe a Genzales childe, not an Iſra- 
cluleſe. 

Though Diut. 30.6. Iſai 44.3. Circunciſion of the heart and the ſpirit be pro- 
miſed to the [cc.{ of the godly, yet it Is not promiſed to any but the elect, as the 
fuller promiſe, IA. 54. 13. is expounded by Chriſt himſelf, ahn 6.45. and 
therefore not as Mr. Church ſaith, to children, as they are the children of Gel, Pct » 
ple, it (as) be taken reduplicatively ; for then all the children of Gods People 
ſhould have the = promiſed, Nor is the ſpitit promiſed to them in their in- 
fancy, and yet if it were, till they ſhew.it, we have no warrant to take them for 
viſible Church-members, or to baptize them without ſpecial revelation. 

It is largely proved above that Acta 15.10. no infant is called a Diſciple, 

There may be hope of infants ſalvation, they may be of the body of Chriſt, 
—_ they be not of the viſible Church. 

ur infants and ourſelves though belicvers are yet Heathens, that is, of the 
Nations by birth, and had been fcputed Dogs as well as the Woman of Ca- 
na childe, Matth. 15. 26. if we had then lived: but in the ſenle as it is now 
uſed,” and as it was a Title of infamy and rejection, Muth. 18.17 we arc 
not to be called Heathens, that is, infidels, and whoſe ſociety is to be ſhunned 3 
nor our infants, who are neither infidels nor believers, they being net capable of 
F 2 t:i:h 
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faith in that ſtate ordinarily : as in Logick they ſay, a Whelp till the ninth da 
is neither blinde nor — there being a middle of abnegation of either = 
treme, by reaſon of the incapacity of the ſubjects, ſo we may lay! our infants are 
neither infidels nor believers. 

What Mr. Church allegeth out of Rev. 22. 15. ſerves onely to beget hatred to- 
wards Antipzdobaptiſts : for ( withom) there is meant of being without tbe city 
or beayenly Feruſalem, verſ. 14. and Dogs, there are tanked with Sorcerers, and 
whoremongers, and murderers, and idolaters, and ſuch like ; neither of which 
needs be {aid of infants 3 though we ſay, they are not viſible members in the 
Chriſtian Church, and that they are not yer believers. 

Chriſt an infant was head of the Church, yet viſibly he appeared not the head of 
the Church, till he was manifeſted to be ſo. Infant may be members of Chriſt 
the head inviſibly, but not viſibly till they ſhew faith. 
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8A CT. X. 


Infants capactty of ſome reſfects different from diſciplelbip, entitles them 
not to Baptiſm. 


N the third Argument is not much more than was (aid before, and is anſwer- 

ed. Jewg/infants were meet for circumciſion, becauſe of the command to them; 
ours not meet for Baptiſm, becauſe we have no command or example: it is true 
Matth:18:22, A little childe is made a Pattern to thoſe that are [aced, in reſpect of 
humility or freedom from ambition: but it doth not thence follow that this 
meer negation of ambition doth qualifie them for Baptiſm, unto which, actual 
— 1 Profeſſion is ordinarily neceſſary. Chriſt admitted to him, and 
bleſſed little children, Mark 10.13. but did not appoint to baptize them, which 
it is likely he wauld, if he had judged them mect for it. If Parents may enter 
into covenant for their childrem, and dedicate them by ſolemn vow, 45 Hannah did, 
(of which there is cauſe of doubt whether now it is to be done as then) yet ir 
follows not they are to be baprized, ſith Baptiſm is to be the perſons own engage- 
ment, not ancthers for him: yea if this reaſon be good each Parent may baptize 
its ow childe, though a woman, fith Hannah could dedicate her childe by yow 
to God: If Tſrael be holineſs to the Lord, Jer. 2. 3. yet it follows not believin 
Gentiles infants are meet for Baptiſm, oel 2. 16. the children that ſuck the re 
are required to faft : if this prove them meet for Baptiſm, by like reaſon ſhould 
the' Nintvizes children and cattle' be meet too, Fonah 3.5,7,8, The Pſalmi 
was caſt on God from bis mothers belly, Pſal. 22. 10. not * dedication to God, 


but by ſpecial providence, as verſ. g. ſhews. Infants of Chriſtians, it is rightly 


judged may have in them the * things ſignified by Baptiſm, but not that 
they have them till they ſnew it. II Mr, Church could make it good that God 
undertakes for what is wanting in the infants of his grople through infancy, as he 
doth for what is. wanting in his people through in nity, he ſhould ſay ſome- 
whar to 2 but I am out of hope to finde any good proofs from him, but 
tritling dictates and impertinent allegations, Pſalm 119.122. is a Prayer, where- 
inthe Pſalmiſt prays God, to be ſurety for him for good, that is, ſays the New 


Annes. . 
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Annes, to put bimſelſ between him and bis enemies, 48 if be were his 1 it 
is no undertaking he will, and if it be, it is 22 — his infants, ſurely ror 
to ſupply what is wanting in them by reaſon of infancy for Baptiſm ; He wilf 
circumciſe the hearts of hy peoples children, Deut. 30. 6. but this is meant of their 
eleR children onely, and not neceflarily to be performed in infancy. Chriſts 
promiſe Math. 1 16 is upon condition of agreement by two or three to an in bh 
Name, nor is it faid for them and theirs, however not without ſubordination to 
his ſecrer purpoſe, and other limitations. 

That of Iſai 22. 24, is rightly expounded in the New Annor. by learned 
Mr. Gataker, All bis kindred and allies with their iſſue as well ſmall as great ſhall 
partake of Eliakims bonour, in one imployment or other: ſo that chis with the 
other Texts, might as well prove a man in the Moon, as that which Mr. Churb 
inſers, Therefore ſuch infants are judged meet for Baptiſm. 

His next, that Chriſtians infants have righteouſneſs by imputation, Rom. 5. 19. 
as they have guilt by imputation, is true onely of the clet, but makes them not 
meet for Baptiſm till they are called. What he ſays, Shews of grace are not ne- 
ceſſary to the judging infants of Chriſtians meet for Baptiſm, is ſaid without 

oot ; the contrary is proved before. All his Reaſons he brings to prove it, 
lerve as well to prove them not neceſſary that a perſon be judged meet for the 
Lords Supper. 

Infants may be rightly judged to have original ſin in them without ſhews, be- 
cauſe the Scripture ſays ſo, but tells us of none meet for Baptiſm, bur diſciples 
and believers, The Iſraelites infants did as much eat the Lords Supper, as were ba- 
priced, 1 Cor.10.1,2,3:4, If the Text proves the one, it proves the other. 

Baptiſm i calle4 Baptiſm unto repentance, Matth. 3. 11. as well as Baptiſm of 
repentance, It is well it is confeſſed that ont Baptiſm was called the Baptiſm of 
repentance; but it is true alſo that it is often ſo called Mark 1.4. Lake 3.3. Acts 
13.24. C 19.4. and but once unto repentance : and it might have been obſer- 
ved which. Bc a notes on Matth.z.11. that it might be there read (as repentance, 
or when they repent) as $15 xnguvypue Toys, Matth.12.41, is rendered, (at the 
preaching of Jonah) however if it be read (unto repentance) the meaning is to 
the ſame effect, that when he baptized them they profeſſed repentance for the 
preſent, and for the future. 

In anſwer to the Object ion, infants by like reaſon ſhould have the Lords 
Supper, he tells us, zhat the ceremonies are different, inthe one the perſon is to be 
#7tve, in the other paſſrue : but the Scripture ſays not ſo, but requires Baptiſm as 
a duty, and thereto profeſſion of faith as a prerequiſite. He aich, Baptiſm is the 
Sacrament of entrance into the church, the other of progreſs; but this proves the 
rather that infants ſhould have the Lords Supper, ſith they are to grow and make 
pr reſs after their entrance. What he ſaith, it cannot be given to infants, is 

e: for they can take Bread and Wine, and it wes given them fix hundred 
years together, as many both Proteſtants and Papiſts confeſs, 

What he ſaith Argument 4. pag. 30. Sealing ihe covenant by an initial Sacra» 
ment 10 infants of Gods people aſoretime was not peculiar to that church- ſtate, is 
manifeſtly falſe : for that ſealing was no — circumciſion, which if it 
were not _ to the Fewi/h Church- ſtate, nothing was. 

It is frivolous which Mr. Church ſays, The commiſſion 1 baptize muſt be ex- 
pounded by the command is circumciſe. | 


What 
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| Whit le lid about the antiquity of infillm-baptiſin #8\Nfewhert anſwered, 
Exh part.x . Apel. 'Seffizg;16. Pracirſer Soct. 3. Dionyſſur _ 14's a ſpu- 
rious Authout, as whole juries of Proteſtants and Pupiſts confels. Salmafius 
faith in his Letter to Colvius, pag. 179. thuthe is no eller thun the ſith age, / : 
442. it is certain that he wrote about the fith age. There's plainer _m 15 
Epilt. being in uſe nearer the —— days than e m: ir 1 
0 zabNeroble preſumption but a certain truth in then tut aſſert, that infant - 
baptiſm is not ſo ancient as is pretended, as now taughi is 4 late innovation. 

Fn his fifth Arg. he undertakes to new, Infants hæve great profit by Baptiſm, 
but either afſerts a meer Title, or a Profit which they have not by their Baptiſm, 
oc that which they may have without it, It is not true, that there is the like pro- 
fir to infunt e by baptiſm as by ciroumeiſion ; for the one is appointed and not the 
other, and there is no penalty for omitting infant- baptiſm as for neglecting in- 
fant-circumciſion, nor any promiſe or privilege aſſigned to infant-bapriſm as to 
infant-circumcifion. 
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The Agreements between Circumciſion and Baptiſm, do not juſtific In fant-baptiſm, 
ani the validity of ſcaling Infants with an initial ſeal tow, is ſrewed to be null, 


Is fixth and laſt Argument runs thus, The promiſe was ſealed by the initial 
Hen aforetime to infants of viſible Profeſſors, ſecking it for them both 
Jews and Gentile , therefore it may be ſealed to the infants of Chriſtians by the in- 
itial Sacrament. | 

The Antecedent he proves not, it is in effect no more than the infants of 
Fews and Proſelytes were circumciſed, onely Mr. Church uſeth the affected Phra- 
feology of Pædobaptiſts to call that ſealing the Promiſe by the initial Sacra- 
ment; which is no more than circumciſion, which it is falſe did (cal, or aſſure to 
every circumciſed perſon the Promiſe of propriety in God, or any other Promiſe 
made in the covenant with Abrabam, Gen. 17. And he ſays, It was ſealed to in- 
fants of wifible Profeſſors; intimating it was done to them by reaſon of their 
Profeſſion, and not to others; whereas the infants of any in his houſe, whether 
barn in Abrahams houſc, or bought with bis money, who were not of his ſecd, but 4 
ſtrangers children, were by command to be circumciſed. He puts in his con- 
cluſion (our Baptiſm) for (ſcaling by the initial Sacrament) But to let paſs 
thelr:ſtalc Paralogiims; he takes on him to prove the conſequence by fix Argu- 
ments. | 

» Thefirſt is, The principal Promiſe is nat made void. He means that Gea.z 7.7. 
but gives no reaſon. why that ſhould be the ptincipal Promiſe, and not that v.4. 
Bart I grant that PromafeGen.17.9.meant ot Abrahams ſeed by faith is not made 
void. He thence concludes, Therefore it may be ſeated to the infants of Chriſtians 
by tha dai Sauramend in this\diffienſuion; which is not a proof of the conſe- 
quence, but of the concluſion r the former Argument; nor is there any force 
in this inference: tor though the Promiſe were ſtill in force as then, yet it is 
not a ſufficient reaſon to baptize an infant, the command being not to baprize 
perſons ja cov enant, but dikciples of Chriſt, In 
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In his ſecond he tells us, Sexling that Promiſe by an initial Sacrament to in- 
fants of Gods people (which was the ſubſtance of circumcißon, and a diſtin? thing 
from is ) did not of right ceaſe with the Jewiſh church. tate for it wits not peculiar 
10 tha church as 4 national church; for at Promiſe was ſeated td infants by the' 
initial S acramem long be ſore the exaſtence of 4 national ch and to Tnfants of 
ſtrangers which were nor of tha nation Gen. 25. 2. — Ly e Hy a 
initial Sacrament is principally in reference to he Cuholiꝶ church. Fer ſhews of 
grace. are ſuſſcient 10 it, though the parties have not jeyned themſetvet to any 
particular church Acts 18. 16,5. and 16 47; 44d" one that' cannot be-rightly 
judged to be of the caholick church cannot have the promiſe ſealed ro him by an ini- 
22 though he be a member of à particular church. 

Anſwer. That which Mr. church faith ( ſealing that promiſe by an initial 
Sacrament to Infants of Gods people was the ſubſtance of civeumeiſion and a difiinct 
thing from it) is many waies faulty in reſpect of falſchood, and obſcurity. For 
1. the ſubſtance of circumciſion as a type or-ſhadow ĩs Chriſt exhibired, as the 
__ Cal. 3. 7. not the promiſe of God to every Infant of a belicyer by pro- 
ſellion 2. as citcumeiſion was align or taken of the covenant made with A 
ham; and:it is true the promiſe Gen. 17. 5. was the thing fignified by it, but not 
onely that part, I will be the God of thy ſeed; but allo the other, I will be thy 
God, yea and all the reſt of the promiſes as ver. 4. thou ſhalt be a father of many 
nations, . frufulneſs, deſcent of Kings -ver.6. inheritance of Canaan ver. g. yet 
how the promiles on the ſeal ing of them ſhould be the ſubſtance of circumeifiori 
Ido rot underſtand. Circumciſion was a ceremony conſiſting of an action 
and a relation, Citcumc iſion as an action hath no other ſubſtance or eſſence 
but the cutting off the little sxin, as a relation, the ſignifying, or ſealing is the 
very relation, but it is a trifling ſpeech to ſay, paternity is the ſubſtance of pa- 
ter nity, if the promiſes ſealed be meant to be the ſubſtance yet no Logictans I 
know ſo ſpeaks to call the object of ſight the ſubitance of fight, the thing fig- 
nificd the ſubſtance of the ſign. F aith is Hcb. 11. 1. ſaid to de tho ſubſtance of 
things boped for, but there the act is (aid to. be the ſubſtance of the object nor the 
object the ſubſtance of the act, & ſo the covenant ſhould not be the ſubſtance of 
circumciſion, but circumciſion, the ſubitance of the covenant. 3. It is more unin- 
telligible to me, how ſcaling the promiſe by an initial Sacrament to Infants of 
Gods people was tbe ſubſtance of circumgiſzon and yet a diſtinct thing. 

For, firſt, if he mean that it was the ſubſtance of circumcifion as a relation, 
that is the eſſence of it ( in which ſenſe only I know how to underſtand his 
ſpeech) then ſure it was the very ſame and no diſtin& thing, the eflence being 
not a diſtinct thing from the eſſentiate, the thing defined and definition are not 
two diſtin& things, though the notion be y diſtinct, if he mean that ſea» 
ling that promile by an initial Sacrament ſhould be the Genus to circum- 
ciſion, yet ſo it ſhould. not be a_diſtinft thing, the Genus and ſpecies 
are not diſtin& rgally but formally, Que formaliter — non habent ſe 
at res et. res Kick. fiſt. log. lib. 1. part. 2. cap, 5. nor was there any other 
ſealing that promiſe by an initial Sacrament then by circumcifion, and there- 
fore no real diſtinction, all the diſtinction was meerly notional or verbal, cir- 
cumciſion being one word, and ſealing with the initial ſeal at that time another, 
yet both expreſſing the ſame thing. If any imagine a ſealing with an initial 
ſeal then that, was not circumciſian let him ſhew what it is and were com- 
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manded : Mr. Church himſelf pag. 41. calls circumtiſion the initial Sacrament 4 
foretime, 2. Sealing the promiſe by an initial Sacramment is (aid to be the ſubſtance 
cirgunciſſan, yet pag. 41. he ſaith it was, à diſtint thing — ſealing ihr 
ſromiſe, and only à ceremony for that time. Wherin ſundry i leem to be 
1. that ſealing the pramiſe by an initial ſeal ſhould be the ſubſtance of circumciſion, & 
N n 4 diſtinct thing from it Is 8 thing 
— it 1 r T 2 72. mins Seating 
e promiſe ſhould ubſtance of circ 8 circumciſton onely 4 
ceremony for that time. 1s that a ceremony to a thing which is the ſubſtance of 
it ?. 3, that circumciſion doth. ceaſe yet not tha ſealing the promiſe by that initial 
Sacrament which was no other then circumciſion. Let him that can read theſe rid- 
dles, I am no ſuch Ocdipus as to unfold them. But let Mr. Church uſe what 
gibberiſh he pleaſe I know no other initial Sacrament then that of circumciſion 
mentioned in the old Teſtament, nor any 1. then commanded but it, and 
if it ceaſe, then all the ruls about it ceaſe to bi — 2 are no rule to us now. 
But ſaith he pag. 41, The ſealing of promiſe is not ceaſed , far ſeals are added in 
diſpenſation to the covenant, To which I reply. A thing is ſaid to ceaſe either 
of right or of fa&'which was of right to be or had being before but not now. 
There was no ſealing by an initial ſeal aforetime that had being of right 
or of fact aforetime but citcumciſion, which Mr. Church ſaith was the initial 
ſeal aforetime, therefore circumciſion , ſealing with the initial ſeal aſore- 
time ceaſed , there being no other foretime, Rut ſaith Mr. Church it is not ceaſed, 
2 added in this di ion to the covenant,he means doubtleſs baptiſm 
the Lords Supper, by ſeals other ſeals, and ſo his reaſon is ſcaling of 
the promiſe by an initial Sacrament which was aforetime is not ceaſed, becauſe 
other ſeals are added, which is as if one ſhould ſay, the night is not paſt be- 
cauſe the ſum is riſen, the reaſon is good to the . contrary, there are other ſeals 
added, therefore the ſealing with the initial ſeal;aforerime-is ccaſed. But, ſaith he, 
it did not of right ceaſe with zhe Fewiſh church ſtate : For it was not peculiar too 
tha church as 4 national church. | 
Anſwer. It circumeifion were not perticular to the Jewiſh Church-ſtate I 
know — to it. And if it were not peculiar to that church as a 
national c why was the nation peculiarly called the circumciſion, and 
other people the uncircumciſion Rom. 3. 30. And for that which is alledged, 
that promiſe was ſcaled to Infants by ihe initial Sacr ament long before the exiſtencs 
of A narional church and o Infams of ſtrangers which were not of that nation, I 
conceive neither is true. For circumciſion was not till Abrahams nation were a 
Church, For he had before that time 1anght them the way of the Lord Gen. 18.29. 
and they worſhipped the true God, as appears by the many altars he built to 
Jehov:zh. And though Abrahams houſe was but a ſmall nat ion, yet it was 
a nation. And though Infants of ſtrangers wece circumciſed, yer it was not 
without in corporation Into that nation, ſo thar they were of that nation if not 
by birth, yet as preſelytes added theretoʒ nevertheleſs if it had been before the 
exiſtence of the national church of the Jews, it might ceaſe with that church- 
ſtate, as the diſtinction of clean and unclean beaſts was before Abrabams dayes, 
26 appears by Gen. 15. z. and yet that diſtinction ceaſed with the Jewiſh 
Church ſtate. | 
As for his ſecond reaſon it is of. no ſoret. For when he faith, 9 | 
} Nen! 
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omiſe by an initial Sacrament is principally in referenee ts the Catholite Churchs 
be means it, I conceive, of baptiſm, elſe Act, 8, 36, 37 & 10. 47. are Cited 
to no purpoſe, But there is no colour of conſequence in Mr. Churches reaſon , 
thus framed, B. ptiim — men to the Univerſal Church, therefore Cir- 
cumciſion was not peculiar to the Jewiſh Church-ſtate, or that it ceaſed not 
with the Jewiſh Church-ſtare, As for his other aſſertion , That [ one that 
cannot be rightly judged to be of the Catholick Church, cannot have the pro- 
miſe rightly ſealed to him by an initial Sacrament, though he be a Member of 
a particular Church, ] it being of no weight to the preſent Argument, I ſhall 
not lo htly meddle with ir tilt I come to anſwer the 20.ch. of Mr. Bs, firſt part 
of Plain Scripture proof, &c. 1 1 

As for tis third Argument , it proves not the Conſequence, [ For though 
faith and repentance be r<quired of ſome afore circumciſion] yet it was not 
required of infants afore circumciſion, Burt afore baptiſm it is required of all 
Mat. 28.19. Mark 16.16. Acts 2.38. & 8. 36, 37.38. 

To the fourth, I ſay though [intants now are capable of the promiſe as the 
Jews infants were, and that [they could bear baptiſm as well as the Jews in- 
tants could circumcibon, ye: wichout a like command (which cannot be 
found ) they are not to be baptiz:d as the other were to be circumciſed. 

As tor the fifth A:gument, it is falſe, That [ baptiſm is as appliable to in- 
fants as circumciſion was; for there is not the like command, without which 
though ir were, that no more action were required in the ſubject to be bapti- 
zed then in the ſubject to be circumciſed (which is falie, as appears from Matt. 
28.19, Mark 16 16. Act, 2.38. Atts 8. 36,37,38.) and though it were that 
the parities were more between them then they arc, yet they make no rule tor 
bap iſm without a command or inſtitution, But it is falſe which he ſaith that 

tilm is the ſame Sacrament with Circumciſion And as for the twelve pa- 
rities, brought by Mr. Church, ſome are doubtful, as the firſt [ that they are 
both initial Sacraments of the Covenant of grace] in ſome ſenſe with ſome li- 
mitations it may be true, but in other, even in that ſenſe it is commonly ta- 
Ken, it is not true; to wit, that the eſſence of them conſiſts therein, and that 
they are ſo to all rightly circumciſed or baprized. 

The lecond is likewiſe ambiguous , in ſome ſenſe true, in ſome falſe. Thoſe 
that might not be tight y ju lged to be in the promiſe might be circumciſed , 
however it be concerning baptiſm. And thoſe that may be rightly accounted to 
be 1 the Church , meaning the inviſible, yet are ror therefore to be bap- 
tized, 

The third likewiſe is doubrful by reaſon of the different waies of being ac- 
counted to the Church, and the doubt whether a perſon be to be accounted of 
the Church atore baptiſm or after. The Words As 2. 41.47. ſeem to prove 
that they are added to the Church after boptilm, 

Neither is the fourth or fifth certain. For women ordinarily entred into the 
Church aforctime without carcumcition, and did cat the Paſſeover. 

The eighth is no. tue of cveiy circumciſed perfons circumcifion, nor of 
1 perlons baptiim, that it is an external ſcat of the righteouſneſs 
of taich. 

In che tenth ſomcthing is untrue, For in the new Diſpenſation (as the phraſe 
is) are not both tomporal and ſpi. ĩtual proiniſes ſealed as well as in the . 
, i 
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N he mean it of the ſame temporal promiſes, we have better promiſes Heb. 8.6 
but not rhe fame, not the promiſe of the land of Canaan, of greatneſs , pro- 
ſperity, &c. but rather a prediction of perſecution, if we will live Godly in 
Chriſt Jeſus. Chriſtians have Chriſt, and all other things by that part of the 
Covenant made with-4Abrabum, which is ſpiritual, but not by that part which 
is proper to the Iſraetuer. e A c-: ; 

In the eleventh Mr. Church ſeems to be out in his computation about the be- 
ginning of baptiſm, and end of Circumciſion. He ſaith [ Circumciſion of right 
ended when baptiſm began to be an initial Sacrament, and that was not ſurely 
till Iabn began to baprize,. which was not till the fifteenth year of Tiberius , as 
is plain from Lake 3. 1,2. row mark his reaſon, For Chrijts Circumciſion was 
the period of it. Now-if 'Chriſts circumciũon was the period of it, then it did 
ceale almoſt thirty years before baptiſm began to be an initial Sacrament , 
Chriſt being circumciſed in the Reign af Augu/ius. But whence doth he gather 
that Circumciſion of right ended, when Baptiſm began 10 be an initial $ acra- 
ment ? 

For my part I find no ſuch thing in Scripture. If our Lords words John 
7. 22423. do not prove it was then in force, yet thoſe ſpeeches of the Apoſtle 
Epheſ. 2.14, 1 5,16. of aboliſhing the Law of Commandments in Ordinances, 
and flaying the enmity by his Croſs, and Col. 2. 14. of blotting out the hance 
writing of Ordinances, which was againſt us, and took it away nailing it to 
his Crofs, do determine that Circumciſion did of right continue until Chriſts 
death, and ſo ſo ne years after, baptiſm began to be a Sacrament initial. The 
uſual Doctrine is, that the Ceremomics of the Law became dead with Chriſt, 
deadly after the open promulgation of the Goſpel, and calling of the Gentile, 
Diotlati annot. on Matth. 25. 5 1. And this breach was « ſign that by the death of 
Chrift all Moſaical Ceremonics were annibilated, But Mr. Church tells us, Cir- 
cumciſion ceaſed to be meedful when Tohn began to baptize, for the Law is ſaid to 
continue but untill John, Luke 16.16. To which I aniwer , I know not why 
Circumcifion ſhould not be as nredful as the Paſſ over, which our Saviour 
himſelf obſerved” Lace 22. 15. and offering the gite to the Diieſt that AMſoſes 
commanded, Matth. 8. 4. I preſume the command ot Circumciſion was in force 
till after Chriſts death as well as the command of the Paſſeover, ſeventh day 
Sabbath and other things. As for Mr. Church his reaſon it it were good, That 
circumcifion was needleſs when Tobn began to baptiſe, becauſe it is (aid the law 
ns untill John by the ame reaſon he might ſay..all the reſt of the Law, yea and 
the Prophets were needleſs, when Iohn began to baptize. But the meaning is, 
the Miniltery of the Law and Prophets continued, till John, ct as it is Matth. 
11. 13. all rhe Prophets and the Law prophecied until Ibn, that is, declared 
Chriſts comming as future, and when Iohn began then the Kingdom of Ged 
began to be preached, and therefore Mark 1. 1,2. The beginning of the Geſ- 
— of Teſas-Chriit the Son of God is ſaid to be upon [obns preaching; for · then 
the Meſſiah was named as preſent, Bebold the Lamb of God which taketh away 
whe ſemo f the World , John. 1.29. 

Laſtly ſaith Mr. Church [the Apoſtle plainly teacheth that Baptiſm is the 
lame Sacrament to Chriſtians that Circumciſion was to Gods pecple aforetime 
Col. 2. 11. 12. arguing againſt the continuance of Circumciſion : in this Diſ- 
penſation he uſes two Arguments, which argue noleſs. For 1. Chriſt being 
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come (who was the body of the old ſhadows) they af right ceaſed. 2. Thas 
— was now the ſign of our Mortification, for which cireumciſion freed 
aforetime. * PRC Fo RY 
To er I anſwer , neither dork the 5 plaialy, that it, in 03 
terms, teach Col. 2. 111 2. what ever Mr. Church, or M. Culvun ſay, That b. 
tiſm is the ſame Sacrament 20 Chriſtians that circumciſion was to Gods people 


aſoretime, nordo his reaſons prove it. For by the ſame reaſon e might ſay it of, 


utting away of leaven out of their houſes, and keeping the Paſſcover with un- 
—. bread: baptifm i the ſame Sacrament to Chriſtians chat the fealt of 
unleavened breat{was ta Gods people aſoretime. For 1. Chriſi being eome(who 
was the body of the old ſhadows ) they of right ceaſed. 5. That baptith ds 
now the ſign of Mortification, for which keeping the feaſt with unleavened 
bread ſerved aforetime, 1 Cor. 5. 7,8. 

But were all theſe parities between circumciſion and baptiſm, which Miſter 
Church mentions, right yet they prove not his Concluſion, That the initial 
ſacrament in this diſpenſation ir as apple to infants of Cbriſtian as the initial 
ſacrament aforetime was to infants of G 2 For if not all theſe, yet as 
many other parities may be reckoned, at leaſt according tgPzdobaptiſts Hypot he- 
ſes, between baptiſm and the Paſſeover, as, that they arc both Sacraments of 
the Covenant of grace, both ceremonies to be uſed about thoſe that might 
rightly be judged in the —— and accounted of the Church, the ordinary 
way of communion in the Church, hot allowed to thoſe + without ,- engaging 
to obſervancy of the Covenant according to the ſeveral adminiſtrations, tigns 
of mortification,external ſeals of the righteouſneſs of faith diſtinguiſhing Gods 
people from infdels, to ceaſe at Chriſts comming, &c. and yer I ſuppole Me. 
Charch will not have them the ſame Sacrament, Yea as many diſparities be- 
tween circumciſion and baptiſm may be reckoned as Me. Church reckons parities, 
as that the one was a ſhadow of Chcift to come, not the other; the one a to- 
ken of the mixt coyenont made to Abraham, which was of promiſes peculiar 
to the Jews, not the othe 3 the one a domeſtick action to be done in the houſe, 
the other an Eccleſio ſtick belong ing to the Churchz the one to be done by the 
prents in that eſpect, not ſo che other; the one with cutting off a part, nor 
the othe-3 the one with drawing blood, not the other; the one to males onely , 
the other to femalꝭs alſoʒ the one to be on the eighth day whatever it were, the 
other not limitted to any precife day; the one made # vitible impreſſion on the 
boly, and that permanent, not fo the othe:; the one to be done with an arti- 
ficial and (harp, the other with a natural and not wounding inſtrument; the one 
to all males belonging to the houſe of Abrabam even infants, but not to others 
thouzh G Aly, except ti ey joined themſelves to that family: the other to belie- 
vers or diſciples of all nuions; the one engaging to keep Moſes his Law, not fo 
the other, But be the diſparities or paritics what they will. the only rule in theſe 
mie paſjrive ritès is the inſtitution or command: ſo that were tlie Sacraments 
(as they are called) the ſame in kind, uſe, analogy, or what other way they 
may b2 deemed the ſame, yet without a rule of command of example intima- 
nag ſuch a command, we are not bound to do the like in the one, as we do in 
the other. | 

As for the ſixth Argument, Th nothing can be ſoundly collefel from the 


ſcriptures 2744nit infant-bap:ifm 3 the contrary hath appeared above in the ſecond 
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part of this Review Sect 5, &c. what he grants that it may be ſoundly gathe- 
red that all of riper years ſhould be diſcipled before baptiſm from the commiſſi- 
on — 19. doth alſo pry that wy — — Commiſſion to baptize 
any but dil perſons , ſo none but thoſe of riper years, not intants 
els rhere — ſome other Commiſſion: which — not to be found in 
the Scripture, but only in corrupt tradition of antiquity, and the Jewiſh ar- 

ings of latter Divines, is not yet found any other then will-wor- 


To al which Mr, Church further brings anſwer is made before, the vindica- 
ting of my obje&ions will moſt fitly come in the reply to Maſters Marſhalls 
Defence , to which I ſhall haſten after the diſpatch ot ſome few other Au- 
thors. 
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SECT. XII. 


Po dor Featley bis argument for Infant-baptiſm from the Covenant, is & 
mincd. | | 


R. Rutherford is another of the Authors, whoſe writing Mr. Baxter 
Mae, yet remains to be anſwere. l. Burt I know not any writing of his in 
which he doth directly diſpute againſt Anti- pædobaptiſts. 

I confeſs I have met with a dilpurc againſt thoſe of the Congregational way 
of Diſcipline in his Peaceable and remperate Plea, c. 12. q. 1 2. tor denying bap- 
tiſm to thoſe infants whoſe next parent is not a known belicver in ſome gather- 
ed Church, who yet do hold — actiſe baptiſm of ſuch infants, whole next 
parent is a Church- member. But that diſpute going only againſt them, and up- 
on his grounds denied and refuted by me elſewhere, it were out of my way to 
anſwer what he ſaith there. If there be any other writing of his, I preſumie ſome 
one or other of the Antagoniſts I refute, have the ſtrength of it: yet 1 intend 
if ſuch a one do occurre to me, to give account of it as I ſhall find meet. 

Mr. Robert Baillee is another to whoſe writing Mr. B. points me. But his 
firſt Argument I have already enervated in the Addition to my Apology in my 
letter to him, and anſwering his three firſt criminations, eſpecially the third, 
and have ſhewed, ſect.1. that he doth but calumniate, when n charges us to 
affirm, That no infants have any place in the Covenant of grace, or any Goſpel 
promiſes till they be called by the word, and by an actual faith have embraced the 
Gofþel. What other arguments he brings are anſwered cither in anſwering O- 
thers that bring the ſame, or its intended ſhall be anſwered in fit place. 

There are many others who have written of this argument in the Engliſh 
tongue, each of which forms his Argument from the — to the initial 
ſeal, from infant circumciſion to intant-baptiſm, with ſome difference in terms, 
or phraſifying, though in effect all of them are reduced into the three forms in 
the 1, 2,3. ſect. of my Exercitation, and reſt on theſe falſe principles, that in- 
tereſt in the Covenant of grace was the adequate reaſon ol a perſons title to 
circumciſion, and is the adequate reaſon of à perſons title to boptiſm, and that 
there is the like reaſon of baprizing infants ot believers , as ot circumciling 

in- 
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infants of Abraham by virtue of the like intereſt in the Covenant, though 
there be not the like command for the one as for the other, ncverrhelcſs that it 
may not be ſaid I have neglected any thing conceived worth anſwering, or to 
have lighted any of their labours, I ſhall briefly anſwer the Arguments of ſuch 
2s have come to my hands, and then more largely anſwer Mr.Geree, Mr. Mar- 
ſtall, Mr. Cobbet, Mr. Blake," Mr. Baxter, who have oppoſed my writings , tak= 
ing in cthers by the way, as I lee ht, 

Dr. Feazley is one that hath been a Leader of the Prelatical party, and is 
judged by them to have proved Pzdobaptiſm learnedly. His diſpute is in his 
Dipper dipt, p.46. arg. 5. thus, 

| All they who are comprized within the Covenant, and are no where pro- 
hibited to receive the (cal thereof, may and ought to receive it: But children 
are comprized within the Covenant of faith, whereof circumciſion was a ſeal, 
Rom.4.11. and now baptilm is, Ergo children may and ought to receive Bap- 

tiſm. 
Of the Major or firſt Propoſition there can be no doubt; for it is unjuſt to 
deprive a Man of the confirmation of that to which he hath a true right or ti- 
tle, And for the Minor or Aſlumption, it is as cleer, for ſo are the words of 
the Covenant Gen.17. 17. I will eſtabliſh my Covenant between me and thee, 
and thy ſeed after thee. 

Againſt which I except, firſt, That the Syllogiſm is many waies faulty 3 
x. That he puts in the Concluſion ¶ children] as all one with infants. 2. That 
in the Concluſion there is this term not expreſt in the Major C may and ought 
to receive baptiſm] for that which is in the Major [| may and ought to receive 
the ſeal of the Covenant] is not all one with [ may and ought to receive bap- 
tiſmJbaptiſm and ſcal of the Covenant being not ns Circum- 
ciſion, paſſeover, Lords Supper, the Epheſians are ſaid to be ſealed with the holy 
ſpirit of promiſe Epheſ. 1. 13. nor is the term [ ſeal of the Covenant] applyed 
to Sacraments any other than a novel expreflion, neither uſed in Scripture , 
nor the Antients. Rom. 4. 11. doth not term circumciſion (much leſs other 
Sacraments as they are called) a ſeal of the Covenant of faith, as the Doctor 
miſallegeth it, but a ſcal of the Righteouſneſs of faith, which he had being 
yet uncircumciſed, Whencegr app. ars that it was a Seal of what he had, not 
of a covenant concerning what he was to have: and this is ſaid onely of Abra- 
bam circumciſion, with ſuch an obſerving of particularizing circumſtances,as 
ſhew it to be app: opriated to Abrahams circumciſion, what ever is laid of cir- 
cumciſions being a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith, however Divines dictate 
to the contrary , and therefore what the Doctor addes in the Minor (which 
multiplies the terms in the Syllogiſm) [and now baptiſm is] aflerting thereby 
baptiim to be a Seal of the Covenant of faith, is ſaid without prof; though 
Lihould not ſtick to grant it in this ſenſe , that to the true believer his baptiim 
aſſures rightcoulneſs according to Gods Covymant, and the true believer by 
baptiſm gives teſtimony or aſſurance of his fAith according to his Covenant, 
as being — — about terms if we agree in the meaning. But 
in the ſenſe Pædobaptiſts uſe it, as containing the nature of 2 Sacrament, 1 
ſhall reject it in that · which followes. 3. Againſt the Doctors omiſſion of 
ſome words in the Minor, [and are no where prohibited to receive the ſeal ther- 
of } which were in the Major. 4. That the term [and are no where prchi- 
bired 


(46) 
bited to receive the ſeal thereof] is ambiguous, For it may be underſtood eĩ- 
ther of an expreſs prohibition in forbidding terms, or a prohibition by conſe- 
quence, It is granted in ſo many expreſs words, infants are not prohibited to 
receive baptiſm, no not the Lords Supper, yer they are by good conſequente to 
be denied both, in as much as both are diſagreeing from the inſtitution and 
ptectice of thoſe rites in the new Teſtament, Wherefore to the Doctors argu- 
ment, 1 except againſt the form of it, as containing more then three terms, the 
predicate in the concluſion not being in the Major, part of the medium in the 
major being left out in the Minor, And if it be thus formed [| all they who 
are comprized within the covenant of faith, and ate no where prohibited to 
receive the ſeal thereof, may and ought to be baprized: Bur infants of believers 
are comprizcd, &c. Ergo] I deny the Major if meant of Gods covenant to us, 
or p:omiſe either of faith or rightcouſneſs to infants by it, as the alleging 
Gen. 17. 7. imports the Doctor meant, But grant it of thoſe who are com- 
p:ized within the Covenant of faith by their covenanting to he believers, in 
which ſenſe I deny the Minor, that children, that is infant-children are come 
if the propoſition be univerſal, all children, or all infant-children of believers 
are comprized in Gods covenant of faith or promiſe that he will give them faith 
or tighwoniacls bf taith, I deny it. Nor is the Major proved by the Doctor. 
For it is no unjuſt thing to deny baptiſm to a perſon to whom it is not appoin- 
ted; now baptiſm is appointed to difciples or believers, not ro whom God pro- 
miſeth to give faith or righteouſneſs by faith. Beſides were it truc that God 
had ſo promiſed it and confirmation of it were due; yet without inſtitution 
confirmation by baptiſm were not due 3 God hath other waics to confirm it, as 
by his Oath Heb. 6. 17. the blood of his Son, 1 Cor. 11. 25. his Spirit, 2 Cor. 1. 
22. A man thut is bound to paſs an eſtate, and to ſeal it, may not be bound 
to further Confirmation by fine and recovery. Beſides its no injuſtice not to 
confirm ones right who doth not claim and prove it. But. this infants do not. 
And for the Minor, the words Gen, 17 7. have nothing about the ſecond part 
of rhe propoſition, nor do indeed prove any to be cc mprized in that promile , 
but Abraham and his ſeed, of which ſort none of Gentile-bclicvers children 
are, but thoſe that are true believers as he was, ofRle& by God to adoption of 
children. The objection the Dector brings in is not rightly framed, not do 
I deny the anſwer the Doctor gives is ſufhi-icgt to overthrow it as ſo formed. 
But what the Doctor dictates, That all true believas and their children ate to 
be reckoned among children of the promiſe, is con: radictoiy to the Apoſtles de- 
termination Rom. 9.7, 8. as the Apoſtle is expounded by D.. Featly himſelf in 
the New Annot. on Rom. 9. 8. in which ® thus peaks, net all they who are 
carnally born of Abraham by the come of nature are the chileten of God to 
whom the promiſe of grace was made; but the children of promiſe, that: is, 
thoſe wh were born by vertue of the promiſe, theſe who by Gods ſpecial grace 
were adep%# Cas If.2ac by a ſpecial, and finguler promiſe was begot by Abra- 
ham) they on!y are accounted for that ſeed mentioned in the Covenant, I will 


be thy God, and the God of thy ſced. 


prized in the Covenant of faith by their covenanting to be be lievers; yea and. 
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SECT. XIIL 
The Arguments of Mr. William Lyford, from the Coucnant for infant-baptiſm 


arc examined, 


R. William Ly fori in his Apolagy ſor Infant-baptiſm page 33. thus diſ- 

pi tes. All that are taken into the Covenant of grace ought to receive 
the initial ſign [what ever the ſign be that God ſhall 2 and that according 
to the commandment of God, and our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, But infan:s are 
taken into Covenant with their parents, as is proved ; therefore by the Com- 
mandment of the Lord they ought to receive the ſign which God hath enjoin- 
ed to be uſed, and that ſign is baptiſm. 

To which I anſwer, by denying the Major, and for his proof out of Gen. 
17.7,12. Ideny, 

1. That there is any command for any other initial ſign but Circumci- 
Gon. 

2. That circumciſion is there appointed to all who are taken into the Cove- 
nant of grace, not to Lot, Melcbiſedeck, Fob or their children, not to the females 
of Abrahams houſe, not to the males under cight daics old, not to the Pro- 
ſelyres of the gate as Cornelius was, 

3. That the adequate reaſon why any was to b: circumciſed was intereft in 
the Covenant, Gen. 17. 7. but the command only. For both 1ſbmacl who was 
not in the covenant was to be circumciſed becauſe of the commands, and as hath 
been ſhewed, others in the covenant were not to be circumciſed through defect 
of the command. Nor is the Minor true, if underſtood of all the infants of 
believers, or any of them as their infants, nor is there a word to prove it Gen, 
17.7. Which is onely a promiſe to Abrahams ſeed , and they of the Gentiles 
are only true believers or elect perſons. But perhaps Mr. Lyford mends the mat- 
ter in the next form, which is this pag. 34. 

If intants have a _ to the covenant and the initial ſign therot, then it is a 
wrong to deny it to them. Bur infants have a right to the Covenant and the 
initial ſign thereof, both by Gods original grant, Gen, 17. 11. 14. and by 
Chriſts confirmation of that Covenant made to their Fathers, Rom.15 8. 
therefore it is a wrong to deny it them, The Covenant under which we are, is 
the Goſpel Covenant, made long finge with us Engliſhmen and our infant- 
ſeed, with a command ot giving them the ſign, which at firſt was circumciſi- 
on, and now baptiſm by the ſame Divine autt:ority enjoined and commandcd 
to be given without any exception of, any within the Covenant. 

I anſwer by denying the Minor, and to the proof by denying that Gen, 17. 
11,14. there is command of any other initial fign than Circumciſion, or that 
circumciſion is commanded to all that had a right to the Covenant, or that 
the Goſpel Covenant was made long ſince with us Engliſkmen, and our ſeed as 
our ſeed, or that there was in that of circumciſion any command to us to bap- 
tize infants, or that Dix ine authority hath commanded baptiſm to be given 
without any exception of any within the Covenant. But I affirm he hath 
commanded only to baptize thoſe in the Coyenant who are diſciples or believers. 
But Mr. Li ford adds further p.37 
Al 
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All thoſe to whom the bleſſings and promiſes in the Covenant do belong, t 
them alſo belongs baptiſm, the ſign rhereof (by the doctrine of St. Peter, and 
of Feſus —_— elf) But to infants of believing parents, the bleſſings and 
promiſes of the Covenant do belong before actual faith, therefore by the Do- 
rine of the Holy Ghoſt in Scripture, ſuch infants ought to be baptized be- 
fore actual faith. 

The Majar or firſt part of this Argument is the very reaſon of the Text. 
The Minor propoſition, vit. that the bleſſings and promiſes of the Covenant 
do belong to intants before actual faith is proved by theſe reaſons. 1. By the 
expreſs words of Peter, which ſay, the promiſe is to your children. 2. By 
the expreſs words of ouf Saviour, of ſuch is the Kingdom of Heaven. 3. B 
example of Iaac and Facob , they were children of the promiſe before ctua 
faith, and had applied unto them the (cal of the righteovineſs of faith. 4. Some 
infants dying are faved, they are members of Chriſts Kingdom, theretcre- the 
bleſſing of the covenant, vid. regeneration and remiſſion of fins through the 
blood of Chriſt do aiſo belong to them. 

To which I anſwer, bleſſings of the covenant are of ſundry ſorts, ſuch as 
certainly acce mpanie ſalvation, regeneration, juſtification, adoption, or ſuch 
as are common to reprobates, as to have teachers, example, and acquaintance 
with the godly, &c. Both theſe may belong to them in preſent poſſeſſion or 
alluranc: for the future: when they belong to them in pretent poſſeſſion, it is 
either diſcernibly or indiſcernibly, Actuaf faith may be in the c xerciſe or ha- 
bit. Infants of believers are elect or non- elect. It is true all thoſe to whom the 
bleſſings of the Covenant which accompany ſalvation belong in preſent poſ- 
ſeſſion diſcernibly, to them alſo belongs baptiſm: but ſo the Minor is falſe, un- 
derſtood of all infants of believers: they belong not to all, but cnly to the e- 
le&, nor them certainly in preſent poſſeſſion, much lets diſcernibly du: ing in- 
fancy: or if it be diſcernible, then they have actual faith, and ſo the Minor. 
is not true, that to infants of believing parents the ſaving bleſſings of the co- 
venant do belong in poſſe ſſion diſcernibly before actual taith, It it be meant 
of the bleſſings of the Covenant in future aſſurance only the Major is talſe. 
Nor is it true that the Major is the very reaſon of the text cf. 2.38,39, It is 
falſe that this is Peters reaſoning, therefore does the ſign belong to Peters hear- 
ers becauſe the promiſe Cid firſt belong to them. For the tem L ſor] docs 
not inter a right which they might claim, but imports a motive to duties, and 
of theſe duties fu ſt to repentance, and then baptiſm : ſo that if fiom thence a 
right be concluded, they muſt conclude as well a right to repentance in the firſt 
place, and then to baptiſm, Ner is it true that Af 10.47, 48. the Apoſtles 
diſcourc is reduced to M . !.yfor7s form cf argument, or ſaics as he ſ-ies, They 
that receive tie tame grace are capable, yea have right to the ſame ſign, but in- 
ſants ate capable of the ſame grace , therefore of right they are to have the ſame 

ſign, i. e. the Sactament ot bap: iim. For although the Major be granted of 
actual poſſeſſion of the ſpirit and magnifying God yet it is not true only of the 
promiſe thercof. But the Minor {infants are capable of the ſame giace] alters 
the term, which is in the Major thus [| they have received the ſame grace ] and 
fo Mr. .) ferd ſyllogiſm hath four terms. Nor doth the Apoſtle ſay, they that 
are cap-ble of the fame — are to be baptized as well as we, but, none can 
forbid vater to baptiʒe them that had received the Holy Ghoſt, and ſo were ma- 
ni- 
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nifeſtly actual believers as well as themſelres, though they were of the Gen 
tiles: which when it appears in infants I ſhould yield they are to be baptized , 
but not meerly becauſe of the promile or capacity of grace, for the promiſe a- 

to Jews children elect, and __ grace to Turks children, and ther- 
= if either or both theſe did intitle to baptiſm, the infant-children of ſuch 
might be baptized, And for his proofs of the Minor, it is falſe, that to in- 
ſants of believing parents the bleflings and promiles of the covenant do belong 
before actual 2 is proved by the cxpreſs words of Peter. For though be (ay, 
the promiſe is to your children, yet he doth not ſay , to you as belagyers, or 
to your children in infancy as the children of belicvers, nor before actual faith, 
Yea the words [as many as the Lord our God ſhall call] do require actual faith 
afore the poſſeſſion of the bleſſings of rhe promile : Nor is this any miſerable 
ſhift : nor is it true, that thoſe words are quite a new thing clearly relating to 
another ſort of people, than his preſent hearers, and not to them, for that ex- 
preſſion limits all the Subjects, and is put after all joined by copulative parti- 
cles, and therefore is to be conceived to limit all of them. Nor is the — 
true of any of them without that limitation. Nor is it true which M-. Ly ford 
ſaies, That the words do not exegetically expound to which of his hearers chil- 
dren the promiſe di belong. For they are a maniteſt limitation excluding ſome 
and including others. 

And what he ſaith, that Peter ſaies [ this promiſe does belong to them 
that are afar off, and their children, as well as to you and your children] is ma- 
nifeſtly falſe, But of this text I have ſpoken in the firſt part» of this Review, 
ſe&.5. more fully. 

To his ſccond proof, I ſay it is falſe, that the expreſs words of our Saviour 

of ſuch is the Kingdome ot Heaven) proye his Mipor. For [ of ſuch} is not 
all one with [infants of belicving parents] nor when itis (aid C of ſuch is the 
Kingdome of heaven] is it all one with this [the bleſſings and promitcs of the 
Covenant do belong to them afore actual faith] the Kingdom of heaven is not 
ſaid to be of them, becauſe their parents were believers, ts uncertain whether 
they were ſo ot noz and if they were, another reaſon may and nught to be con- 
ccived of their intereſt in the Kingdome of heaven, to wit Clritts ſpecial and 
effectual bleſſing: nor is it ſaid the Kingdom of heaven belongs to them in 
actual poſſeſſion and if it were ſo meant, and yet they were not appointed to 
be Hp it appears by the Evangeliſts they were not) it is a good preſum- 
prion, Chriſt would not have infants , notwithſtanding their intereſt in the 
Kingdom of heaven, to be baptize\ till they became believers by profeſſion , 
and — what their engagement is charedy, . 
To his third, it is true, I ſauc and Facob were children of the promiſe before 
actual faith, yea before they were born, and therefore if the intereſt in the Co- 
venant had been a ſufficient reaſon of Circumciſion, they ſhould have been 
circumciled afore the eighth day, which becauſe they were not, it is an argu- 
ment, that not the Covenant, but the Command intitled them to Circum- 


ciſion. | 
To the fourth , I never denied, that to ſome infants the covenant belongs; 
nor that they are ſaved, regenerated in infancy, but I deny, that this is true 
of all infants of believers. For the very inſtances brought prove the contrary , 

that though I ſaac and F4eob were children — the promiſe, yet Ihmacl and E- 
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[ai begotten by believing parents were not, who yet were to be circumciſcd:nor is 
any a childe of the promile becauſe he is the child of a believer, but becauſe he 
is elect of God. 

As for Mr. Lyfords anſwer to the Objection in conference with him, it is 
indeed no anſwer, For he that objects that the bleſſings of the Covenant, be- 
long to elect infants, not to all, and therefore under that pretence all in — 
ral are not to be baptixed, doth not by that ſpeech grant, that baptiſm belongs 
to one infant, or to any becauſe cle, but only ſhews the inſufficiency of the 
adverlaties proof for that practice: As for thoſe who deny baptiſm to all becauſe 
they are intants, I knew not who they be, the reaſon why it is denyed them is 
not becauſe they are infants, but becauſe in infancy they appear not to be diſ- 
ciples, or believers in Chriſt, who only by che command are appointed to be 
bzptizedz and I agree with Mr. L) ſord, That the Sacraments do belong to the 
elc& not as elect, but as vitible members and Profeſſors (and that upon this 
account Simon Magus was baptized, though Mr. Lyford is miſtaken in ſaying 
Petey beptized Simon Magis, which was done by Philip) whereby M. # ford 
doth indeed overthrow his diſpute, . For if the Sacraments belong to the Elect 
2s viſible Members and Profeſſors, then to all and onely viſible members and 
Profeſſours. For what belongs to any quatenus ipſum as ſuch belongs to all and 
onely ſuch univerſally and reciprocally, and ſo if he will Rand to his own 
words, though children be in the Covenant or elect, yet till they be viſible 
members and Proſeſſors they are not to be baptized, which doth plainly refute 
his own Argument, viz. the Major of his own ſyllogiſm: nor need we by 
our. reaſon know whether a perſon be elected that we may baptize him, but he- 


ther he be a viſible member and Profeſlor. 
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SECT. XIV. 


The Arguments of Ar. Stalham, Mr. Brinſley, Mr. Hall, and A nameleſs Au- 
thor, from the Covenant for infant=baptiſm, are examined, 


R. Sralham in the Conference at Terling page 4. argued thus, They 
Mii: are included in the ſubſtance of the Golpel covei. ant are not to be 
excluded from the ſeal of the Covenant. But infants arc included in the ſub- 
{tance of the Goſpel covenant, and therefore not to be excluacd from the ſeal 
of the Goſpel Covenant. 

Bur in this Argument the Concluſion is not of baptiſm in particular, and 
ſo concludes not what was to be concluded, and fith circumciſion according 
to him was a (cal of the Golpel covenant, it might be true of it and ſo gran- 
ted, Vet the Major if univerſal is not true, no not of circumcihon. For wo- 
men and infant-males afore the eigth day were excluded from the ſeal of the 
Covenant, though they were included in the ſubſtance of t he Golp.l covenant, 
s his phraſiology is, nor hath he a word in all the conference to prove his Ma- 
0: 3 and for his Minor, ſetting aſide his phraſiſying, if this be his meaning; 
All the inſants of believers, or the infants of beticvers, in as much as they 
are their children, have the ſubſtance of the Gaſpu- Covenant, that is the pro- 
miſe 
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miſe, Gen. 17.7. 28 ĩt is a Goſpel promiſe made to them, it is falſe and con · 
trary to Romans 9. 7,8. nor is there any thing in the conference there brought 
that proves it. 

M. ohn Brinſley of Padobapt. page 1132. makes this his firſt and grand 
argument for the baptiſm of infants, 

It children of believing parents be within the Covenant, then they may be 
baptized, But they are within the covenant, Ergs. 

The Major he takes as granted, though I deny it as being moſt falie. 

The Minor he would prove, 1. From Ad, 2 17 where he makes the promiſe 
to be of remiſſion of ſins, but that belongs only to the penitent belicyer, and 
therefore proves not that it belongs to the infant of a belicver, without repen- 
tance and faith. 

2. In that they were in the old Teſtament in the Covenant, But he Linifelf 
page 33. faith, All infants of helieving parents are in the outward viſible co- 
venant. As for the covenant᷑ it ſelf, io pa properly and ſtri ly, it depends up- 
on Gods election. Neither doth it belong te any but thoſe who are elected. 
What juggling then doth he uſe to tell us that they are in covenant , and that 
the promile belongeth to them without any difference of clc& and non-«lect ; 
and p. 11. be ſaith, To whomſoever the cevenant it ſelf belongeth , to them 
belongeth this ſeal of the Covenant, And ſo his Minor muſt be, but the Co- 
venant it ſelf belongs to infants of believers : and yet to ſay, the covenant it 
ſelf, doth not belong to any but thoſe who are elected, but 2 outward vilible 
covenant to all. But what this out ward viſible covenant is, he tells us not. 
I cannot underſtand any other than Circumciſion, for that was the out ward 
viſible covenant in the old Teſtament, and then his Minor aſlerts infants are 
in Covenant as they were in covenant in the old Teſtament, that is , they are 
to be circumciſed. Beſides what interfering is there in Pzdobapritts? Mr. $14- 
bam ſaith, they are included in the ſubſtance of the Gaſpel covenant, Mr; 
Brin ſiey ſaith, the Covenant it ſelf (and then ſurely not the ſubſtance of the 
Goſpel covenant) belongs not to any but ele&, but the outward viſible cove- 
nant, that is a new nothing, belongs to them all. And thus pecple are cheated 
by theſe Doctors. 0 

3. In that they are federally holy, 1. Cor. 7. 14. but of it enough already in 
the firſt part of the Review. So much for Mr. Brinjley, cnc cf Mr. Halls 
Champions. | 

Let us ſee what Miſter Thomas Hall himſelf in his FongGuarded page 9. 
argues; 

0 whomſoever the covenant it ſelf belongs, to them alſo belongs the ſeal 
of the Covenant; But the covenant belongs to Believers and their children: 
Ergo the (cal of the Covenant belongs to them alto. 

Anſw. If Mr. Hall mean in the Minor, that the Covenant it ſelf belongs to 
all the children of believers, then he contradias Mr. Brinſfley ( out of whom 
he ſaith in his Epiſtle to him and Mr. Blaꝶe he gathered his weeds) who ſaith , 
it belongs only to the Elect, and it he mean it only of thecleR, then he can 
conclude onely concerning the ele& ; if he mean the outward viſible covenant, 
than it is either — and then he aſſerts circumciſion to belong ſtill 


to infants; or he means baptiſm, and then his Minor and Conclufion is all 
one, and his Argument a meer inept tautology, unleſs he mean ſome ather 
| H 2 new 
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new nothing. And indeed this Argument of Mr. Hall is like the ret conclu» 
ding of the ical of the covenant indefinitely when he ſhould conclude of bap» 
tiſm, uſing in the Majer and Minor the term [ the covenant belongs] but not 
cxpiaininz what covenant, to whom or how it beloggs , uling children for in- 
fants, ſo that there is nothing but equivocation in his Speeches, : 

And for bis propoſitions in the ſeaicthey are commonly taken, neither Major 
nor Minor is true, nor is the Major proved though he lay it is clear, For thoy 
ke that hath right to a temporal inheritance hath right like wile to the teal: and 
deeds that do convey that inheritance to him, yet in Law it is not neceſſary 
that there be a ſealing to each inheritour by himſelf, A man may have a deed 
ſealed for him to another as a Fecffec in truſt, as is uſual in the Caſe of young 
O:phans, to one man is conveyed the eftate of many, So that beſides the 
frirolouſneſs of this conceit to make the term [ſeal cf the Covenant] of the El- 
ſence of baptiſm , though it be but a metaphor not found in Scripture, and 
thence, and the uſe in civil Negotiations, to make a rule for the ſervice of God; 
yet were this kind of proof allowed, the Major is not true, that to whomioe- 
ver the covenant it ſelf belongs to them all belongs the ſeal of the Covenant, 
meaning it in their own perſons, For'a Feofftee in truſt may have the ERtates 
of many conveyed to him, and ſo the parent by this reaſon may be baprized fcx 
the child. And for the other reaſon it is allo inſufficient , Abraham. poſterity 
being in covenant receive the ſign of Circumcihon the ſeal of the Covenant, 
for the ſeal of the Covenant is as large as the Covenant it ſelf, But neither is 
it true that the Scal of the Covenant in Abrahams poſterity was as large as the 
Covenant it ſelf, the women being in Covenant and yet not to be ſealed in the 
own perſons : nor if. it were true doth it prove the Propoſition, For if it were 
ſs by vertue cf a particular command, then it follows not that if it were ſo 
then it muſt be ſo now without the like command. Nor is the Minor proved 
from Gex. 179,10, 11. Ads 2. 38,39. For in the one is affirmed only that 
God will be a God to Abraham and his ſeed, which is not all one with every 
believer and his ſeed; in the other, whatever the p:omile be and howſocyer 
Peter meant it was to them and their children, yet it is not ſaid to you belie- 
vers, and to your children as the children of believers, for then he had ſpoken 
falſe — being not then believers , and therefore it proves not that the cove- 
nant belongs to Believers and their children. This is enough to ſhew the vani- 
ty of Mr. Halls diſputing. For the reſt of his Book, he being a gatherer out of 
others, as he ſaith, and in moſt things he ſhould argue, reterring us as an In- 
dex to their writings, I think it beſt to rid my hands of him, and to deal with 
his Authors he points to. Js : 

There wereſent to me by ſome friends theſe two following Arguments in 
manuſcript, as judged by ſome unanſwerable. 

Tue firſt thus. What privilege the proſelyted Gentiles had who join:d them- 
ſclves to -'brabams Family in reference to their infant ſeed in the O. dinance of 
Circumciſion, the like privilege the Ch. iſtian Gentiles in the New Teſtament 
have in reference to their infant- ſeed in the Ordinance of bapriſm. Bur the 
Proſclyted Gemtiles had this privilege, that when they were (ircumciſed their 
children were circumciſed in their infancy, Ergo the Chriſtian: G:ntiles have 
the ſame privilege that their children ſhould be baptized in their infancy. 

To which 1 anſwer , letting pals the exception to the quaternity of terms, 
and 
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and cohceiving [what privilege] is put for [whatſoever privilege univ 
without which the argument by, all of — — the Sine 
naught; I deny the Major, and my reaſon is, becauſe were it a privileze or not, 
what was done 22 of circumciſion by vertue of an exprels command, is 
not to be done in the uſe of baptiſm, without the like command. If it were, 
the Apoſtles did ill in not baptizing a whole Nation old and young together, 
and we do ill in keeping away the young ones of belicvers baptized from the 
Lords ſupper, when being circumciſed they were not debarred from the Paſlo- 
ver. The other argument is ia theſe words. 

To whom the ou! ward viſible covenant of God manifeſtly belongs, to them 
in the daies of the Goſpel , the initiating ordinance , viz. baptiſm belongs. 
But unto the infant -lecd of believers the external viſible Covenant of God 
doth maniteſtly belong, Ergo to the intant-{eed of believers in the daies of 
the Goſpel the initiating Ordinance, . baptiſm belongs. 

To which I anſwer, what outward viſible covenant he means, except bap - 
tiſm, I know not. If he ſpeak as Mc. A. ipcaks, and ſome others, I have 
ſhewed in my Apology ſect. 10. that by it is meant the outward adminiſtration 
of the Covenant, which is no other now but baptiſm. Now if this be the 
meaning of the Author, the Major contains a trifling tautology, in etfe& 
this, 'They that are tobe baptized, are to be _—_ and the Mincr and Con- 
cluſion being all one, the Minor is to be denicd, and the argument hiſſed out of 
Schools as a ridiculous foppery. 


n 
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SECT. XV. 


The diſpute of Mr. John Geree about the extent of the Goſpel covenant to prove 
thence infant=baptiſm, is examined, and it is ſpewed, that intereſt in the Ce- 
venant did not intitle to circumciſion, ner is it frovcd it doth now to Bap- 
tiſm. 


Ut Mr. Febn Gerec Vindic. Pedoblh. p. 6. would ſeem to diſpute more ac- 
cutately and after a ſyllogiſm which doth but repeat the concluſion in a 
new phraſe, he diſputes thus. 

To whom the Goſpel covenant is extended in the Churches of Chriſtians 
to them the Sacrament of initiation appointed for that adminiſtration of the 
Covenant doth belong. To children of believing Chriſtians, the Goſpel co- 
venant is extended in the Chriſtian Churches, Ergo, to them the Sacrament of 
iaitiation doth belong. | 

To which I anſwer, Mr. Gerce in this ſyllogiſm hath altered the term in his 

olyilogiſm, it was ia that I the ſacrament of initiation inſtituted for Chri- 

ian Churches] here it is [ the Sacrament of initiation appointed for that ad- 
miniſtiatien of the Covenant] and wherein he ſuppoſeth 3 1. The ſacrament 
appointed for that adminiſtration of the Covenant. 2. The Sact2inent of 
initiation appointed for the adminiſtration of the Covenant all one with the 
Sacrament of initiation inſtituted for the Chriſtian Churches, and from 
thence would derive a rule for baptiſm, But that being a phraſe not uſed in 
Scripture, 
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Scripture, nor perhaps deducible from it, and at beſt ambiguous , it ſerves for 
no proof, and therefore ſer ves only to miſlead thoſe underſtandings which are 
apt to be caught with ſuch chaff. : 

That the phraſe is not uſed in Scripture, will not T ſuppoſe be denied, no 
where is baptiſm called either a Sacrament or a Sacrament of initiation, or ſaid + 
to be appointed for that adminiſtration of the Covenant, nor is it dedacible 
f:om thence. For there is no place that I find, that makes this the proper and. 
immediate uſe of bap:iſm — the adminiſttation of the Covenant, ſo that 
thereby either the bien of the Covenant, or the conferring or aſſuring to tl e 
baptized the benefirs of the covenant ſhould be the next end of it ſelf 
intended therein. The immediate and prope! ule of ic is to be a ſign that the 

erſon baptized repents of his fins, and renounceth ſp.cially his Gzntile de- 

lements, communion wich Satan, and engageth himſelf to be Chrifts diſ- 
ciplcz Yet 1 deny not but that by conſequent in the manner of doing ir by 
dipping or plunging under water, it minds us of Chriſts death; burial and 
riung again, and teſtiſyeth our ſalvation by him, and ſo in a remote manner 
aſſures to us the benefits of the Covenant of grace. But in this manner it is 
the adminiſtration of election as well as the Covenant, and is an adminiſtra- 
tion of the Covenant only to elect perſons, and true believers, for it aſſures 
ſalvation onely to them, not to all that are baptized, and therefore in this re- 
ſpect none but they can have title to it, So that if from hence, that baptiſm is 
the adminiſtration of the Covenant, a title be derived for infants to be bapti- 
zed, it can intitle none but thoſe to whom it adminiſters the Covenant, which 
are only the elect or true believers. But the ambiguity of the expreſſion is much 
more fallacious, For 1. when it is ſaid, it is appointed for the adminiſtration 
of the Covenant, the expreſſions ſometimes are, as if it were the adminiltra- 
tion it ſelf, calling it the new adminiſtration, as I ſhew in my Afologg, ſect. 10. 
Mr. Geree here p.10. baptiſm is a ſeal of a new adminiſtration, and then it is 
all one as to ſay the adminiſtration of the Covenant is appointed for the at- 
miniſtration of the Coyenant, which is either non-ſenſe , or at leaſt incptly 
ſpoken, 2. When they ſay ¶ it is the adminiſtration of the Covenant] do they 
mean the outward or inward Covenant & The latter I preſume they will net 
fay, for then baptiſm ſhould be an adminiſtration of the things promiſed tbe:- 
in, regenerarion, remiſſion of fins; and if ſo, then it adminiſters them in a na- 
tural way, and ſo it ſhould in manner of a natural agent regencratc,&c.which 
is to confer grace ex opere oper 20 , or in a moral way; but baptiſm can-admi- 
niſter regeneratien, remiſlicn of ſins, &c. no other moral way but by aſſu- 

ing, or perſwading, or the like, what ever way it be conceived it admi- 
nilters not the covenant to an infant in infancy, nor to any but the elect : now 
if it do not adminiſter the covenant to any but ſuch , then ir is not baptiſm 
but to ſuch, if baptiſm be in its nature the adminiſtration of the Covenant of 
Grace. If they mean baptiſm is the adminiſtration of the outward covenant, 
I am yet to learn what the ou: ward coyenant is, except they mean the outward 
adminiſtration, which is no other then baptiſm, as I ſhew Apolog) ſ. 10. and 
what is this then but to ſay, that baptiſm is the adminiſtration, or appointed 
for the adminiſtration of baptiſm ? 

3. When they ſay, it is the adminiſtration of the Covenapt, do they m n 
the Covenant or promiſe of the baptized to God, or Gods promiſe to the bap- 
tized? 
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tired ? Tf the former, then it is no more but this, that baptiſm is the admi- 
niſtration, that is the ſignification of the baptized his engagement to be Chriſts 
diſciple,which is indeed the belt ſenſe of ir, but then it will not fir them, for ſo 
it is no: in intanis, for they _ no profeſſion or engagement of theirs by it. Ir 
the lavc: then by baptiſm God doth p:omiſe manz but thats not true, his promiſe 
is in the Word betore be ptiſm, or he ſignifies his promiſe formerly made, & this 
can derive no title io the perfons to whom the promiie is made, for the ſignify- 
ing that promiſe as paſt is as uſcful for others, cither baptized or unbaptized, as 
the fhen baptized, and not at all of uſc or avail to infants, who cannot appre- 
hend the ſignificaticnz or he aſſures the benefits of the Covenant, and that 
can be only to clect or true bel ievers or that he contains them by it, and ſo it 
gives grace, ex opcre opcrato, 

4. The Covenant of grace is, I take it the Covenant of ſaving grace, op- 
poſite to the Coyenant of works, the promile cf juſtification by Hauch in con- 
tradiſtinction to the Law, Gal 3. 18. This covenant was made mixtly, Gen. 
17. 4, 5» 6, 7, 8. purely Hcb,8.10,11,12, They ſhould tell us whether they 
mean the one, or the other, or both. The former they ſeem to mean when they 
make baptiſm to ſucceed Circumciſion, and to (cal the ſame Covenant that it 
did. But then baptiſm ſhould not be the new adminiltration but belong to the 
old. And if it ſeal that Covenant then it aſſures the Land of Canaan, and 
gteatneſs in it, But it ſeems they mean that it ſeals only the promiſe, I will be 
thy God and the God of thy ſeed, ſo M. Gerce here, we find in the admini- 
{tration of the Goſpel covenant to Abraham and his ſeed. 

But if ſo, 1. Then it ſeals only a part of the Covenant that circumciſion 
did, and ſo ſucceeds not in it's uſe, nor is there a reaſon given, but their own 
conceit, why it ſhould ſeal one part, and not another. 

1. If it ſeal or adminiſter the Ge ipel-covenant, then it adminiſters nct this 
promiſe L that God will be a God to a believer, and his natural feed as ſuch ] 
For that is ncither Goſpel nor at all to be found, Gen. 17.7. 

3, In that promile was foretold Chriſt to come of Abraham, and this was 
Goſpel Gal.z.16.But this is no: adminiſtred by baptiſm, which ſignifies Chriſt 
already come. 

4. In the ſpiritual ſenſe it was made to Abrabans ſeed by faith, Gal. 3. 29. 
Rm. 4. 11,1 2. But they are only the cleft; Rom.g.7,8, and then it is an admi- 
niſtration of that Goipel covenant onely to elect perſons , and true Belie- 
vers. 
5. There's ambiguity alſo in the term [ the Goſpel covenant is extended 
Thc Gaſpel covenant is, The juſt ſhall live by faxth, that God will be a Goe 
to Abraams leed by faith, But Mr. Geree imagines a Gapel covenant, which 
is but a fiction, that God hath proraiſed to be a God to the natural poſterity of 
cyc:y betieving G-ntile, 

6. Force xtcat of it how it is extended is ambiguous. Four he cannot (ay 
it is extended in reſpict of the Goſpel p omiſe of righteouſneſs and life to all 
the children of beiicvers, it was not extended Iſmael to and E Therefore 
he acknowledgcth it to be extended in tue reality of it onely to the Elect, onely 
it is to be charitably preſurned that they are cleft, and theicfore they are to be 
taken for perſons in covenant till they dic over the contrary, Bu: he ſhews no 


rule of Scripture for ſuch a Conſtruction of the promiſe : ſure ſuch a conſtru- 
ction 
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Rion was unknown to Paul, Rom.g.6,7,8. when he expounded that very pro- 
mile, Gen.17.7, nor doth ſuch a conſtruction agree with the words, fith when 
God faith, 1 will be a God to thee and thy teed, the meaning according to 
M-.Gerce ſhoald then be [I will be a Gad to thee, that is, every belicver, and 
to thy ſced, that is every believers natural ſeed which are elect in reality, and 
to thoſe that are not elect in charitable preſumption of the Miniſter of baptiſm, 
till comming to years «hey diſcover the contrary] now what a non-ſence expo 
ſir ion is this, to expound [thee] meant of Abraham by [every believing Gen- 
tile] and by [thy feed] which is meant of Abrabams ſeed onely either natural 
or ſpiritual by faith to underſtand [every believers natural ſced] and when it is 
faid, God will be a God to them, that he will be a God only to ſome in reali- 
ty, which is to make God to promiſe what he doth not perform, and to others, 
that men ſhall think he will be a God to them, which would be tod poor a 
matter to be meant in that expreſſion, and thercin God ſhould nct promi e what 
he will be or do, but what men ſhall think, which would be falſe, for it is not 
made good, or that they may charitably ſo preſume of them, bur in this ſenſe 
ir is not a promiſe at all, but a meer permiſſion to men to think charitably of 
them, which I, ſuppoſe they are as well bound to do of unbelievers children till 
they diſcover the contrary, and ſo no privilege to the believers children. And 
yet this too muſt be limitted to a certain time till they come to years and diſ- 
cover the contrary, and therefore by ſced muſt be underſtood onely the infant- 
ſeed, when they came to years, thae's neither promiſe nor iſſion for men 
to think ſo charitably of them. And yet herein there is nothing but abuſe of 
terms. For charitable preſumption muſt have ſome ground, which is to be from 
ſome thing we perceive done to judge well of what we ſee not according to the 
rule x Cor. 13. 7. Charity bclieveth all things, but in infants as there's nothing 
that may be ſuch a » but to the contrary they oppoling their baptiſm by 
their crying, &c, I it be (aid, the promiſe is a ground, banſwer, Mr, Geree 
confeſſeth t —— is not in reality but to the cle& , nor to the elect till they 
believe, and therefore there is no ground from the promiſe till it be known the 
perſons be cle or believers. Burt it will be ſaid, we know nothing to the con- 
trary. To which I reply, nor do we know any thing to the contrary , but (hat 
unbelieving Jews children are elect, and in the Covenant, and yet its not 
charitably preſumed of them, ſo as to count them in the Covenant, and to 
jadge them admiſſible to baptiſm, I think ſith we perceive nothing of belie- 
vers infants acts that may diſtinguiſh them from unbelievers, that we ſhould ra- 
ther ſuſpend our thoughts of Gods election and covenant to them till they 
ſhew of what ſpirit they are, which is meet for an 2dminiltrator of baptiſm , 
who as a wiſe Steward ſhould give to every one his portion in due ſeaſon, Luke 
| 8 42. rather then have ſuch a fond imagination of what God hath concea- 


And if it be true which Mr. Geree ſaith in his Vindic. Vindic. p. 42. That 
many of the Aſſembly intended the words in the Directory for baptiſm [ The 
promiſe is made to believers and their ſeed] in Maſter Gerees ſenſe , they have 
reaſon ro be aſhamed that they have ſo much abuſed the World with ſuch 
oy. 

Yea but have they not a promiſe on which to ground this charitable preſump- 
on? I anfwer, ſurely the Jews have a more expreſs promiie, Ro. 11. 26, 27. for their 
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ſteriry then any believer now living hath for his children , and therefore if 
that be all the ground of baptizing believers infants, there's a like ground for 
baptizing Jews infants though parents be unbelieving, and they kave wrong 
that it is not done, where it may. 

But ſhall we make no difference between the children of believers and unbe- 
lievers ? I anſwer, we are to conceive with a judgement of- obability for the 

ent that they are elect, and with a quicting hope for the tuture that theyſwill 
be believers. . 

1. Becauſe of Gods general indefinite promiſes, 

2. Becauſe by reaſon of the mem of the knowledge of the Goſpel which 
they have in their education, and living where the Goſpel is taught, they are 
in a nearer poſſibility then others to be believers, 

3. Becauſe experience ſhews that God often doth continue godlineſs in reli- 

ious families, though it often fall out otherwiſe. But that ſuch an extenſion 
of the Goſpel-covenant as Mr.Geree makes to the children of belicving Chri- 
ſtians , ſhould entitle to baptiſm, is without all rule. And to his Syllogiſm , 
though it might be denied in reſpect of the form, by reaſon of the ambiguity 
of terms; yet I anſwer, by denying the Major in his ſenſe, which I conceive is 
this, They to whom the Goſpel Covenant is extended according to the cha- 
ritable preſumprion of the Miniſter without the perſons ſhewing by any act that 
he is in Covenant, to them the Sacrament of initiation to wit baptiſm doth 
belong, and ſhall examine his proof both of Major and Minor. 

The Major, ſaith he, I prove by that of Peter Acta 10.47. when they had 
received the Holy Ghoſt,, which was but an evidence of Gods receiving them 
into the Goſpel covenaꝑt, Peter ſaith, can any forbid water that theſe ſhould 
not be baptized, who are in covenant with God as well as we? They have the 
word or promiſe, which is the greater; who can inhibire the ſign which is the 
leſs? 

To this I anſwer , the pas reſts on this, That the allegation of Peter 
that they had received the Holy Ghoſt,was brought for an evidence that God 
had received them into the Goſpel Covenant, and ſo it may be ſaid to the ſame 
purpoſe, who can forbid water that theſe ſhould not be baptized who are in c- 
yenant with God as well as we? 

But this is falſe For their receiving the Holy Ghoſt is brought not to prove 
only that God tied made his covenant of grace to them, but to prove that they 
were actuul beligyers, as their works did ſhew upon hearing the word of faith, 
for ſaith he v.46. they heard them ſpeak with tongues and magnify God, & ch. 
11.17. i God bath given them the like gift as unto us that believe on the Lord 
J ſus Chriſt, who was I that I could forbid God? And v.18. it is ſaid, when 
tif heard theſe things they heid their peace and gloritfyed God.ſoying,then hath 
God alſo granted to th: Gentiles repentance unto life. 

Whence it appears that they were penitent believers,and this is prayed by th. ir 
acts; and therefore to be admitted to baptiſm, and not barcly 4 — the 
Goſpel covenant was extended to them, much leſs becauſe the Goſpel covenant 
was extended to lome of that ſort, and to thoſe particular perſons onely upon 
a charitable preſumption, that Gods promiſe did belong to them for the future 
without any thew ot repentance or faith at the preſent, It is falſe that we may 
ſay, that when by any other principle in Scripture any are demonſtrated to be 

: I in 
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in the Goſpel covenant, who can forbid water that theſe ſhould not be * 
ed, who are in covenant with God as well as we? For though God ſhould re- 
veal that this or that perſon were elect, and that his Covenant did belong to 
him for the future, yet he were not to be baptized; till God revealed that he 
were a believer or diſciple, For if ſo, than if God did reveal concerning any, 
as he did of Iſaac and Jacob, that he were a child of the promiſe, though yer 
unborn in the Mothers wonib, he were to be baptized, which is abſurd, None 
are to be baptized afore born, therefore any principle wharſoever in Scripture 
demonſtrating a perſon to be in the Goſpel covenant is not ſufficient to intitle to 
baptiſm, much leſs ſuch an uncertain doubtful gueſs, called charitable pre- 
ſumption, that he is in the Covenant, as is without any particular declaration 
of Scripture, or other revelation from God concerning the perſon, or any ſhew 
of his that he is Gods child, which yet Mr Geree makes a ſufficient warrant 
to baptizc, nor is his reaſon of any force, for we might in like. manner ſay , 
They have the election of God, which is the greater, who can inhibir the ſign 
which is the leſs ? It is not whether that which they have is greater, much lels 
that which is conjectured, or hoped they have, which is the rule to baprize, but 
the manifeſt having of that qualification of faith or diſcipleſhip, which is 
prerequired to baptiſm according to the inſtitution and primitive practice of it. 
But Mr.Gerce hath more to prove his Major. 

Beſides , ſaith he, we find in the adminiſtration of the Goſpel covenant to 
Abraham and his ſeed, whom God had thereby ſeparated then to be his church, 
and evidenced it by an outward ſeal : there was ſo near a relation between the 
Covenant and Circumciſion the Sacrament of initiation, whereby men were 
externally ſeparated from the world, that circumciſion was called the covenant, 
and the token of the Covenant, Gen.17. 10,11, to ſhew us how the ſeal did 
tollow the Covenant 3 and therefore when any were aggregated into the Jewiſh 
Church and taken into the Communion of the C:vcaant made with Abra- 
bam, they were initiated into that adminiſtration of the Covenant by the Sa- 
crament of Circumciſion, 

To which I anſwer, letting paſs his PhraſGology, this reaſon gocs upon theſe 
ſuppoſitions. 

1. That by Circumciſion God had adminiſtred his Covenant to Abraham 
and his ſeed, and ſeparated them to be his Church, and evidenced it by Ci:- 
camcihon, and that the ſeal did follow the Covenant, when any were taken in- 
to Covenant they were circumciſed, and therefore it muſt be ſo in baptiſm But 
if he mean that to as many as God appointed to be circumciſed he adminiſtred 
the covenant of grace (which ſenſe alone ſerves his turn) it is not true. I ma- 
el was circumciſed, yet the Covenant not adminiſtred to him, nor he ſcpara- 
ted to be of his Church, not this evidenced by an outward ſcal, but the con- 
trary declared concerning him afore his Circumciſion, Gex. 17. 18, 19, 20, 21. 
and he In the event caſt out, and fo the ſcal did not follow io the Covenant, 
but that it was imparted to them to whom the Covenant was not made, and 
not imparted to them to whom it did belong, as v. C to th: fernales, nor were 
the Proſ.lytes all taken into Communion of the Covenant made with 4bra- 
ham, though they were taken into the Communion of the policy of 7 frac! : 
nor >» the calling circumciſion the covenant or a token of the Coven» nt 
(which ac all one) Ge. 17. 107 11. prove that all that were circumciſed had 
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the Covenant made to them: but this that Circumciſion was a memorial that 
ſuch a covenant was made with Abraham, and God would perform it. 2. Thar it 
muſt be in baptiſm as it was in circun.cition. But for-preof cf that there's not 
a word brought by Mr. G. and what others bring is examined in its place, M. G. 
goes on thus. 

Now for your excep tions againſt the connexion which we put between the 
Golpel- covenant, and the Sacrament of initiation annext to it, in any ad- 
miniſtration they will clcerly be wiped awayz for what though {as you lay ) the 
Covenant made with Abrabam were not a pure Goſpel covenant, but had tome 
external additaments ? yer a Goſpel covenant it was, and for ſubſtance the 
ſame with ours Gal. 3.8. The Golpel was preached before to 4brabam ; and as 
circumciſion was the ſeal of initiation under that adminiſtration 3 fo is bap- 
tilm under the Chriſtian adminiſtration 3 neither is the Goſpel covenant now 
ſo purgas to exclude all temporal promiſcs, For godlineſs even under the Goſ- 
f j, bdb the promiſes of this lite, and that which is to come, 1 Tim. 4. 8. 

Anſw. The diſtinction of a pure and a mixt covenant was brought in by me 
to ſhew that Pædobaptiſts do but miſlead people when in their writings and ſet- 
mons they expreſs themſelves as if they would have men conceive that the Co- 
venant with Abraham, Gen.17. is all one with the Covenant of grace, and ſo 
that there is the ſame reaſon of baptizing infants becauſe of the Goſpel co- 
venant, as there was of circumciſing infants, becauſe of the Covenant made 
with Abraham, Gen. 17. Now how doth Mr. Gerce wipe this away? He tells 
his Reader, That I ſay, the covenant made with Abrabaw was not a pure Goſ- 
pel Covenant, but had ſome external additaments. But ncither do I ſo ſpeak 
in my Exercit. pag. 2. nor Exam. part. 3. ſ. 2. nor any where elſe I know, I ſay 
the promiles were mixt Exercit. pag. 2. — 3. . z. now promiſes are not 
external additaments to the covenant, but integral parts, the covenant 
being nothing but a promile , or. an aggregate of promiſes: yea I prove 
that the peculiar promiie to Abrahams natural poſterity 1nheriting of the Land 
of Canaan; &c. is frequently called by the name of the Covenant, Pſal. 105. 
8,9510, 11. Nebem.g.8,&c. And for what he ſaith, That the covenant made 
wich Abrabam was a Goſpel covenant 3 this is true according to the more in- 
folded and hidden ſenſe of the ſpirit , but not according to the outward face 
and obvious conſtruct ion of the words, which in the firſt meaning ſpake of 
things proper to A/rahams natural poſterity, though the Holy Ghoſt had a fur - 
ther aim in thoſe expreſſions. 

And whereas, he ſaith, The covenant made with Abraham was for ſubſtance 
the ſame with ours, Gal.z.8. Though that p: omiſe mentioned G 1.3.8. be no 
in the Covenant Oen. 17. to which Circumciſion was annexcd, but that Gent 
12.3. and the term [ſubſtance] be ambiguous, yet I grant the Covenant made 
with Abraham according to thoſe Goſpel promiſes, which in the hidden mean- 
ing declared juſtification by faith, as the new covenant ſcaled with Chiiſts 
blood doth, is the ſame in ſubſtance, meaning by it, the intent, purport and 
meaning of the Holy Ghoſt, though not in words or expreſſions; yet 1 deny 
that it was! every way or in every reſpect in ſubſtance the ſame. For the pro- 
miſe, according th that tenſe in which they contain domeſtique or civil promi - 
ſes proper to Aidan natural poſterity were of the ſubſtance of the coycnant 7 
»- .& $2) an 
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and for the confirming of them, circumciſion was inſtituted of God, as well 
as for thom in priority of orde r before the aſſuring of thoſe Evangelical benefits. 
And tor what Mr.Geree ſaith, That the Goſpel is not ſo pure now as to exclude 
all temporal promiſes, it is truez yet the Goſpel doth not promile as the Cove- 
nant Gen. 17. the inheritance of the land ot Canaan with reſt, plenty, ptoſpe- 
rity and greatneſs therein, but on the contrary ſuch temporal bleflings as are 
with perſecution Mark 10.30. and do rather conſiſt in inward comfort and 
content than in outward enjoyment of any earthly commodity : which proves 
that the Goſpel promiſe for temporal things is clean different from that made 
to A brabam Gen, 17. concerning tempoial benefits to his poſterity, 

Mr. Gerec addes. Neither are the differences mentioned by you (page 4. of 
your Exer cit. or elſewhere) to be between Circumciſion and baptiſm any Whit 
material to put a diffctence between the parties to be ſcaled by them in reference 
to our p:elent controverſy ; fith notwithitanding theſe differences they agree in 
this main general 3 That the one was the Sacrament of initiation to all that 
were to be tealed under one adminiſtration of the covenant, the other in the o- 
ther, which is enough to my purpoſe. 

To which I ſay, the dilparitics between circumcifion and baptiſm, are 
brought by me to invalidate the argument made by Pædobaptiſts to prove the 
ſucceſſion cf the one, into the place, room and ule of the other, from the pa- 
ritics betwcen them, which allegation to that end is made good before againſt 
M. Church, ic@.11. Thoſe differences which I allege Excrcit. p.g. tend to de- 
monſt ate that there is not the ſame reaſon of circumciſion and baptiſm ig 
ſigning the Evangelical covenant, nor may there be an argument drawn from 
tl e adminiſt. ation of the one to the like adminiſtring of the other: which dif- 
ferences are very material to that end the different end and uſe of a thing, 
b ing the moſt apt reaſon for altering the application of it, As Mr. Ruther for, 

Divine right of Church Government, ch 6.9.2. page 276, 277, 278. anſwer ing 
Eraiius, laith of the Sea, Cloud, Mannah, Water, becauſe they had a mixt 
uſe, they were appointed to all, yet it follows not now the Sacrament of the 
Lords Supper mult be given to wicked men, So by the very ſame reaſon, ſith cir- 
Sumcition had a mixt ule to ſignify political as well as Evangelical promiſes, to 
confirm the promiſe of Chriſt to come, and did belong to the Church, not 
ecumenical, but ceconomical or national, which baptiſm did not, therefore 
circumciſion might belong to infants, and yet not baptiſm. And lettin pals 
his phraſe of adminiſt. ation of the Covenant, of which is enough ſaid before, 
though the agreement, which he calls, The main general, be yielded him; 


that they are both ſacraments of initiation, yer unleſs the ſame ſpecial rule of 


command, or example primitive be brought for the one as the other, inſant- bar- 
tiſm cannot be proved from infant-circumcifion. 

Mr. Geree further tells me. But you add further p.q. of your Exercit. that 
ſome were circumciſed to whom no promile in the Covenant made with Abra- 
ham did belong; as Iſhmael, of whom God had ſaid his Covenant was not 
to be cſtabliſhed with him. I anſwer, it is ſaid indeed Gen.19, 2x. my Cove» 
nant will I cſtabliſh with Jaa. But by covenant there is not meant that cove- 
nant, Which we ſtand in to God, in regard of our perſons, for gur own per- 
ſonal benefit: but the covenant of ſpecial prerogative , that Chriſt ſhould 
come of, aud the Church ſhould remain in his — Therefore notwith- 
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ſtanding that exception, Ihmael when circumciſed, might be, and was a mem- 
ber of the viſible Church in Abrahams family, and in regard of his perſon 
within the external adminiſttation of the Covenant with Abrabam, and io in 
the judgement of charity no alien tom the covenant of grace, but under it. 
This I might confum by the opinion of ſome Hebrew ors, wherein they 
are followed by many, that the petition of Abraham for I/ macl Gen. 17. 18. was 
not onely tor natural, but for ſpiritual bleſſings , and what h: begged God 

anted, v.20, But I clear it thus; God eſtabliſht his Covenant with Abra- 
= and Iſauc, not with Melchiſedeck nor Lot; ſhall we therefore expunge 
them out of the Covenant of grace? how abſurd were that? we only ſee their 
poſterity enjoied not that privilege which God vouchſafed Abraham in Tſaus 
and his ſeed. And therefore no more can be truly or rationally gathered from 
that place of Geneſs, touching Im acl. 

Anſw. That which in my Excrcit. page 4. I gathered from the inſtances of 
Iſhmacl, Eſau, the ſtrangers and others of Abrahams houle their circumciſi- 
on, and the non-circumciſion of females, males under eight daics old, Met- 
chiſedeck, Lot, Fob, the non-admiſſion to baptiſm of circumciſed Jews in 
covenant till they profeſſed rep:ntance and faith in Chriſt were. 

That the right to Evangelical promiſes, was not the adequate reaſon of cir- 
cumciling thele or thoſe , but Gods precept, as is exprelt Gen. 17.23. Gen. 
21+ 4. 

1. That thoſe terms are not convertible [federate and to be ſigned ] which 
overthrows the chief Hypotheſes, upon which the Pædobaptiſts argument from 
infant · ciccumciſion for infant-bapriſm reſts. For they all conclude thus, The 
reaſon why intants were circumciſed, was that they were in covenant, therefore 
by like reaſon infants being in covenant ſhould be baptized. Now it the rea- 
ſon of infants being circumciſed, were not their being in covenant, but · only 
the command, then there is not a like reaſon for infant-baptiſm, though they 
were in the Covenant, unleſs there were the like command. Now let us ſec 
what M-.Geree ſaith to my firſt ir ſtance of T/hnel, J alleged that Iſhmael was 
circa i cifzd, though no promiſe in the Covenant made with Abraham, did be- 
long to him, and that Abraham knew, therefore the reaſon of his circumciſion 
and the lame is the reaſon of othets) was not his being in covenant, but on- 
ly Gods command to Abraham, 

The antecedent is proved from the words Gen, 17. 21. which are excluſive. 
And beſides I alleged Rom. 9. 6, 7, 8, 9. Gal.4.29,30. where cxpreſly 1ſhmact 
is denied to be a child of the promiſe, or to be born after the promiſe, And 1 
might have added Heb. 11.9. where Iſaac and Jacob are diſtinguiſhingly recko- 
ned as hei s of the ſame promiſe with Abraham, nor Iſhmacl and Eſau, Now 
what faith M. Geree to this? He faith, The Covenant there is not meant 
that Covenant which we ſtand in to God in regard of our perſons for our own 
perſonal benefit: but the Covenant of ſpecial prerogat ive to Iſaac, that Chu iſt 
ſhoul come of, and the Church ſhould remain in bis poſterity. - 

But this is falſe, 1. For it was that covenant that made Iſaac heir of the 
promiſe, which the Apoſtle Rom.g. 7, 8, g. reckons as much as to be an elect 
perſon, it was the ſame covenant which was mentioned v. 2,4,5,6,7,8, which 
Mr. Gerec, and other Pædobaptiſts call the covenant of grace, and uſually 


make the intereſt in it the xeaſon of cixcumciſion, and was ſealed by it, and 
that 
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That it was the ſame Covenant is apparent from v.19, now then it was 2 co- 
venant of perſonal benefit, if it derive grace to the perſon, or any other per- 
ſonal benefit. If it were only the Covenant containing the ſpecial preroga- 
tive mentioned, then it was not the covenant ſealed to any but Iſaac, not to 
any of the reſt of Abrahams houſe that were circumciled. 

2. It is inſufficient, For it ſhews not that to I/hmael any promiſe , either 
Evangelical or Political in the Covenant made with Abraham, did belong, 
though he were circumciſed, which he ſhould have done, if he would have an- 
ſwered to the objection, and have vindicated his argument from it: As for 
his inference, Therefore notwithſtanding that exception, [/hmael when circum+ 
ciſed might be, and was a member of the viſible Church in Abrahams family 
and in regard of his perſon, within the external adminiſtration of the Cove- 
nant with Abrabam, and ſo in the judgement of charity no alien from the co- 
venant of grace, but under it. 

'T anſwer. I know not what it is to be under the external adminiſtration of 
the Covenant with Abraham, except it be to be circumciſed; and therefore I 
count this ſpeech, that Tſhmact when circumciſed might be within the external 
adminiſtration of the Covenant with Abraham, to be an inept tautology, as 

it he had ſaid, Iſhmael when circumciſed might be circumciſed. But were his 
ſpeaking right, yer it is imgertinent, For the thing he ſhould have ſhewed was 
not _— Iſhmacl norwitfondin that exception was a viſible Church-mem- 
ber, within the external — es of the Covenant with Abraham, or 
in the judgemeut of charity no alien from the covenant of grace, but that any 
of the promiſes in the Covenant made with Abraham Gen, 17. did belong to 
him, and fo that he was circumciſed becauſe of his intereſt in the covenant, 
Vet how Abrabem could in judgement of charity judge him no alien from the 
Covenant of grace, but under it, whom God ſo plainly excepted out of that 
Covenant, which Pzdobapriſts themſelves take to be the Covenant of grace, 
I lee not, It is true that God heard the petition of Abrabam for Iſbmael Gen, 
17.18. but that God granted him ſpiritual bleflings doth not appear, but the 
contrary v. 20. where the bleſſings granted upon Abrahams Petition for him are 
recited, However it is clear that he did exempt him from the covenant v. 21, 
and therefore he was not circumciſed by vertue of his intereſt in the Covenant, 
nor did his circumciſion ſeal that intereſt. As for what Mr. Gerce ſaith , no 
more can be truly gathered from thence then what may be ſaid of Mclchiſedec, 
or Let, it is not true, For though irs not ſaid expreſſely that God eſtabliſhed his 
covenant with them, yet they are reckoned among the righteous; and ſo in the 
Covenant of grace. But for Iſhmael when Abrg5am begged for him, God an- 
ſwers how far f would grant for him, and then addes adverſatively. But my 
covenant will I eſtabliſh with Iſaac, that is not with I/mael, which can be no 
other then the covenant before mentioncd, 71.244,5,6,7,8, which thing was fur- 
ther manifeſted by Gods ratifying Sarahs defire of Jſhmaels election Gen, 21. 
10,12. Where he is excluded from Abrahams ſeed, from which the A poſtle 
| argueth 1/hmael not to have been a child of the promiſc, 

See AinſwordY An- nor clect, nor born after the Spirit; but reprobute, a 
notations on Gen. — born after the fleſh, And therefore in my 
11. 12. xercit. I cited thoſe texts, which Mr. Geree did ill to 
omit, ſith they ſeryed for my purpoſe to prove that 
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Tſkmael had no part in the Covenant made with Abrahon. 

To the inſtance of Eſau, Mr.Geree tels me, The caſe of Eſau was but as 

that of 1/hmach,and others that were of Iſrael, but were not Tſracl ; they were 
under the external adminiſtration of the Covenant, though not really within 
the covenant of grace. This diſtinction you your elf acknowledge in 
the fourfcore and ſixteenth page of your anſwer, when you ſay, it is 
one thing to be under the outward adminiſtration , another thing to be un- 
der the covenant ot grace, Its true theſe are diſtin, but thoſe that are under 
the outward adminiſtration are to be reputed under the covenant of Grace, and 
thence were to be ſcaled ; thus was it with Eſau 3 for that ſentence, the elder 
ſhall ſerve the younger, Gen.z5.23. could ſound no higher in Iſaac's apprehen- 
fon then that difference which was put between 7/-macl and Iſaac. 

To which I reply, If 1ſh-macl were not really within the covenant of grace 
then Mr.Gerce yields what I proved before, that the promiſe of the Covenant 
of grace did not belong to him; and if it were fo , then 1//zaact and Eſau were 
circumciſcd,though no promiſe in the covenant Gen.iy. 2,4; 5, 6, 7,8. did be- 
long to them, and becauſe this was revealed to Abraham and Iſaac they were 
not reputed under the covenant of grace and thence to be ſealed as Mr. Gerce 
ſaith. Nor is it likely but Iſaac did apprehend concerning Eſau by the Oracle 
Gen. 21. 23. that none of the pom ĩics in the covenant made with Abraham, 
Gen.17.24,5,6,7,8. did belong to him. However God appointing circumciſi- 
on to theſe to whom he intended no intereſt in the covenant it follows, be made 
not intereſt in the covenant the adequate reaſon of each perſons circumciſion , 
but his own inſtitution, 

To the inſtance of rangers in Abrabams family, he anſwers z By Gods 
own teſtimony Abraham would kecp none in his family, but ſuch as were out- 
wardly conformable to the waics of God, Cen. 18.19. and ſo were in the 
ſtate of Proſelytes and intereſſed in the Goſpel covenant. 

Anſw. Whether Abraham did or might keep any infidel in his family was 
conſidered by me in the firſt part of this Review, ſ. 37. But for the text, Gen. 
18.19. it doth not teſtify, that Abraham would keep none in his family, but 
ſuch as were outwardly conformable to Gods waies, but that he would com- 
mand them to keep Gods waies , and ſhall keep the way of Jehovah 3 but this 
being ſpoken indefinitely is equipollcnt oncly to a particular, as appears in 
Iſkmacl and Etau and others. But were this granted they were ſo contormable 
and were ſo proſclytes and were in ſome ſort intereſſed in the benefit of the Ga» 
ſpel covenant,yet it follows not that anypromiſe in that covenant did belong to 
them, much leſs that ſuch intereſt was the rcaſon of their being — 
As for Mr. Gs. uſctu] obſervation, that circumciſion was not anncxt to the 
Covenant only becauſe it was a mixt covenant, ſith it was appliabie to the 
Proſelyte G-ntiles, and their ſeed, that were nor onely without, but uncapa- 
ble of intereſt in the land of Canaan ; I know nor what uſe there is of it for 
his purpoſe 3 it goes upon a miſtake that ciccumciſion was to be to none, but 
who had intercſt in the coverant Gen. 17. which I have refuted, The Gentile 
p olelytes were to be circumcite.! becauſe of the command, though it were not 
known that each, or any prolelyte, or his ſced, had intereſt inthe Covenant. 
As for Mr. Gs. reaſon of his oblevation , it ſhould ſeem by it he meant others 
wile than he exprefied, to wit, Circumciſion was not annext to the Covenart 
ON: 
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only becauſe of the temporal promiſes, which I grant, and yet hold the Co- 


ven ant, Gen. 17. 4,56%, 8. a mixt Covenant, asd that perſons were to be 
circumciſed to whom no promiſe in the covenant made with Abraham did be-. 
ong. i 8 N 
Mr.G. go s on. To the other part of my exception againſt the connexion 
between the ſeal and corcr.ant, as they ſpeak, that many were not to be cir - 
cumciſed , to whom all or moſt of the promiſes of the Covenant did belong, 
as the females comming from Abraham, he ſaith, 

For femaics we anſwer, That God under that adminiſtration was pleaſed 
(in reference to ſcme things pointed at by the ſcal) to appoint a be ot which ' 
women were not capable; lo were they particularly excluded from being ſealed 
with the Sacrament of initiation under that adminiſtration. 

To which I reply, 1. That women are nct capable of circumciſion is con- 
tradicted by thole that ſay , that at this day in ſome parts of the world women 
are circumciſed. X.histcs ChriSiiani mares of au ab ortu die circumt i unt, & 
feminis etiam aliq uid amputatur, ut Abrahami et aliorum ſanforum patrum ex- 
emplo ardentius in ſimilis ſanfitatis ſtudium incitentur. Quarto deinde a circum- 
ciſione die mares, oft avo atem ſæminæ ſalutaribus aquis exptantnr, & Euchariſii« 
am co die infantes ixitiati in mica tanis aſſumunt. Oſotius ib. rerum ab En- 
manucle geit. Zuinger. that. vit. Hum. vol. 27. I 3. tit. bapt. pag. 4172. Oſiander 
Epit. Hiſt. Eccl. Cent. 1 2. l. 4. C. 4. Anno Chriſti 1187. Jacobite baptiſmo & cir- 
iumciſione uturtur drcumcidentcs maſculos & femellas. Hornbeck. Append. ad 
diſp. de bap. ve. theſ. 8. Selebant Æthicpes cum baptiſmo ctiam circumcidere 
baptizatum, mas an femina eſſet circumcidebatur. Doctor Field of the Church 
2. beck chap. 1. Speaking ot the Facobites in Hria, Sixtly, they uſe circumci- 
fron even of barb Scaes, and of the Haba-ſine, They are alſo circumciſed both 
male and female. 

The ſame hath Ho lin in his Geography, deſcribing S5ria and Ethiopia, and 
before him (if my memory deceive me not) Ercycwood in his Enquiry of Ree 
ligtons. 

So that it is but a jeſt of Mr. Blake , that women could no more be circum- 
ciſed then barb'd, it theſe : uthors be of any credit. But were it true that wo- 
men were nct circumciſed becauſe uncapable , yet would God doubtleſs have 
appointed ſuch a fign as they were capable of, if it were true that al: that were 
in covenant muſtbe Fgned, But if it be true which Mr. G. cenfeſſeth, That 
the females, tlñeugl in covenant were particularly excluded from being ſealed 
with the ſacrament of initiation under that adminiſtration, then the connexion 
between the ſeal initial and the covenent, is not proved from circumcibon. 
And as for that he ſaies, That in reference to ſome things pointed ar Ly the 
ſcal, God under that adminiſtration was pie:ſ-d to appoint a Gen of which wo- 
wen ere not cepabli; it is a plain conſt ſſion, that Ged appcintcd circumciſion 
tor an end rot common to believers at all times, er to ſuch as were in the co- 
venant of grace, but pre per to the pe ſterĩty cf Abraham; and therctore though 
the covenant were granted to be the reaſon of circumciſion, yet it ſollcws not 
all mult be baptized barely from the covenant of grace, becauſe they were cir- 
cumciſed by reaſon ot intereſt in it, ſith this was not trve, and as Mr. Geree 
— Cicumciſien was t ppeinted in reference to ſome things proper to 

that time. 
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But he hopes to ſalve the matter thus: So, actually they were not circumci« 
ſed, yet were they reputed as circumciled, as appears both by the place alleged 
by Vir. M. Exod.12. 48. and where the houſe ot Ifract is ſaid to be circumciſ- 
ed, and alſo by that of Sani ons parents, being dilpleaſed that he ſhould take 
a wife of the uncircumciſed Philiſlinc Judges 14.3. For unleſs the Iſraclitiſb 
women were repuredly circumciſed in the males, circumciſion could make no 
difference between wife and wife; yea our Saviour ſhould be born of the un- 
circumciſed. . 

To which I anſwer: To be reputed as circumciſcd, may be underſtood thus, 
they were mentioned as ci.cumciled, and this ſenſe is falſe; for then it ſhould 
be an erroury ſith they were not circumciſcd ? nor is in the text Exod. 12. 48. 
any thing to that pu poſcʒ for the ipeech, no uncircumciſed perſon ſliall cat the 

fieover, is to be limitted by the matter, of them that ought to be circumci- 
led and that Fudge 14.3.0t taking a wife of or from the Phi/i;ncs uncircum- 
ciſed , as if thereby were intimated that an 1ſraclizeſs woman was reputed as 
circumciſed, or that oui Saviour ſhould be born of the uncircumciſed, if wo- 
men were not reputed as uncircumciſed, proves it not. For the terms [ ciecum= 
ciſed and uncircumciſed} are ſpoken of the people, who are (aid to be circum- 
ciſed from the chick part, not from all parts. Tremember not where the whole 
houſe of Iſrael is (aid to be circumciled , but to be uncircumciſed in heart, 
Jeremy 9.26. yet were there ſuch a place, it muſt be underſtood of all that were 
to be circumciſed. Or elſe the meaning is, they were reputed as circumciſed, 
that is, they were admitted to the patleoyer it their males were circumciſed , 
notwithſtanding they were not in their proper perſons circumciled, which ſenſe 
is true. Bui then It ſerves not the turn to avoid the force of the inſtance brought 
to ſhew there is not a neceſſary connexion between intereſt in the covenant, and 
the peiſous right to the initial Scal, in his own perſon, which Mr G: muſt prove 
to make good his Major, For he would have infant-temales actually baptized, 
becauſe in covenants and his proot is, They that were in covenant were cir - 
cumciſed, which muſt be meant of all in covenant, and of actual circumci- 
ſion in their own perſons, or <iſc it can prove but a particular of ſome , and 
their virtual baptilm, to wit, femKie intants. But Mr. G. thinks to prevent this 
object ion. 

And whereas you object, that you may as well ſay, that children are vir- 
ally b5prizcd in their patents, I deny it, becauſe you have not the like proof 
for the one, as we have for the other. Buhiics women that are (aid to be 
virtually and repuratively ci: &@mciſed in the miles, were not actually to be cir» 
cumciſed at all: they were excluded, which you do not, nor cannot (ay of 
_ 3 when they are grown up you contels they may and ought to be bap- 
ted. 

Anſw. That which I ſaid, was only by way of inf:rence upon Pædobaptiſts 
ſuppolitiùnsʒ if virtual circumciſion were all that might be claimed by virtue 
of the coven ant it would not help Pædobaptiſts who would from the covenant 
prove a right of actual circumciſion to intants, whereas by their on conteflicn 
it onely proves necellarily a virtualz and if fo, how can it prove ncceſlarily by 
their own principles any more than a virtual baptizing of infants ? The fame 
medium that doth not prove as necetlary actual ci cumc iſion in the one, c:nrot 
prove as neceſſary actual baptiſm in the other. Now the force of this object ion 
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is not at all weakned by his reply. For my words were not concerning the fit- 

neſs of the expreflion , that the one was as fit as the other, but that I might 
rant a virtual baptiſm to infants without detriment to my cauſe , if they af- 
ert no more from the covenant, but a virtual circumcifon, i 

But had I ſaid [you may as well ſay] (which yet I find not in my writings, 
but, we might grant, we may ſay Examen page 37. by like, perhaps greater 
reaſon it may be ſaid Exercit. p. 4. ) the ſpeech might have been right notwith- 
ſtanding Mr. Gerees exceptions, for there is no more proof for the uſe of this 
ſpeech, that females may be (aid to be virtually circumciſed in the males, then 
or this, infants may be ſaid to bg virtually baptized in their parents, neither 
being uſed in Scripture, and reaſon being as much for the one as the other, 
And though thoſe that were infants when grown, _ believers, are to be bap- 
tized, yet infants during their infancy wi, 7 more full evidence excluded from 
actual baptiſm, then females were from actual circumciſion. 

Mr. G. proceeds thus. For your ſecond inſtance of infants dy ing afore they 
were eight daies old 3 I ,anſwer that they were particularly tyed to that day, 
whether for the Theological reaſcn Levit.x2.2,3. or for the Phyſical reaſon, 
that God would not ſuffer an inciſion to be made on the ficſh of*a tender in- 
fant 3 or till the feventh, that is; the Critical day was over; or whether to 
typihe the reſurrection, we cannot determine; but till that day they were ex- 
preſly excluded; yet thercfore'it remains clear that all that were within that 
adminiſtration of the Covenant, that were not expreſly excluded, were cir- 
cumciſed, which is enough for my purpoſe. And ſo unleſs you can bring a 
rule that no infant of Chriſtians ſhall have the Sacrament of initiation till 18 
years or ſo, that inſtance of infants not being circumciſed dying before the 8. 
day, is too ſhort to reach up. 5 

Anſw. It is not enough for Mr. Gs. purpoſe, which was to prove, the ſeal 
did follow the covenant, and when any were aggregated into the Jewiſh church 
and taken into the communion of the covenant made with Abrabam they were 
initiated into that adminiſtration of the Covenant by the Sacrament of Cir- 
cumciſion, unleſs he can prove that all that were in covenant, and in the Jew- 
iſh Church were circumciſed, But his own grant, That ſome in the Cove- 
nant, and Jewiſh Church, as females and males under eight daies old, 
were expreſly excluded, overthrows his own poſition, and is enough for my pur- 
pole to — that all in the covenant were not circumciſed, The reaſon why 
males afore the eighth day were not circumciſed, whatever it were, is nothing 
for Mr. Gs. advantage, but againſt him, fith it doth more fully ſhew that 
God would not have them circumcifed. Nor need I bring a rule that no infant 
cf Chriſtians ſhall have the Sacrament of initiation till eighteen years, or ſo, 
which —ç upon his miſtake, as if the inſtance I gave were as a proof of the 
time of baptiſm, it being brouzht only to ſhew a reaſon of my denial of his 
allertion, that the ſeal did follow the covenant. It is enough for me, that I 
prove (as 1 have done in the ſecond part of the Revicw ſ. 5. &c. ) that the rule 
is, that perſons are not to be baptized till they be diſciples ex believ ers, and that 
infants are not ſuch. 

Mr. G. addes, Your third inſtances are of Adam, Abel, Noah page 36. of 
your anſwer, and Melchiſedec, Lot, Fob, pag. 4. Exzrcit. 1 anſwer either thoſe 
were before the adminiſtration begun with 4!r2ham, and fo before the inſtitu- 
tion 


8 


(67) 
tion of ſeals, or ſuch of them that were with or after him, either they join 
not themſelves to that adminiſtration, and ſo were not to be ſealed no more 
then the Proſelytes of the Gate, or if they did unite to the Church in Abra 
hams family, then it is apparent they might lay claim to circumciſion, as other 
proſelytes did. And ſo indecd it is averred of Iob, that he was circumciſed, by 
the Author of the book of true circumciſion, which is aſcrrbed to Hierom, 
cited by Iunius in his animadverſion on Bellarmine, Controv. 4. |, 3. cap. 16, 
Not. 13. 

Anſ 4 Maſter Gerce doth make ſhew of anſwering my allegation, but doth 

indeed confirm my proof, that ſith Abel, Noah, Melchiſedec, Lot, and many 
Proſelytes of the gate were in the Covenant of grace, yet had not any initial 
ſign or ſeal, as M.Gerce calls it, to ſeal the Covenant, and ſome ſealed after an 
initial ſcal was inſtituted though in the Covenanc of grace , therefore there is 
not ſuch a connexion between the Covenant, and the initial ſcal, that there- 
fore a man muſt have the (<1 initial becauſe he is in the covenant of grace, and 
that it was not from intereſt in the Covenant of grace , that perſons were cir- 
cumciſed,but Gods ſpecial command upon ſuch reaſons as ſeemed beſt to him, 
but is not a reaſon for us to imitate in another ordinance without the like com- 
mand. If one Author conceive Job was circumciſed, many do conceive other- 
wile, and there are more probable reaſons he was not; ſith there's no mention 
of his circumciſion, or his obſerving any of the rites of the Law, or of any 
acquaintance he had with Iſrael, or any thing elſe that might induce us to be- 
lieve he had communion with the policy of Iſracl. 

Maſter Geree ſaith further; And wheras you ſay, Laſtly, that the Jews com- 
prehended in covenant and circumciſed could not bc baptized without faith 
and repentance, I anſwer, the reaſon is evident 3 becauſe baptiſm was a (cal of 
a ne, adminittration ; and therefore they muſt join to that adminiſtration of 
the covenant as well as be in covenant, bcfore they could be baptizcd. 

Anſw. I am beholding to Mr. Gerce , who as before had given the reaſon 
why Mclcbiſedeck, Lot, Job, were not circumciſed, though in Covenant be- 
cauſe of their not joining themſelves to that adminiſtration , oraheir not uni- 
ting to the Church in Abrahams family: ſo here again he doth nct only grant 
what JL allege , but gives a reaſon of it alſo, and ſuch as quite overthrows his 
diifnt:. For if it were true that the Jews that were in covenant were not to 
bel ap-iz. vithout faith and repentance, then being in covenant is not a ſuf- 
ficient c alon ot an infants being baptized without faith and repentance, and 
if baptiſm were a ſeal of a new adminiſtration, then it muſt have a new rule , 
and ſo the old rule of circumcition is no direction to us about baptiſm, if Lot, 
the Proſelytes of the gate, ſhough in covenant , were not to be circumciſed 
wit out joining to that adminiſtration, or the Church in Abrabam family, 
then right to circumcihon was not from intereſt in the covenant common to 
all believers, but ſomething proper to that Church-ſtate, or adminiſtration , 
which is now voided: it therefore the Jews in covenant and circumciſed muſt 
profeſs repentance and faith afore they were baptized , becauſe they muſt join 
to the new adminiſtration of the covenznt, then according to Mr. Gcrees own 
confeſſion, according to the new adminiſtration of the Covenant, faith and re- 
pentance are required of them that join to that adminiſtration of the Covenant. 
And therefore whereas Mr. O crec addes, we may therefore conclude, that thoſe 
K 2 that 
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ofpel-coyenant in any adminiſtration of jt, have right to 
— —_—_— — that adminiſtrationʒ unleſs they be particularly ex- 
cluded by God himſelf, and ſo the major is firmly proved; I may truly ſay, 
it is firmly proved that they that are under the Golpel-covenant in any admi- 
niſtration of it, yet have not right to the ſeal of initiation under that admini- 
ſtration, barely — the Covenant without a command, and that God him- 
elf hath excluded infants from baptiſm by Mr. Gerces own conceſſion , with- 
out faith and repentance, and that in all this arguing Mr. G. hath dicargd 
much and proved nothing. Let's ſec whether he ſpeed better abgur proving the 
Minor. 
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SECT. XVI. | 
That the Gofpcl-Covenant is not cxtended ro in fants of believers , 8 ſuch. 


Ow the Minor, ſaith he, that children are under the Goſpel-Covenant 
in the Chriſtian adminiſtration of ir, that we prove by the Scriptures 
mentioned, as firſt, Gen.17. 7. I will cſtabliſh my Covenant between me and 
thee, and thy deed after thee in their generations for an everlaſting covenant to 
be a God unto thee and thy ſeed after thee, To comprehcnd the meaning of this 
place we are to conſider, What the privilege is that is here promiſed : 2. what 
the extent of it is. Firſt for the privilege it (elf, as Calvin hath well obſerx- 
ed by vertue of this promiſe, the Church was ſettled in Abrahams family, and 
it was ſeparated from the ret of the World, as light from darkneſs. And the 
people of Iſrael (Abrabams poſterity) was ihe bouſe and ſhecpfold of God; 
And other nations like wild bes ſts ranging about without in the wilderneſs of 
the World. And by this privilege the dignity of adept ion. belonged to all the 
Iſraelites in common, Rom. 9. 4. To whom pertainerh the adoption. And ſo, 
though by nature they were no better than others; yet by reaſon of this pto- 
mile they had a * ge, whereby they were ſepe rated from others, which 
is apparently held forth, Gal. 2. 15. We who are Jcws by nature, not ſinners of 
the Gentiles; as Mr. Blake hath truly obſerved; And ſith you grant the Jews 
« birth privilege, as p.106. and p.78. of your Anſwer, you needed not have 
quarrelled with this plain proof. But now among thoſe that had this out ward 
privile e of common adoption (to be reputed children when the Gentiles were 
reputed as Dogs, ati h. 1 5. 26.) there were ſome that were ſeparated by the ſe- 
cet election ot God, and really made partakers of ſanRifying and ſaving grace, 
and ſo not only adopted outwardly, and reputatifely, but allo really; in com- 
pariſon of whom the other Iſraclite are ſometimes ſpoken of, as no ſons of A. 
braham,Rom.g.6,7. Though cxternally they were the children of the Kingdom, 
and in reference to the Gentiles they are ſo tiled, Marthew $8. 11,12, So then 
the privilege is, that he would be a God to all in regard of external denomina- 
tion, and external privileges of a Church, and to the ele& in regard of ſpiritu- 
al adoption, grace and glory. 
Aniw. It is true, 1 granted page 78. of my Examen, that the Jews had a 
dirth-privilege; yet depyed it to be from the Covenant ot grace according to 


tkeſybliance of it, as Mr.M#{peaks, but that ſpecial love God bare ro A ba- 
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hams poſterity. Nor do I deny that the people of Iſrael, till broken off, were 


in common eſtimation Gods children, children of the Kingdom, not — 


nor unclean as the Gentiles, and that theſe titles did belong to all by exter 
denomination, really to the elect. Nor do I much gainſay that by vertue of 
the pcomiſe, I will be a God to the feed af Abraham, the Church was ſettled 
in Abrahams family, though it doth not appear to me that the Apoltle did ſo 
expound this promiſe, but expreſly contradiſtinguiſheth the children of the 
promiſe, to the children of the fleſh, Rom. 9. 9. And bis do@rine there is plain, 
that the elect are they only to whom the promile, I will be the God of thy ſeed, 
Cen. 17.7. was made: yea Exercit.page 2,3. I cxpound the promile, as in re- 
ſpe of ſome peculiar bleſſings, belonging to Abrabams natural ſeed. Nat did 
I quarrel with Mr. Blake for proving from Gal. 2, 15. a birth-privilege — 
ing to the Jews, but excepted againſt him for that he contended to have the 
ſeed of believing Gentile · parents under the Goſpel to be under the firſt member 
of the diviſion in the text, to wit, Fews by nature: which cxception I have 
made good in my Poſtſcript ro my Apology $.g. which I — to vindicate 
from Maſter Blakes Reply, Vindic. feit. cha. 3 5. in that which followes. But 
then what doth this advantage to prove Mr. Gs. Migor. To children (mean- 
ing all or elſe his concluſion can be but particular) of believing Chriſtians 
the Goſpel-covenant is extended in the Chriſtian Churches ? Is this the Go- 
ſpel-coyenant to make a people only repuratively and outwardly, but not really 
adopted : Is this that which circumciſion did ſeal ? Is this the covenant of 
grace which the (cal is to follow ? What kind of juggling is there with theſe 
men ? . 

They contend the Covenant Gen.17.7. to be the ſame with the Covenant. 
of grace for ſubſtance , and that they make to conſiſt in ſaving graces, the 
temporal benefits they refer to the adminiſtration that then was, they will not 
have it called a mixt covenant , and this covenant of grace they will have to 
be ſealed by citcumciſion out of Rom. 4. 11. and they ſay this was made to be- 
hevers and their ſeed, and th:nce they have ſalvation if they die in infancy , 
1 this there is no ground of hope of the ſalvation of any infant de- 
ce fed; and they argue they are to have the ſeal, becauſe they are in covenant , 
which if they underſtand not of that coyenant , of which that ordinance is 
the ſeal, what colour is there to derive thence a title unto that ſeal on them 
who have intereſt in another covenant, which it doth not ſcal ? Their argu- 
ment is, He hath right to the Conveyance, who hath right to the Land: but 
theſe men who dare not aſſert that the covenant of taving grace belongs to all 
believers natural children, yet will have them all to have right to baptiſm which 
ſcals faving graces, though perhaps a very few, and thoſe all unknown perſons 
have right to that Covenant, onely becauſe a promiſe of outward and rt puta- 
tive adoptie n, though not ſaving graces belongs to all. Beſides what ground 
hath Mr. G. to call this promiſe the Goſpel-covenant * Rom. 1. 16,17 G4l.3.8, 
9, &c. the Goſpel· covenant is, The juſt ſhall live by faith: it is that which 
contains promiſe of ſanGtibcation, remiſſicn of fins, &c. Hebrews 8 10,11, 
12. & 10. 16, 17. Maithew 26.28, The cverlaſting covenant that hath the 
ſure mercies of David, Iſz/ab 55. 2 Act 13. 3438, 39. Hcbrews 13. 20. 
and of which Jeſus is the Surety or Mediator, Hcbrews 7.22. & 12. 24. what 


a mockage hen is this of people to tell them the Covenant of grace is wade to 
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their children, and the Coſpel-covenant is extended to them: and that God 
hath p:omiſed to be their God, and that they are confederatewith their parents, 
and yet in fine all that they dare aſſert is, God hath promiſed to the ſeed of be- 
lievers an external, reputative adoption, though not real 5 ſuch chaff they 
catch their auditors with. But is this promiſe that God will ſettle his Church 
in Abrahams family, and ſeparate them from the reſt of the World, as light 
from darkneſs, as Mr. G. expreſly makes it, indeed the Goſpel-Covenant? I 
dare freely ſay , it is Jewiſh, Anti-cvangelical, directly oppoſite to the Goſ- 
pel-covenant. For the Goſpel- covenant is, That God would. bleſs all Nati- 
ons in Abrabam through faith, Gal.3.8,9- G-ntiles as well as Jews, yea the 
G:ntile-believers inſtead of the Jews broken off by unbelief. If then this be 
the Goſpel covenant, I will be the God of thy ſeed; that is, in Mr. G's. ſenſe, 
I will ſeparate Abrahams family from the reſt of the world to be my Church , 
then the Church under the Goſpel covenant is not Catholick contrary to the 
article of the Creed, and ſo the Goſpel-covenant continues the middle wall of 
partition, But perhaps Maſter Gerec, helps the matter in that which fol- 
loweth. . 

For the ſecond thing, ſajth he, the extent of this privilege (though there 
were ſomething in it _ to Abraba n) yet was it not limitted to him alone, 
but thoſe that were of Abraham inherited his promiſe to have God their God, 
and the God of their ſeed. As what was ſaid to Foſhua, Joſh.r. 5 I will not 
leave thee nor ſorſake thee, was not bounded to his perſon , but applicable to 
all conſcientious Iſraelites ; yea to all Chriſtians in Gods way — work, as 
the Apoſtle applieth it Heb, 13. 5. So this privilege or the Covenant to have 
God the God of their ſeed, is to be applyed to all Iiraelites, yea to all of any 
nation that have his faith and tread in his ſteps : they that do the work of A- 
braham may claim the promiſes of Abraham, that be ordinary and eſſential parts 
of the Covenant. 

Anſw. Mr. G. Will haye the promiſe LI will be a God to thy ſeed] to promiſe 
the ſettling of the Church in AbrahamS$family ſeparated from the reſt of the 
World as light from darkneſs ; if this be ſo, how can it be a promile to another 
nation, that their children ſhould be adopted outwardly and reputatively? Forgif 
by this promiſe Abrahams natural poſterity have a privilege whereby they are ſe- 
this _ is common to other nations with them. Bur ſaith he, The promile 
parated from all other nations, ſurely its no better than a contradiction to ſay 
to Foſhua, Toſh. 1.5.was not bounded to his perſon, Heb.13.5.which I grantz nor 
do I doubt, but promiſes made to Abraham, David, Jothua, ac do belong 
to all true believers, where the holy Ghoſt doth ſo expound them, and where 
th: promilc is of a thing which other Scriptures do clear to belong to them. But 
ther: is no ſuch thing in the promiſe of Gen. 17. 7. Maſter Geree brin.;s nothing 
bat his own aſſertion to prove it, nor do I know any thing brouyh: by any elſe, 
bu: what the Author of the little book, intitled, Infants baptiim proved law- 
ful by Scripture, printed Anno 1644. hath, 

Who thus argued, That which was promiled to Abraham, as a believer, is 
promiſed to every believer. | 

But God promiſed to be a God to Abraham, and his ſeed as a belizyer : Ergo: 

To which Tantwered , if { as ] be taken reduplicatively ſo as that the 
meaning be under that formal conſideration, to kim being a belicver, and 
ro 
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toevery one being a believer, as to him, I deny the Major; it was not made to 
him as a believer, ſimply under that conſideration, but though it were made 

n his faith, as a motive of making that covenant with him, yet not under 
that formal conſideration ſimply as a belieyer, ſo as that the covenant ſhould be 
ſaid to be made to every believer, as to him. As in like manner, though Peter 

Matthew 26 18 19 had the promiſe of building the Church, and the Keys 
of the Kingdom of Heaven, and of binding and Iboſling, conferred on him 
by reaſon ot his confeſſion of Chriſt, verſe 16, yer cve one that confeſſeth 
Chriſt as he did, hath not that that promiſe ; If any ask how it was made to 
Abraham ? I anſwer, ſo far as concerns the ſpiritual part, it is cler from Ro- 
mans 4 11 12 16 18, that it was made to him as Father of believers, and in 
that conſtruction, though it belong to Gentiles, yet it belongs onely to belie- 
ving ele& Gentiles, Romans 9 7 8 Galatians 3 29, or to Chriſt , whether 
perſonal or myſtical, verſe 16. But that it belongs not in that ſenſe, no not to 
all or any, either of Jews or Gentiles, who are not elect, is apparent from Ro- 
mans 9 7 8, no meer formal proſeſſor can lay claim to it. As for the pro- 
miſe of ourward privileges, as to be of the viſible Church, to have the Ordj- 
nances of Gods worſhip , ſo the promile is made td Abraham as a natural 
Father of his inheriting poſterity by Iſaac, and to that ſeed by Ilaac which was 
to inherit in Abrahams family: and to that natural ſeed which God would 
bring out of Egypt, and ſettle in Canaan, and this was but unto the time of 
reformation, as it is termed, Heb. chap. 9. verſ. 10. Now that thoſe words, I 
will be thy God, and the God of thy ſeed , ſhould be expounded thus, I 
will be the God of every Gentile believer, either in profeſſion or reality, that 
his natural poſterity ſhould be Gods viſible Church, or viſible Church-mem= 
bers, hath not the leaſt intimation in Scripture, but much againſt it, nor can 
be brofight by any ſhew of right conſtruction to be the meaning. For I would 
know under which term of thele [ thee, or thy ſeed] every ſuch natural childe, 
even an infant ſhauld be meant; under [ thy ſeed] they muſt (ay, but the Scri- 
pture placeth believers themſelves, and thoſe only reall believers under that term, 
as is proved before, and other places ſpeak to like parpoſe, John 8. 39. Matth. 
3.9. Luke 19.9 therefore without addition to the text, believers natural ſeed 
are not there placed. Nor were the promiſe true in Mr. Gerecs ſenſe, For 
God doth not make good the premiſe in that ſenſe to every believer and his na- 
tural ſeed, many Gentile believers have had their children perſecutors, not vi- 
ſible Church-members, and may have ſtill ; yea in that ſenſe which Mr. Gerce 
himſelf expounds it, it was only verified of the natural poſterity of Abraham, 
yet not of every particular child of his, but of the nation till Chriſts com 
miag. 

As for the dictate of Mr. G. they that do the works of Abraham, may claim 
the promiles of Abraham, that be ordinary and eſlential parts of the covenant, 
it intimates ſome p-omiles of the covenant to be eſlential, ſome not, ſome ordi- 
nary, ſome extraordinary parts of the covenant, 

But thele are new diſtinctions, with which I meet not elſewhere, nor know 
I how to underſtand what promiſes he makes ordinary, nor what extraordinary, 
what eſſential parts of the covenant, what not, That Covenant being but 
once made in my conccit, therefore had all the promiſes of the ſame ſort , whe- 


ther ordinary or extraordinary, and 3 covenant being an aggregate of promiſca, 
Colt 
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contains the promiſes as the matter, and the making together as the form, which 
are the eſſential parts of the Covenant) there's no _ but being the matte t 
of the covenant is an eſſential part, or rather all the promĩſes together are the 
matter and each promiſe is an integral part of the whole number of promiſes, 
And therfore his ſpeech is not eaſie to be underſtood, | 

I grant that they who are of the faith of Abraham, may claim the · promiſe 
of Juſtification, and other ſaving bleſſings. But for viſible Church-member- 
ſhip of natural poſterity, or other domeſtique promiſes made to Abraham, nei- 
ther the natural poſterity of Abraham, nor the trueſt belicving Gent ile, can 
lay a juſt claim to them, but that notwithſtanding that promile, God is free to 
make their children or the children of Gentile, or Jew Infidels his people, his 
viſible church, and to ſettle his worſhip with them. 

Mr. Geree writes thus, and that this privilege of having God to be the God 
of our ſced, was not perſonal, and peculiar to Abraham, but propagared to 
his ſeed, may hence appear, becauſe the ſame in effect is promiled te other god- 
ly Jews, which is here promiſed to Abraham, Deut. 30.6. And the I ord thy 
God will circumciſe thy hcart, and the heart of thy ſecd. 

Anſw. The ꝓromiſe to Abraham, according to Mc. Gs. expoſition, was, 
That he would be a God to all in regard of external denomination, and ex- 
ternal privilege of a Church, and to the elect in regard of ſpiritual adoption 
grace and glory. Sure this is not the ſame in effect with that, Deut. 30.6. which 
is nothing of external privileges of a Church, but of circumciſing their hearts, 
and the heart of their ſeed, to love the Lord their God with a'l their heart, and 
with all their ſoul, that they might live: which can be true only of the cle. 
Beſides, it is promiſed to them at their return from captivity, and upon t heir 
returning to the Lord, and obeying his voice according to all that, he comman- 
ded them that day, they and their children, with all their heart, and alf their 
ſoul, v. 2. which ſure cannot be ordinarily applied to them in their infancy, 
and therefore this text is very impertinently alleged to prove an external privi= 
lege to infants of meer reputed believers even in their infancy. Mr. Baxter him- 
ſelf in his Friendly accommodation with Nr. Fe ford p.z61. hath theſe words. 
The text ſeems plainly to ipcek of ¶ their ſeed] not in their infant- ſtate, but 
in their adult, Let. 30. For firſt, verſe 2. the condition of th promiſe is ex- 
preſly required, not only of the parent, but of the children themſelves by name. 

2. And th# condition is the perſonal performance of the ſame acts, which 
Are required of the parents, viz. to return to the Lord, and obey his voice with 
all their heart and ſoul, 
3+ Thecircumcifion of the heart promiſed, is ſo annexed to the act, that 
it appeareth to be meant only of thoſe that were capable ot the act, ver. 6. 
The Lord thy God will circamciſe thine heart, and the heart of thy ſeed, to 
_ the Lord thy God ſo that it is not meant of thoſe that are uncapable of ſo 
oving. 

Mr. G. yet adds. And thus much that place, Af, 2.39. doth hold forth and 
contribute to infant- be p iim, to ſhew that children are comprehended in the 
Covenant with their fathers, and both theſe laſt promiſes being of Evangelical 
privileges they muſt needs be communicable to bf under thc Golpel-covenant; 
vo then it remains that God ſtill is in covenant with every bclicycr, and his ſeed, 

Anſw. That Acts 2. 39. neither ſhews that children (of believers) are 
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hended (univerſally aud neceſſarily) with their ts, nor contributes 

— — infant-baptiſm, is ſhewed in the forepart of as Review {.5. and not 
withſtanding any thing ſaid by Mr. Geree it yet remains to be proved, that 
God is in Covenant with every believer and his ſeed, | 

The reſt of that ſection of Mr.Gerce, is about my expounding Mr. M's, ſe- 
cond conclufion, which I ſhall review as far as is meet when I come to it. I 
have diſpatched at laſt the anſwering thole that argue ſyllogiſtically from the 
covenant, and ſeal for infam-bapriſm, But moſt go another way by layin 
down concluſions, and framing hypotheſes, and I proceed to take a view 4 
their writings. 
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SECT. XVII. 


Mr. Cottons, The Aſſemblies, and London Miniſters way of arguing for In- 
fant-baptiſm from the Covenant and Circumciſion, is recited, and the methode 
of the future progreſs in the Review, expreſſed, 


R. Fobn Cotton in his Dialogue, ch. 3. goes this way, and expreſſeth 
himſelf in four things, 

That 1. God made a covenant of grace with Abraham, and his ſeed , Gen, 

» Jo 

a Gave him a commandment to receive the ſign of circumciſion the ſeal of 
the covenant of grace, to him and his ſeed, Gen,»7.9,10. 
. The Lord hath given that Covenant of grace which was then to Abraham 
tis ſeed, now to — and our ſeed. , 

4. And hath given us baptilm in the room of circumciſion. 

The Aficmbly at Wcitminster in their confeſſion of faith, chap 25.art.2. aſ- 
ſert, T! at the viſible Church conſiſts of all the children of thoſe that profeſs 
the true Religion, and cite to prove it, 1 Cor. 7. 14. Acts 2. 39. Exckiel 16. 
20, 21, Rom. 11. 16. Gen, 3. 15. and 17.7. of theſe, one of the Texts, to 
wit, Gen. 3. 15. I meet not with in the writings of the defenders of infant- 
baptiſm, to my temembrance, except once in Mr. Baxter to prove a conditio- 
— made with all Adams poſterity. I do no: imagine what uſe that 
Text is of to prove infants of thoſe that profels the true Religion to be viſible 
Church-members, | 

Whether the ſeed of the woman be meant of all men, or by excellency of 
Chriſt, or of true belicvers (which are all the ſenſes l conceive) yet how from 
any of theſe ſhould be gathered that infants of profeſſours of the true Religi » 
on, as ſuch, and not as of humane kinde, ſhould be meant by the ſeed of the 
woman, or that the bruiſing of the Serpents head ſhould prove, infants of 

chat profeſs the true Religion to be viſible Church members is a riddle , 
which I cannot yet reſolve. Ch. 28. art. 4. they ſay,Infants of one or both be- 
lieving parents are to be baptiz ed, and in the margin cite, Gen.17, 7. 9. with 
Gal.z.9.14, Col. 2. 11,12. K 17s 2.38 39. & Kon. 4.11,12.1 Cœr. 7. 14. Mat. 
28.19, Mark 10. 13,1451 5,16. Luke 18.15, what they would gather from 
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theſe texts may be gheſſed from the Directory about baptiſm , where they di- 
re& the Miniſter to teach the people, That baptiſm is a ſeal of the covenant of 
grace, of our ingrafting into Chriſt, &c. That the promiſe is made to belie- 
vers and their ſeed, and that the ſeed and poſterity of the faithful, born within 
the Church, have by their birth-intereſt in the Covenant, and right to the ſeal 
of it, and to the outward privileges of the Church under the Goſpel „ no leſs 
then the children of Abraham in the time of the old Teſtament, the covenant 
of grace for ſubſtance being the ſame, and the grace of God, and conſolation 
of helicvers more plentiful then before, that the Son of God admitted little 
children into his preſence, embracing them, and bleſſing them, ſaying , For 
of ſuch is the Kingdom of God; that children by baptiſm, are ſolemnly recei- 
ved into the boſome of the viſible Church, that they are Chriſtians, and fede+ 
rally holy before baptiſm, and therefore are they baptized. 

Moſt of which propoſitions are ambiguous, few of them true, or have any 
proof from the texts .lleged in the Confeſſionz and if they were all true ( ſer- 
ting aſide one or two which expreſs the concluſion in a different phraſe) they 
would not infer the Concluſion, 

The firſt p:opoſition is ambiguous, it being doubtful in what ſenſe baptiſm 
is ſaid to be a ſeal of the Covenant ot grace, whether in a borrowed or proper 
ſenſe, ſo as it be the definition or genus of it, or onely an adjunct of it, or 
whether it ſeal the making of the Covenant, or the pet forming of it, or jhe 
thing covenanted , what they mcan by the covenant of grace, which is that 
covenant; whether it ſeal all or a part of it, whether it ſeal Gods covenanting 
to us, or our covenanting to God. Nor is there any proof for it from Rom. 4. 
11. which neither ſpeaks of baptiſm, nor of any ones Circumciſion but A. 
brahams, nor ſaith of his Circumciſion, that it was the ſeal of the Covenant 
of grace, as they, it is likely, mean. 

The next propoſition is ſo ambiguous, that M. A. and Mr. G. are driven to 
deviſe ſenſes which the words will not bear to make it true, as I ſhew in my A- 
pology, ſ. 9. The words ſeem to bear this ſenſe, That the promiſe of Juſtifica- 
tion, adoption, &c. is made to believers and their ſeed. But ſo it is apparently 
falſe, contradicted by the Apoſtle Rom. 9. 7, 8. and by other texts, nor is it pro- 
ved from Gen. 17.7, compared with G.. 3. 9.14. Act) 2. 39. or any other of 
— texts, yea in that ſenſe it is diſclaimed by Maſter Mar ſhall, and Maſter 

"ee, 

The next is ambiguous alſo, For how the ſeed of the faithful may be ſaid 
to be born within the Church, of what intei eſt in the covenant, and right to 
the ſeal of it, and what outward privileges they have by their birth, or what 
outward privileges they have in like meaſure as the children of Abraham, is as 
uncertain as the reſt, and how any of the tcx:s prove it, is uncertain, Surely 
G4⁰.3. 9. 14. ſpeaks only of the privileges of Juſtification and Sanctification, 
which Abrahams children by faith, and no other, not every believers poſterity 
or natural ſeed have, not is there a word Gen. 17.7. of any privilege to our na- 
tural ſced as ſuch. 

The next too is doubtful, jit being uncertain what they mean by the ſubſtance 
of the Covenant, what they make accidental in it, and what ſubſtantial 3 nor 
is it eaſie to conceive what they mean when they ſay, the grace of God and 
conſolation of believers is more plentiful then before, or how any of che texts 
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ove it, or what this is to their purpoſe, that the enlargement of a believers 
comfort intitles his child to baptiſm, nor what is meant when it is ſaid, That 
children by baptiſm are received into the boſom of the viſible Church, and yet 
after withheld trom the Lords Supper without any Eccleſiaſtical cenſure , nor 
do I know how they mean or prove theni to be Chriſtians , or federally holy 
afore bap-ilm, . 

For my part, in thoſe propoſitions I deprehend little truth or — ſenſe 3 
but that the Directory in that part is a meer riddle, fitter for Schollars to ſtudy 
than for teaching of the people. 

The London Miniſters (ot whom it is likely a conſiderable part were of the 
Aſſembly) in their us Dioinum regim.Ecci.page 32. (peak thus. 

So — of Chriſtian parents under the New Teitament are commanded 
to be baptized by conſequence, for that the infants of Gods people in the old 
Teſtament were comman led to be circumciſed, Gen. 17. For the privileges of 
believers under the New Teſtament, are a; large as the privileges of believers 
under the old T. ſtament, and the children ct believers under the New Teſta- 
ment are federally holy, and within the covenant of God as well as the chil- 
dren of believers under the old Teſtament, Gen. 17, compared with Rom. 11. 
16. 1 Cor.7.14. And what objections can be made from infants incapacity 
now againſt their baptiſm , might as well then have been made _ their 
being circumciſed. And why children ſhould once be admitted to the like ini- 
tiating Sacrament (the Lord of the Covenant, and Sacrament no where for- 
bidding them) there can be no juſt ground. And baptiſm ſucceeds in the room 
of Circumciſion, Col. 2. 11, 12. concerning which I (ay , there's no proof 
from Gen.17. compared with Rom.11.16. 1 Cor. 7. 14. to prove the children 
of believers federaly holy as they would, nor is there any 2 01. 2.1112. 
to prove the ſucceſſion of bapriim in the room of c ircumciſion. And though 
in/ants have not a natural incapacity to be dipped in water, yet they have a na- 
tural incapacity to profeſs faith in Chriſt, which is now required to baptiſm 
though not required to circumciſion. And there is an objection that may be 
made againſt infant-baptiſm, to wit, the want of a command, which could 
not be objected againſt infant male circumciſion: and this is a juſt ground to 
exclude infants from baptiſm, yea the very ſame ground they give tor exclu- 
ding them the communion , and the very ſame ground which Pædobaptiſts do 
continually, in books and Sermons urge againſt Popiſh and Prclatical ceremo- 
nies. But foralmuch as Mr, A. did direct his Detcnce of infant-baptiſm to 
the Aſſembly, and Mr. Pry: in his ſuſpenſion ſuipended, p.21. ſcems to have 
taken his book to be approved by the Aflembly, aud he is of any I mcet with 
in print likelieſt to have produced their ſtrength, and for other reaſons, thetefore 
I conceive my {elf bound to examine his detence in the third part of it, referring 
the Reader to what of that or any other is already dilpatched , taking in 
ſomewhat of Maſter Blat, and ſome others by the way, and then to cxa- 
mine ſuch parts of Mr.Cobbers Iuſt Vindication, as are not yet examined ſo far 
as I find neceſlary, and at laſt examine ſo much of Mr. Bs. diſpute about his 
ſecond argument as is not yet diſpatched, 
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SECT. XVIIL 


Mr. Marſhalls reply to the firſt ſefion of the third part of my Examen about the 
connexion between the Covenant, and ſeal, i reviewed, 


R. M. in his Sermon page 8. thus diſputed, My firſt Argument Is this; 
M The infants of believing parents are fæderati, therefore they muſt be 
fegnati. 


They are within the Covenant of grace 3 

Therctore are to partake of the ſeal of the Covenant. 

To this I anſwered by denying both the antecedent and the conſequence:and 
firſt I diſputed againſt the conſequence, Exam.part.z.1.1. 

Mr. M. in his Reply would have the Reader to conſider my advantage from 
the much ſilence in the Scripture to make my work have a ſpecious probability , 
that the like ſpecious plea might be made againſt the juſtification of infants , 
eſpecially it his diſpute ſhould be carried as mine is, altogether in the way of 
making exceptions againſt arguments, but not poſitively affirming any 
thing. 

Thus what others have counted my vertue, and have commended, beyond 

what it is fit for me to expreſs, Mr. M. unjuſtly ſeeks to draw into ſuſpition, as if 
there were ſophiſtry and guile in it, as he did in other things, as I ſhew in my 
Apology. . 
— thinks a conſiderate Reader ſhould take this to be the courſe of a 
diffident man, If there be much ſilence in Scripture about infants , why, do 
Mr.M. and others avouch their baptiſm; with ſo much peremptorineſs. If their 
juſtification could be no better proved then their bapriſm, it wonld be no arti- 
cle ol. my faith. My diſputation is carried in that way which is uſed by Diſ- 
putants that examine writings Scholaſtically, wherein it is defetive Mr. . 
ſhould ſhew. 

That I made exceptions againſt arguments was agreeable to my work , be- 
ing to anſwer as M. M. was to prove: no man is to expect regularly any more 
of a Reſpondent, Yct that I poſitively affirm nothing is an untruth with a 
witneſs ; yea in many points where it was not neceſſary I poſitively ſet down 
my tenet and my proots, and anſwer objections to the contrary, The reſolving 
queſtions about baptiſm how it ſhould be, could not reaſonably be expected in 
my Examen. 

2. Mr. A. takes on him to prove his conſequence by mine own principles, to 
wir, that I yield that ſucHas are regenerate, ſanctified, &c. may be baptized,which 
he ſaith is in plain Engliſh, that lach as are covenanters ought not to be deny» 
ed the initial ſeal of the covenant, : 

But I do not think the ſpeeches the ſame, either in plain, Engliſh , or Mr. 
Ms. own Engliſh,or mine. Not in plain Engliſh. In plain Engliſh a Cove- 
nanter is one that makes a promiſe. 

Is a Scottiſh Covenanter any other then one that makes a promiſe or ſub- 
(cxibes to the Covenant ? But a perſon regenerate or ſan&ificd may make no 
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iſe, nor do I think when Mr. M. calls infants federate , or in the Covenant 
of grace, he means they make a promiſe, but that a promiſe is made to them. 
Nor in Mr. Ms. own Engliſh. For when he faith, they are in covenant, he 

means, infants are in ſome ſenſe under the covenant of grace in reſpect of the 
outward adminiſtration and Church privileges, which is not all one as to be 

enerate, ſanctifyed , &c. nor in my Engliſh, For the being in covenant 
which I grant, gives 2 title to baptiſm, is meant of their preſent Rate, ſo as 
that not only the promiſe is made to them, what God will do for them after- 
wards, but for the preſent they are actually ſanftificd , regenerate , believers , 
diſciples, as mine own words, cited by Mr... flew 3 So = Mr.M. doth but 
abuſe me, and the Reader, cndeavouring to politic him with this conceit, as if 
his conſequence were proved by mine own p inciples. 

But Maſter Marſhall not truſting to this, anſwers, more particularly: 

1, I grant with you that there is no neceflary dependance between a promiſe 
and a foal, the addition of a ſeal to a promilc is of tree grace as well as the pro- 
miſe it ſelf, Which if true, then theres no neceſſary connexion between the Co- 
yenant and Seal, and ſo this propoſitĩon is not true, All that have the promiſe 
re to be ſcaled, For if it be true it is in ſome degree of neceſſity, to wit, de ome 
x. As for his reaſon, it is frivolous; there is no neceflary dependence, becauſe 
both are of®free grace. For thoſe things that are of free grace have a neceſſary 
dependence as, to be predeſtinate, called, jultiacd, glorifyed. But he means, 
the nature of the terms mates not a neceſlary connexion between them. 

If that be his meaning, Mr. Baillce his Collegue is deiertel, who wculd in- 
fer a neceſſary connexion from the nature of the terms, which I have refuted 
in my Addition to my Apology, S. 3. 

But Mr. A. addes. Nor 2. did I ever think, that by Gods revealed will this 

opoſition was true in all ages of the Church. All Covenanters muſt be ſea- 

ed, I carried it no higher than Abrahams time, when God firſt added this 
new mercy to his Church, vouchſafing a ſeal to the Covenant. 

Anſw, If this be true, then there is nothing moral and perpetual in ſeals, as 
they call chem, of the Covenaut. For ſuch thing are from the beginning,and 
belong to Gentiles as well as Jews, and therefore it is in vain to derive infants 
ſealing barely fron the Covenant of grace. For ſith that, as M-.Ms. firſt Con- 
cluſion ſpeaks, for ſubſtance hath alwaies been one, and the ſame both to the 
Jews and Gentiles, it there were a connexion between it, and the ſeal it ſhould 
have been as well before Abrabams time as ſince. 

But he thinks in his third anſwer to make good the connexion, when he 

ſaith, 
And 3. from Abrahams time, and ſo torward I ſay it was Gods will, that 
ſuch as are in Covenant ſhould be ſealed with the initial (cal of the Covenant, 
ſuppoſing them only capable of the ſeal, and no ſpecial bar pat. in againſt them 
by God himſelf, 

To which I aniwer. He ſaith after, if you pleaſe to ſtate the general Pro- 
poſition as you needs muſt , That all who ſince Abraba us time are feltyart , 
or Covenanters with God, mult by Gods own appointment receive the ſeal of 
admiſſion into covenant, unleſs they be either uncapable of it, or ace exemp- 
ted by a particular diſpenſation. So that one of theſe two propoſitions is that 
which makes up his Eathymeme an entire ſyllogiim, and his ſyllogiſm mutt 
ſtand 
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fand in one or other of theſe forms. 

Erom Abrahams time all ſuch as are in covenant ſhould be ſealed with the 
initial ſeal of the covenant, _— them onely capable of the {cal , and no 
ſpecial bar put in againſt them by God himlelf, 

But all the infants of believing parents are in covenant, and they are capa- 

ble of the ſeal, and there is no ſpecial bar put in againſt them by God himſelf, 

Ergo, /They ſhould be ſealcd, ; 

Or thus; All who ſince Abrabams time are fædcrati, or Covenanters with 
God, muſt, by Gods own appointment reccive the ſeal of admiſſion into co» 
venant, unleſs they be either uncapable of it, or are exempted by a particular 
diſpenſation. All infants of believers ſince Abrahams time, are federut or co- 
yenanters with God, neither uncapable of. the (cal , nor cxempted by a parti- 
cular diſpenſation : Ergo, all infants of believers ſince Abrahams time, mult, 
by Gods own appointment, receive the ſeal of admiſſion into covenant. 

To which I anſwer, Mr + AM. tells me, I muſt needs ſtate thus the general 
Propeſitior. But it is a pretty art he hath, as elſe where to call that my Minor 
which was his own not mine; fo here to lay, I mult needs ſtate the general 
Propoſition thus, which is of his own framing. However, he is not wronged, 
that it is thus framed. Let us then view it, and try whether (except in that 
of ci cumciſion) there be any truth, ſenſe or conſiderateneſſe in it. # 

As for circumciſion, it it be meant onely of it, then the Concluſion can 
be of it only, anq as the truth is, his argument concludes only that infants of 
believers are to be kircumciſed. 

1, I had in my Examen noted a fault in his Argument in his Sermon , in 
that his Concluſion was of a ſign of the Covenant indefinite, and not ot bap- 
tilm only, whereas the Lords Supper is alſo a ſign of the Coygafint, which 
would not have dclivered to infants. 

And to it he anſwers, That he clearly in his Seymon ſhewed this Propoſiti- 
on to be only meant of the initial ſign, and not gf the other. But this doth 
not excuſe his fault , who taking upon him to prove infant-baptiſm, con- 
cludes another thing in the argument, though he might perhaps, ſome pages 
of, where the Reader looks not for an explication of his argument, limit his 
ſpeech to the initial ſeal. 

And for what he tells me, he is ſure that I who duiſt baprize an infant known 
to me to be regenerate, durſt not give the other Sacrament to it, there being 
ſelf examination and ability to diſcern the Lords body prercquired to the onc, 
not to the other; I told him in my Apology (.10. I duiſt do the one as 1 durit 
do the other, and that ſelf exemination and ability to diſcern the Lords body 
is as well required to baptiſm, as the Lords Supper, Acts 2. 38. & 8.37. Rom. 
6. 3,4. But were it, that I durſt not do the one as the other, yet this would 
not help Mr. A. who would prove the title to the initial (cal. by that proof of in- 
rereſt in the Covenant, which will conclude as well title to the after, as the 
initial ſeal, 

For the proof is uſually the ſeal muſt follow the covenant; which if true, 
then not only the initial, but alſo the aſter- ſeal muſt follow it. But waving 
this, is the fault mended in his Defence? doth he conclude definitely of bap- 
tiſm here? nay notwithſtanding he was warned, yet chorda ſemper oberrat ca- 
d-m, he itil] runs into the ſame fault, concluding in both forms of an initial 
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ſeal indefinitely, not definitely of baptiſm, and therefore may be interpreted 
to conclude of circumciſion as well as of baptiſm, yea rather his aſſertion ( if 
there be any good ſenſc of it) is of the circumciſing then baptizing of infants, 
fith all his proof is about the initial ſign of circumciſion, and the limitations 
he puts into the Major are, that it may be true of circumciſion, 
But this is not all the fault in bis new forms : notwithſtanding I complain- 
ed in my Examen ſef.z. of his ambiguities, which I ſhewed in my Apology ſ. 
9,10. and Poſtſcript 1.6, yet as if either he could not, or would not, ſpeak di- 
ſtinctly, he retains the ſame fault in his Defence, Whereas I conceive the co- 
venant of grace now contains only the promiſe of ſaving grace, he ſaith p go. 
The Covenant of grace contains not onely ſaving grace, but the adminiſtra- 
tion of it allo in outward ordinances and Church privileges; but ſhews not 
where, nor in which covenant of grace there are promiſes of the adminiſtrati- 
on of ſaving grace in outward ordinances and Church privileges. Ir is true, 
circumciſion is called the Covenant, Gen. 17. 13. by a Metonymia as Mr. A. 
confeſſeth page 32 but not becauſe ir was contained in the Covenant: it is 
not Meton) mia continents pro contento, but ſignatt pro- ſigno : now that the 
ſign ſhould be ſaid to be contained in the covenant, is ſcarſe good ſenſe ; (ure it- 
is not mcet to be uſed in diſputes. And therefore whoever uleth the covenant 
of grace for any other than the covenant of ſaving grace, or ſaith it contains 
any other than promiſes of ſaving graces ſcems to affect ambiguitics unmeet 
for diſpute, as not willing to be underſtood, Again page 92. he cxpreſſerh the 
covenant of grace he means io be that Gen. 17.7. and he cannot but know it 
to have diverie meanings; one that God will be a Gad to Abraham, and his 
ſpicitual ſced, which He conſeſlcth pag. 102. to be the cle, when he ſaith , 
Secondly by the word [ ſced] was meant the children of the promiſe the elect, 
Rom. 9. g. and in this ſenſe it is e 1yed by him, that God hath made a promiſe 
of ſaving grace to the natural ſecd of belicvets, and ſo they are not in this co- 
venant in this ſenſe, Yet the Pircttor when it ſpeaks of baptiſm, as the (cal 
of the covenant, mans it in this ſenſe, as the words before recited ſhew, for 
what elſe can be meant when they diſtinguiſh berween intereſt in the covenant, 
and right to the ſeal of it, and the ou ward privileges of the Church under the 
Gopel. And Rom.4.11. is alleged in the Confeſſion of Faith, for the proof 
of this , that it is the ſeal of the Covenant of grace 3 now that text ſpeaks of 
being a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith, which is a laving grace, and in the 
Con fe ſſion of faith, ch.7.art.z. and in the greater Catechiun, they make the 
Covenant of grace to offer lite and ſalvaticn by Chriſt, to promiſe faith, and 
to be made with Chriſt, and in him with ali the cle&, as his ſced; and fo the 
Argument from the Covenant of grace to tte Scal, mult mean it thus, or clſe 
it is frivolous, For it the Stal muſt follow the Covenant; it muſt follow the 
Covenant which is ſealed by it, which is only the promile of laving grace, 
there being no ſhew of conſequence in it, infarts of belicvets have not the cove- 
nant of ſaving grace, but of outward Ordinances and Church privileges, 
therefore they art to be ſealed with that ſcal, which ſeals only ſaving graces. 
And yet methinks they ſhould not have ayouched as the Directory doth, that 
the poſterity of the faith'ul have by their birth intereſt in that Covenant, con- 
ſidering how the Ap ſtle determines Rom. g. g the childrei. of the fleſh may not 


be the children of God, nor the ſeed, nor children of the promile. yy 
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enſe of the promiſe, Gen.17.7. is, I will be a God to Abraham , and his na- 
tural ſeed by Iſaac and Facob ; But in this ſenſe it is Be only to the Jewes , 
and the argument is as frivolous : God promiſed to be a God to the Jews, 
therefore infant-Gentiles who have nothing to do with that promiſe, mult have 
baptiſm, which is no ſeal or token of that promiſe at all, If Mr. A. weuld 

have done ſomething to his purpoſe, he ſhould have ſhewed, not as he doth p. 

106,107,&c. in many words quite beſides the buſineſs, how the Covenant is 

taken ſtrictly and largely, and how they may be ſaid to be in covenant in ſome 

ſenſe, who have a vilible right, without ſaving grace, but have ſhewed in 
which words there is any promiſe that may inter right ro Genti e- believers in- 

fants to be baptized, Gen. 17.7. or how he can prove what he ſaith, page 103. 

That baptilm ſeals that promiſe in which God engageth himſelf to be the God 

of believing Chriſtians, and their ſeed? I would tain know in what words, in 

reſpe& of what bleſſings and gifts, and in what manner or upon what terms 

God thus engageth himſelt. The Apoſtle ſaith Gal.3. 16. To Abraham and 

his ſeed were the promiſes made, I no where find they were made to a Gentile 

belieyer and his ſeed. 

The like playing with ambiguities is in the uſe of the phraſes, ſœderate, in 
Covenant, being under the Covenant, being in Covenant, Covenanters. 
When he ſaith, Infants of believers are federatz or Covenanters with God, or 
enter into Covenant, according to the plain meaning of the word, they ſhould 
be aſſerted to be ſuch as make a promiſe to God. For what is a Covenanter but 
one that makes a promiſe * how do men enter into covenant, but by ſome 2& 
teſtifying aſſent to a promiſe ? now in this ſenſe I l;ould grant his Major, and 

deny his Minor, which in this ſenſe is againſt ſenſe, For when did any hear 
or le, or otherwiſe perceive an infant of a believer make a promiſe to Gcd, or 
by any act of his, ſhew his aſſent to own God for his God. 

In the other form he ſaith, All ſuch as are in the Covenant ſhould be ſcaled, 
and that expreſſion ſeems to have this ſenſe, That God by his act ef promiſe 
as his words are page 103. engageth himſelf to be the Ged of belicv ng Cl ri- 
ſtians, and their ſced, which his words import, page 92. where having ſaid, 
All ſuch as are in ti e Covenant ſhould be icaled, to prove it he allegeth , Gen. 
17. 7,9,10,14.. Where the very ground why God would have them ſealed is 
becauſe of the Covenant, I will eſtabliſh my Covenant between me and thee 
and thy ſced after thee, &c. : 

So that the ſenſe of his argument ſhould be thus, All they who are in cove- 
nant, that is, to whom Gad hath promiſed to be their God, they ſhould be ſea- 
led, &c. But all infants of believing, even Gentile parents, are in Coycnant, 
that is, God hath promiſcd to be their God: Ergo, 

Of which I would deny both Major and Minor the minor being exp eſly con- 
trary to ko. . 8. though it were under ſtood of true believers, and moſt certainly 
falſe of believers only in proſeſſion, to whom, eſpecially theſe of the G.ntiles , 
— —— * to be — much leſs to their natural ſced 3 yet the minor 
mu true of them, or elle this argument proves not they are to 
which is their practiſe, 1 f if * rn, 

But ſceing the Argument for infan:- baptiſm will not hold in theſe ſenſes of 

the promiſe, Gen. 17. 3. (though the firſt ſenſe be that which they give of that 
promiſe, when they diſpute againſt Arminjans, and apply it to the cle oncly, 
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a the words of many ſhew, cited in my Examen part.3.$.4. in my Precurſor 8. 
10. Mr. M. himſelf ſo expounds it with Mr. Bayn pag. 102. of his Defence) 
therefore Mr. A. hath another ſenſe to which he flies. He talks of an outward 
and an inward Covenant, page 120. and page 11 2. he tells us, That he means 
al the infants of belicvers are in the outward Covenant, that is, they are to 
he repured as in the Covenant, in reſpect of the out adminiſtration, out- 
ward Ordinances and Church-privileges, whic when it comes to application 
ucumciſion heretofore, and 
therefore as I ſhew in my Apology S. 10. the Major prdpoſition is meerly nuga - 
tory in this ſenſe; All that are in the Covenant, that is, that are to have the 
initial ſeal ſhould be ſealed with the initial ſeal, which were true, but ridicu- 
lous. And in truth I may (how ever it be cenſured) apply to the diſcourſe in 
this argument, be it Mr. Ms, or the Aſlemblies, the Pocts words, Parturiunt 
montes, naſcctur ridiculus mus, 

And yet there is more ſhuffling in this thing. Mr. 2f, to make ſome ſhew of 
anſwering my inſtances of women and males under eight daies old, not being 
circumcited, though in covenant, limits his Major in the firſt form thus [ſup- 

ng them onely capable of the ſeal, and no ſpecial bar put in againſt them} 
in the other form thus [ unleſs they be either uncapable of it, or are cxempred 
by particular diſpenſation] By the Bar, he means Gods prohibition, as theſe 
words, page 93. ſhew, God forbad them to have the ſeal till they were eight 
daies old. Burt a prohibition and a diſpenſation are not all one: a Prohibition 
is of a thing, that may not be done; a diſpenſation ſuppoſeth the thing is to be 
done, yet frees the perlon from doing it in tome caſes for ſome time. But let- 
ting pals this exception againſt the expreſſions, I would know how God put a 
bar, or forbad intants under eight daics old to be circumciled. I know no other 
but this, that God appointed the eighth day for them to be circumciſed. Now it 
this be a forbidding to circumcile before (as I acknowledge it is, and ſo do many 
Proteſtant Divines, as Parcus Comment. in Gen. 17.11. Errant maſci li in fæ- 
dere abjutero, c. anticipare vero ſignum nec liccbat, net ofus erat) then that is 
forbidden, which is otherwiſe than God appointed: andzfith our Lord Chriſt 
hath not appointed any to be baptized till they be diſciples, he hath prob ibited a- 
ny to be baptized till they be diſciples, and ſo, what ever the London Miniſiers 
ſay in their words above recited,there is juſt ground even a prohibirion, againſt 
baptizing infants. And ſo the Minor of Mr. As. argument is not true. Upon 
all this debate I profeſs I find {o;nuch inconſiderateneſs, or confuſedneſs, or non - 
ſenſe, or untruth, or tiifling, if not juggling in Mr. A's. arguing, that I muſt 
vary my anſwer, as I find his meaning ſometimes denying the Syllogiſm as be- 
ing tautological, and not having three terms, or which is all one, any mediun 
to prove his Concluſion by, but only repeating the Concluſion in different 
phraſes, and thoſe ſome of them new minted gibberiſh or non-ſenſe, ſometimes 
the Major, ſometimes the Minor, ſometimes both. Howeveg lth it is my task, 
ſhall view what hc laich. 

Page 92. he ſaith thus, Which is apparent in the very fiſt inſtitution of 

— ſeal Gen, 17. 779, 10, 14. Where the very ground why⁵ God would 
e them ſcaled is becauie of the Covenant, I will eſtabliſh my Covenant 
berween me and thee, and thy ſced after thee in their generations for an everla- 
ſing Covenant to be a God unto thee, and thy ſeed alter thee : thou ſhalt keep 
M my 
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my Covenant therefore : and this is my Covenant which ye ſhall keep; every 
man- chuld among you ſhall be circumciſed, and afterward in the fourteenth , 
the ſeal is by a metonymia called the Covenant, for that ir is apparent, not on- 
ly that God commanded them who were in covenant to be ci:cumciled , but 
that they ſhould therefore be circumciled becauſe of the Covenant, or in 
token of the Covenant between God and them; and he that rej:&cd or neg- 
lected the ſeal, is ſaid not only to break Gods commandment, but his Cove- 
nant. So that becauſe the initial ſeal was added to the Covenant, and ſuch as 
received it received it as an evidence of the Covenant, or becauſe they were in 
Covenant: I therefore concluded, that by Gods own will, ſuch as enter into 
Covenant ought to receive the ſeal, ſuppoſing ſtill they were capable of it. 80 
that to lay circumciſion upon Gods command, and the Covenant of grace too, 
are well conſiſtent together; for the command is the cauſe of the exiſtence of 
the duty, but the Covenant of grace is the motive to it, 

Anſw. Here is all Mr. Ms. ſtrength to prove his Major, that it was Gods 
will that ſuch as arc in Covenant from Abrabans time, and ſo forward, ſhould 
be ſcaled with the initial ſeal of the Covenant, which he aftcr alters thus. Such 
as enter into Covenant ought to receive the ſeal. Bur there is nothing but con- 
fuledneſs and impertinency in all this paſſage. 

1. He tells us, There is the inſtitution of an initial ſeal Gen. 17. 7, 9, 10, 
14. which he muſt underſtand of an initial ſeal in general or indefinite, or 
elle it reacheth not to baptiſm, and ſo it is impertinently alleged. But it is 
palpably falſe that there is in thoſe words any other initial ſeal inſtituted then 
circumciſion , and I dare boldly fay, it is a meer dotage to maintain that in 
thoſe words there is any rule about baptiſm or any other ordinance of God then 
cireumciſion. The very words are, thou ſhalt keep my Covenant, and this co- 
venant is demonſtrated to be male · circumciſion and no other, of which the time 
and part are preciſely ſer down, 

2. He ſhould prove that all that were in covenant had title to the initial ſeal 
or right; but his Concluſion is of their duty, not of their titie. Now it can» 
not be ſaid to be infants duty; the command was not given to them, nor doth 
Mr. M. I think, aſſert it as their duty, but as their privilege 3 and yet all that the 
text inferreth, or Mr. M. concludes from it, concerns the conriexion between 
the duty of circumcifing, which belongs not to infants, and the covenant, not 
berween the Privilege of circumciſion paſlively taken, which belongs to infants 
and the Covenant, which is another impertinency, 

3. Be it granted that the propoſition to be proved is of duty in parents or 
Miniſters , yet he is neceſſitated to grant the command was the cauſe of the 
exiſtence of the duty, and more plainly page 18 2. The forma] reaſon of their 
being circumciſed, was the command of God: which if true, there's no duty 
without the command, whatever inte1cſt there might be in the Covenant: and 
therefore the propoſition is true, all that enter into Covenant ought to receive 
the ſeal if it be commanded, not otherwiſe : and ſo neither infant-circunicifion 
nor 2 can be proved from the bare intereſt in the covenant, with- 
out a particular command for each of them. 

4. He ſaith, the Covenant of grace was the motive, page 182. the Coll 
nant of grace, or their Church- ſtate was the motive to it, and the thing it rela- 
ted to. But he tells us not to whom it was a motive. A motiveis an impullive 
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eauſe, whereby a perſon is perſwaded or induced to do a thing, But it was not 
the motive to infants , for they conceived not of it. His words [ the very 
why God would have them ſealed, is becauſe of the Covenant] do in- 
mate, that he means the covenant was the motive to God to give the com- 
mand. But what it makes to his purpoſe I do not conceive, For though that 
were the motive to God, yet Gods motive is not the rule of the duty, — his 
command to usz nor the evidence of our privilege, but his declaration of his 
Will. But be it a motive to Abraham, yet it was but a motive for the more full 
zoement of him to that which without that motive he had been to do by 
— — of the Command, nor any further evidence of privilege then was im- 
ed by other Declaration of Gods will. 

5. Though Circumciſion did relate to the Covenant, and it was received 
2$an evidence of the Covenant, yet this proves not that it was received by each 

non, becauſe he was in covenant, nor that the being in Covenant was the 
rule of the uſing that rite, that they which were in Covenant ſhould have it, 
and they that were not in Covenant, ſhould not have ir, which is the thing to 
be proved , bur is certainly falſe, as I have by many inſtances ſhewed, 

6, If all this were granted, yet that this rule did reach further then the uſe 
of circumciſion is not proved here: and what is brought elſewhere ſhall be ſhew- 
& in it's place to be much ſhort of proving any ſuch general rule about an ini- 
tial ſeal, as is here by Mr. M. averred. But let us ſee what his proof amounts 
to about circumciſion. 

1. He urgeth, That circumciſion is called a token of the Covenant; But 
i! is proves no more then this, that the uſ: of Circumcihon was to be a lign 

God made ſuch a Covenant, and would fulfill it: not that every one that was 
in Covenant was to be ci cumciſed, or that every one that was to be circum- 
ciſed was in covenant. 

2. That it is termed the Covenant, But this proves no more than the for- 
mer, ſith it is acknowledged to be ſo called only by a metonymia, of putting 
the thing hgnifyed for the ſign. 

3. The particle [ therforeJis thus urged:God not only commanded them who 
wee in covenaunt, b circumciſed, but that they ſhould ¶ the: fore b. circume 
ciſed becauſe: of le venant; ot in token ot the Covenant between God & them 

But 1. The particle (therfore j though it be in our laſt tranſlation, yet in the 
Hebrew it is only NN) and may be rendered, And thou, or, But thou, as by 
the Tig: it is & by Parcys, tu autem, Piſc ator, tu verd. 

2. Let it be read therefore] and the inference be from the Covenant; yet 
that the inference is from the p-omile in the ſeventh verſe onely, and not from 
the eighth yerſe, which is next, or the reſt of the promiles, v. 4:5. 6, cannot be 
ſewed. 

3. Let theſe things be granted: yet that it imports this rule to be taken from 
the Covenant, thoſe who arc 3.1 Covenant ate to be circumciſed , not others, 
hath no colour of proof, nor any ile of tiuth in it, ſith it is clear in the caſe 
of mac to whom that p omi di not belong nor any in that covenant, yet 
he was to be ci cumciſed, and cthers were not to be circumciſed, to whom th: 
promiſes were made. 

4. He urgeth thus: And he that rejected or neglected the ſeal is (aid not on- 
ly to break Gods commandment, but his Covenant: fo that becauſe the initi- 
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al ſcal was added to the Covenant, and ſuch as received it, received it as an evi- 
dence of the Covenant, or becauſe they were in covenant, To which I reply. 

Two waies a man may be (ail to break Gods covenant: one by breaki the 
command, which was in reference to the Covenant, or enjoyned in teſtimony 
of itz and if this be his ſenſe, then Mr.Ms. ſpeech is trifling, when he ſaith, 
he that rejected or neglected the ſeal, is ſaid not only to break Gods command. 
ment, but his Covtnant, it being all one to break the command and the cove- 
nant. The other ſenſe is 3 he hath broken my covenant, that is, as Piſcat. ſch. 
on Gen. 17. 14 as much as is in him, by depriving himſelf of the grace of 
God, promiled in the Covenant. For otherwile the incredulity of man doth 
not make void the faith of God, Rom. 3. 3. But take it either way, it proves 
not that which was to be proved, that the rule about circumciſing perſons was 
their intereſt in the Covenant. All chat follows on this is, that the obſcrvance 
of circumciſion was ſtrictly enjoined under this penalty, that otherwiſe they 
ſhould be cut off from Gods people, and ſo deprived of the benefit of the Co- 
venant fignifiedza but this doth not prove that every one circumciſed was in the 
Covenant, and ſhould have the benefit of the Covenant, So that though it 
be granted which Mr, A. ſaies, That to lay Circumciſion upon Gods com- 
mand, and the Covenant of grace too, are well conliſtent together 3 Vet his 
Major is not proved, That it was Gods Will that ſuch as are in Covenant 
from Abrahams time, and ſo forward, ſhould be ſcaled with the initial ſeal of 
the Covenant, ſuppoſing them only capable of the ſcal, and no ſpecial bar pur 
in againſt them by God himſelf. Nor is Mr. A. more happy in anſwer ing my 
except ions. ; 

Whereas you allege, ſaith he, concerning Melchiſedec, Lot, Job; we find 
no ſuch thing, that they eit her received this ſeal of Circumciſion or were ty- 
ed to it. I reply, its very hard for you to prove that Melhiſedeck was then 
alive: and had he been alive, he was of an higher Order, and above that Pæ- 
dagogy. 

Anſw. I grant it cannot be demonſtiatively proved, that he was alive: yet 
it being p.obable he was, who not many years before met Abr. ham, though he 
were in Covenant, yet being not appointed to be circumcited , it oyerthrows 
the propoſition by which Mr. As. Enthymeme was to be proved, That all that 
are federui, muſt be ſignati. Yea Mr. 21s. anſwer here, That he was above 
that Pædagogy, doth plainly intimate that circumciſion was peculiar to that 
Pædagogy, and ſo the rule about circumciſion not obligatory to Chriſtian Gen- 
tiles, to whom that 'ædagogy is aboliſhed , and who have a Prieſt of an bigh- 
er Order, to wit, that of Melchiſelec, As for Lot, he denies not that be then 
lived, but ſaith, That no Scripture ſaith he was not circumciſed, which he 
ſaith of Fob alſo, whole time is uncertain, by reaſon of th Scripture-filence, 
though probably he was of Eſaus poſterity. But in matters of fact, à non Scri- 
pro ad non jattum non valet conſequentia. 

Nevertheleſs for Lot, it ſeems to me very unlikely he ſhould be circumciſed 
aiving then in Sodom, not in Abrahams houte, and no mention made of him, 
when Abraham circumciſed his own houſe, and Los poſterity being after un» 
circumciſed erem. 9. 26. And for Job, what time ſocvei he lived, it is likely he 
was an Edomite; who are reckoned for uncircumciſed Ter, 9. 26. and there 
are no paſſages that give any intimation of his acquaintance with 1(rac!. by 
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if theſe ſerve not the turn, the example of Cornelius undeniably uncircumciſed? 
and not blamed for want of it, though undoubtedly in the Covenant of graces 
being one that feared God with all his houſe, and his prayers and alms heard, 
theretore he was not to be cii cumciſed though in the Covenant of grace , nor 
all that enter into Covenant ought to be ſealed with the ini: ial ſcal, though ca- 
pable, and no bar put in againſt them by God. 

I inftanced in male infants ot Jews under eight daĩes old, who were not to 
be circumciled, though in Covenant, Mr. Af. anſwers, To that of infants 
there was a peculiar exemption of them by God himſeliʒ wherthey for any typi- 
cal reaſon, or in regard they were not fit in nature to undergo ſo ſharp a pain, 
as Was 10 be endured in Circumciſion before che ſcventh and Gritical day was 

aſt, or whether for any other cauſe, I diſpute not; it is ſufficient, God for- 
Lad them to have the ſcal till they were cight daics old. 

Anſw. This is a grant of the objection, and overthrows the propoſition of 
Mr... in his Sermon; All that are in Covenant are to be trailed. And che for- 
bidding, being onely by not appointing it, the propoſition can be t ue oncly in 
this ſent 3 All thole in Covenant are to be circumciſed, to whom it is appoin- 
ted, and no other; But infants are in Covenant, and to them it is appointed 
to be ſcaled with the initial ſeal in the New Teſtament: Ergo, 

Wherein I ſhould grant the Major, and deny the Minor, and infer that 
without appointment intereſt in the Covenant did not make capable, no not of 
Circumcihon, though it's likely infants might have born ic in the end of the 
ſeventh day as well as on the eighth. 

f "oe a. VV 1 : 

I alleged that no females in Abrabem family, though in Covenant, were to 
be circumciied. To this Mr.M. aniwers. Fo: the women, they were not Sub- 
ſedtum capax Circumciſionts, there was in them a natural impediment againſt it, 
therefore could it not be enjoined them: and ſuppole ſome men amongſt them, 
or ſome who turned proſelytes to them, had not had a prepuzzum (as tome fort 
of Eunuchs) this O-dinance had not reached them 3, whether the wiſdom of 
God purpoſely choſe 2 ſign that women might no pable of receiving it, 
for ſome typical uſe, as ſome conjecture, it is lufficient they were not capable 
of it, and were exempted from it by God himlclt, 

Anſw. If it be true, which many Authors relate, that the Habiſſinct, and 
Tacobites do at this day, ciicumcile temales 3 then it is not tue, they were un- 
capable of it by reaſon of natural impediment. But if it be true which Ms. Ar, 
fairk, yet Gods choſing a fign of which they were not capable, and that for a 
typical ule, when he might have cholen one as baptiim , ot which both (.xes 
were capable, it is an evidence, That it was not the Will of God fince Abra- 
hams time, and ſo forward, that all in Covenant ſhould be ſcaled with the in- 
itial ſcal, which was Mr Aſs. propoſition. Nor do his two limitations added 
in his efence help him. For it incapacity and non-appointment be a ſuffici.. 
ent ex:mption from the initial ſeal, yea a prohibition of it, then his propoſition 
is but what I contend for, that thoſe in covenant to whom God appoints it 
and no other, ae to have the initial ſeal 3 which is as much as I would cvince, 
that it is not bare intereſt in the Covenant without inſtitution or appointment 
that gives right to a perſon to claim either circumciſion or baptiſm, nor war- 
rants a baptizer to admit a perſon to baptiſm. And therefore though it were 
yiclded that all infant: of believers were in covenant, yet they have not right 
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to either initial ſeal without à command, or inſtitution concerning each 
rite. : a a 

As for Mr. M's, general propoſition as he ſtares it, as it advantageth it him 
not for the reaſon faſt given, ſo it may be granted, if he mean by cxempt ion or 
particular diſpenſationg the non- appointment of it. For then I am ſure infants 
of believers are exempted from baptiſm till they be proved diſciples of Chriſt , 
or belicyers by profeſſionʒ which if it could be proved, we need not fetch it from 
circumciſion and the Covenant. From which they that deduce infant-bapriſm , 
do but in vain weary themſelves and others, as they that ſeck to draw water out 
of a pumice ſtone, : _ 

But there is ſome more in Mr. A. about womens circumciſion, which T muſt 
not omit. Mr. Af. in his Sermon had anſwered, that women were circumciſed 
virtually in the Miles. To which I an{wered,. that 3 virtual circumciſion Was 
not enough to make good his argument : For then his Syllogiſm muſt have 
four terms, thus. They that are in Covenant muſt be lealed actually in their 
now perſons, or virtually in othcrs, But infants of belicvers are in the Cove- 
nant, therefore they are to be ſealed. If the Concluſion be meant of actual 
ſcaling in their own perſons then there are tour terms, and more in the Con- 
cluſion then in the premiſes. But if ir be meant disjunRively, they are to be 
ſealed actually or virtually: then it is leſs than is to be proved, his buſuieſs be- 
ing to prove that they were to be ſealed actually. For à virtual ſealing is leſs 
than Mr. Af. would have, and might be granted without any detriment to the 
cauſe of Anti pædobaptiim. To this Mr 2f, makes no anſwer at all, but char- 

eth me with a ſcoff where there was none, tells me it is like refuting gellar mine 
with, Thou lieſt: whereas I did ſhew wherein his anſwer was inluffici:nt, and 
that by putting his Syllogiſm into form, according to his own meaning, and 
then ſhewingghow it would not conclude what he thould prove. And to this 
in his Defence he makes no anſwer, but tells us, what his plain meaning was, 
which is nothing to the preſent point: he ſhould have ſhewed how, with that 
expolition or limitation his argument would prove actual ſcaling of infants in 
their own perſons. But iy ſlight a reaſon and ſpeak nothing to it, is not to an- 
(wer, but to ſhift. 

But I alſo (aid, to ſpeak exactly, women were not circumciſed virtually in 
the Males : For that (uppoterh they might receive it in their own perſons,wher- 
as it had been a firffin them to be circumciſed, God not appointing it: which 
is confirmed by the lite, it would be (in for the male to be circumciſed afore the 
eighth day, fith it was not appointed: which may now be confirmed by Mr. 
Ms, words, that God forbad them to have the ſeal till they were eight daies 
old. 

To this ſaith Mr. . But fi ſt give me leave to obſerve by the way how you 
inch me with a point of Law, that no man can be ſaid vi. tually to haye that 
y his Proxy or Atturney, which he might nat actually receive himſelf in his 

own perſon. I queſtion whether this be good Law; but I am confident it is 
bad Divinity 3 ſure we ſinned virtually in Adam, yet we could not actually, 
though the ſin of Adam be ours by imputation. The Sun is virtually hot, yer 
Philoſophers ſay, it's not actually. And the Jews of old offecd to Gd ſich 
things by the hands of the Prieſts, who wcre their Proxic* in that woik, which 
they might not offer in cheir own perſons, yea ana received ſuch things by the 
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band of the High Prieſt (who bare their names in the moſt holy place) which 
they might not receive in their own perſons immediately: and the Saints now 
ip this world do virtually and quoad eſſectum juris, receive ſome ſuch privileges 
in Chriſt their Advocate, who in their right is at Gods right . which 
here they are not capable of recciving immediatrly in their own perlons, 

Anſw. My words were not as Mr. M. recited them, but thus. He is ſaid 
yirtually to have a thing by another, as by a Proxy or Atturney , that might 
receive it by himſelf; yer quoa i efectum juris, according to the effect off Law 
another's receiving it is, as if he had reccived it. In which I underitand by [ ha- 
ving a thing] that having a thing which is by poſſeſſion of it, as a benefit, 

ivilege, commodity, and by | might receive it] without any prohibition in 
= and that he receives it not in his own perſon, is onely from ſome tempo- 
rary impediment, as minority, abſence or the like, And this according to chat 
dill I have in ſuch terms, I conceive ſtill to be the meaning of them. Nor 
do Mr. Av. inſtances take me any whit off from it, being without tear of being 
chargeable with bad Law or Divinity. For our ſinning in Adam is not recei- 
ving ſe mething as a benefir: the Suns heat is natural, not by vertue of any 
Political Law, it is not having as a proxy or atturncy for another 3 the High 
Piieſts offering for the people was an action in their ſtead, not receiving a be- 
nefit for them, and what they received for the people which they might not re- 
ceive in their own perſons immediately was not by reaſon of any prohibition, 
but from ſome other cauſe, nor were they in imparting it, the peoples Proxies 
ot Atturneys, but Gods: were it an anſwer from God or any other thing they 
received for them, if God had immediately communicared it to them, it Lad 
pot been their fin. And the like may be ſaid of what Chrilt receives for us as 
our Advocate. But the circumciling of women had been a fin forbidden, ac- 
cording to Mr. Marſhalls and others doctrine before recited, they were prohi- 
bited to be circumciſed, it being limitted to the males on the 8. day. Mr. AI. 
addes. 

Lalſo obiter defire you to remember this expreſſion of yours, that it had been 
a fin for a child to have been circumciſed after the eight day was paſt , and try 
how you will rcconcile this with another opinion of yours delivered eliewhere 3 
u. That Circumciſion might be adminiſtred oftner then once 3 turely thoie 
other times mult be after the 8. day. 

Anſw, Where I deliver this, that Circumciſion might be adminittced oftner 
than once, I remember not, except in my Examen, page 118, However 1 con- 
ceive no neceſſity of Ci cumciſion or baptiſm above once, yer I profels my 
lelt untatisfyed in this, that there is either a command that a perion be but once 
circumciſed, or a perſon once onely baptized. And my reaſon of the ſpcech is 
from hence. 1 Cor. 7. 18, the Apoſtle ſaith, Is one called circumcited, yu 
errand d, Let him not be drawn up, that is, let him not draw up his fore - 
Skin: we tranſlate ir, Let him not become uncircumciſed. Whence it may be 
percci ved: that ſome Jews had an art to draw up their fote- skin. Now in ſuch a 
caſe, while the Law ſtood in force, I conceive he was bound to be circumciſed 
again, becaule it was to abide in his fleſh, Gcn.19.13.Nor do my words at all 
contradict this, when I ſay more fully then Mr. M. recites them; It had been 
a ſin for a child to be circurncitcd afore, or after the eigth day in them that al- 
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the doing of ir, on the eighth day, and then doin it again ( though I deny 
not but unneceſſarily to do it after the eight day had been fin, that day being de- 
termined for it) but not doing it that day which God appointed by thoſe that 
altered or (werved from that ?ppointment unneceſlarily : which in the caſe men- 
tioned, and any other of the like,might be done after the eighth day. | 

But M.M.will confirm his proofs, that the women were circumciſed in the men. 

My firſt, ſaith he to me, was, that the whole houſe of Iſracl are in the Scri- 
pture (aid to be circumciſed. You ant wer, that by the whole houſe ot Iſrael 
muſt not be meant all, but the Major part. But Sir do you imagine that any 
of your judicious Readers can be ſatisſyed with this anſwer, when (you know 
well enough) that the Circumciſion is put for the Church and people of God 
in oppoſition to the uncircumcited, that is, all the reſt of the World who were 
not the people of God. | 

When Peter was to go to the circumciſion, and Paul to the Gentiles to preach 
the Goſpel; does not circcumciſion include the women Jews as much as the men, 
in oppoſition to Gentiles, as well as the word Gentiles includes wemer.Gentiles 
as well as the men, to whom Paul was ſent? Gal.2.8,9, Surely it muſt needs be 
granted, that not only che Major or nobler part, but the whole nation of the Jews 
both men and women, arc there meant by circumciſion, which could not have 
been, if in ſome ſenſe they were not to be accounted circumciled, 

Anſw. My Anſwer might ſatisfie any judicious Reader, ſpecially if the 
texts had been fairly ſet down by Mr. A. wherein I ſhew all Iſrael, and all the 
houſe of Iſracl muſt be underſtood Synecdochically , 1 Sn. 7.3. Acts 2, 36, 
Aﬀs 13.24. And if in the term [circumcifion] be not a Synecdoche of the 
whole for the part; not onely every individual in 1{racl muſt be in ſome ſenſe 
accountes circumciſed, but be actually circumciſed allo in their own perſons, 
Nor againſtJuch a Synecdoche doth it make, that circumciſion ſtands in op- 
poſition to the uncircumciſed, which is meant of every individual. For neither 
is it true, hen the uncircumciled are mentioned, it is meant of every individu- 
al, there being many of thoſe nations that were circumciſed; and if it were 
true, yet the oppoſition doth not prove every individual Jew circumciſed, any 
more then when they are called the holy Nation in oppoſit ion to the Gentil:s : 
as when it was ſaid, Iſracl was holinels to the Lord, cem. 2.3, every Iſracl- 
ite or Few mult be counted holy in ſome ſenſe : but the terms are attributed 
Synecdochically. And for the other inſtance, I grant circumcilion muſt include 
Gal. 2. 8. women as well as men, becauſe Peter was to go to them: bur this 

roves not that women were in ſome ſenie accounted circumciſed in the males, 
— that they are part of the nation which were called the Circumcition Sy- 
necdochically , becauſe of the males. And for the term Gentiles, there muſt 
be in like manner a Synecdoche conceived of the whole for a part, elſe he ſhould 
be ſent to pieach to infant males as well as women of ycars. 

Secondly, faith Mr. AH. I argued thus, no uncircumciſed might cat the Paſ- 
ſoever 3 Ergo their women might not have eaten it, if in ſome ſenſe they had 
not been circumeſled. Your anſwer is, This is to be limitted pro ſubjecta ma- 
teria, none that ought to be circumciſed might cat the Paſſeover, unleſs they 
were circumciſed. But this anſwer is altogether inſufficient, For where is this 
diſtinction of yours found or founded in the word of God? other Diſtinctions 
about eating the Paſſeover are clecrly found; the clean might eat it, the unclean 
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might not eat it, the circumciſed might, the uncircumciſed might not: But 
of your limitation there is altum ſilent ium. 

Anſw. Mr. A. concluſion is, That in ſome ſenſe women were circumciled , 
and before in ſome ſenſe they were counted circumciſcd, neither of which is 

ſame with this [ they were circumciſed virtually in the males, or the males 

circumciſed in their ſtead as their Proxy or Acturney,] 

2. My anſwer was right, and to his Demand, where it is found in the word 
of God ? I anſwer by another demand, where is his limitation found in Gade 
word, that women might eat the Paſſcover, becauſe they were in ſome ſenſe ac- 
counted circumciſed ? Sure the words are, Exod. 12. 43. No uncircumciſed 

on ſhall eat thereof, not as Mr.M. none but thoſe that are counted in ſome 
ſenſe circumciſed may eat thereof: If there be in Scripture that which doth 
neceſſicare to a limitation of chat ſpeech, oy limitation is as well in Scripture 
as is: yea my limitation is plain and eaſie, whereas his limitation is liable 
tothis objection, chat when Gods Law requires perſons to be circumciſed that 
they might eat the Paſſeover, it Mr, As. limitation or explication be good, it 
ſhould require no more but this, that perſons in ſome ſenſe ſhould be accounted 
circumciſed, For ſo Mi. A. underſtands the Law, and then, though the males 
mere not actually circumciſed, but victually, in ſome ſenſe, ſo accounted they 
might eat it, without breach of the Law, which abſurdity doth not follow 
my limitation, but follows inevitably on Mr. 2s. 

1. Saith Mr. M. I demand further, where is there any command or inſtitu- 
tion for women to ca2 the Paſſcover (more than for wochen now to eat the Lords 
Supper) unleſs it be tounded upon circumciſion ? yer in practice we know they 
aber it ? and if they eat it not as circumcilcd perſons, tell me by what right 
they did it. | 

Anſw, I have proved Examen part.3.S.12.pag.112. Poſtſcript to my Apology 
811. that 1 Cor. 11. 28. & 10.17. and 12.13.;Atts 20. 7. are xpieſs precept 
and example for womens receiving the Lords Supper. And for eating the Paſe- 
orer, there is an expreſſe precept, That all the Congregation of Iſraci ſhall keep 
it, Exod 12.47. in which women were meant, and they were to eat according 
to the number of the Souls v. 4. and no leaven was to be in their habit ation, v. 20. 
therfore either women mult eat the Palleover, or elle they mult not cat bread: fo 
that we need not g to circumciſion tor womens cating the Paſſzover, Yea, if 
we uſe no other way than that of Mr.A.it will not be proved that women ought 
to eat it, For Exodus 12,48. no mention is made of any circumciſed who are 
to eat it, but males; and though it be ſaid , no uncircumciſed might cat, yet 
it is not ſaid, all circumciſed muſt eat, much leſs they that are only in ſome 
ſenſe counted circumcited. Bur Mr. Ai. ſecks to make his advantage ot this pc int 
thus, 

If you ſay they were included in the Houſhold Exod. 12.3, 4. every houſhold 
was to eat the Paſchal Lamb, and there was no exception of women ; I reply, 
firſt grant but tlie ſame oonicquence, that when we read ſo frequently in the 
New T. that wholc houſholds were baptized, and no exception of children, 
that therefore all the children in thoſe houſholds were baptized, and this Con- 
troverly is quickly ended. | 

Anſw. It it were granted that we had no other way to prove women were to 
eat the Paſchal Lamb (which yet we need not, as I have ſhowed) but from 
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Ex0d.12.3.4. in that every houſhold was to eat the Lamb, and there wag no 
exception of Women, yet the conſequence were not good 3 whole houſholds 
were baptized, therefore infants, becauſe not expreſly excepted. For as Exod, 
12. 3 4 infants are cxcepred from being required to eat the Lamb, though not 
in expreſs words, yet becauſe the thing to be done was not ſuch as could agree 
to infants of a few daics old, ſuppoſe eight or nine. So where Act. 16.15, 3 3404 
18.8. 1 Cor. 1. 16. the hopſhold is ſaid to be baptized, beſides this, that no 
infants are expreſſed, in the ſame chapter or elſewhere the ſpeech is plainly in- 
terpreted to be meant of thoſe that heard the word, and believed, as As the 
eleventh chapter, and fourteenth verſe, and ch.16. v.32,34. and 18.8. xCor.16, 
15. as if the holy Ghoſt had of » "ny prevented this miſconſtruRion and 
frivolous conſequence of Pædobaptiſts. 

But ſaith Mr. AT. I add further, it is not ſaid the whole houſhold ſhall eat it, 
for all ur.circumciſcd perſons were forbidden to eat it, and none but circumeiſed 
peiſons had warrant to eat it, 

Anſw. It is ſaid, Exod. 12. 4. they ſhall eat the Lamb according to the 
number of Souls, i. e. heminum Piſc. Schol. in locum, every man according 
to his eating, which is a plain precept for women to eat who could eat. 

Yea further, ſaith Mr. AI. ſuppoſe ſome words in t he inſtitution ſhould reach 
the Jewiſh women, yet how doth it reach the women Gentiles who ſhould 
prove Proſelytes to them? For Exodus chapter 12. verſe 48, 49. there is order 
taken for the male ſtranger , let all his males be circumciſed, and then let him 
come near and keep it, but there is not any word that takes order for the ſtran- 
gers females, 

Anſwer, It is ſaid verſe fourty ſeven, That all the Congregation of Iſrael 
ſhall keep it, and the Proſelytes of Righteouſneſle, women as well as men 
were of that Congregation, and verſe ſourty nine, it is ſaid, One Law ſhall 

be to him that is —— and unto the ſtranger that ſojourneth among you: 
if then the Law appointed the Iſraelitiſh women to eat, the ſame law appointed 
the Proſelyte Wemen to cat. So that notwithſtanding Mr.Ms, vain hope, 
my cxception againſt the conſequence of his Argument, They are fæderati; 
Therefore they are to be ſignati , ſtand good and it is not yet proved, that 
bare intereſt in the Covenant Geneſis 17, or the Covenant of grace did inti- 
tle to Circumciſion, much les to baptiſm, which were enough to over:hrow his 
firſt argument. A : 

But ſith ir is my task, I will now go on to the reſt of his Diſpute, ta- 

king in by the way Maſter Blakes third {eion of the 42. chapter of his J in- 
dic. feder is, 2 N 
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* SECT. XIX. 


Ar Blakes exceptions againſt my Speeches in the point about the connexion berween 
the Covenant, and initial (cal, are refelled. 


R. Blake aſſerts a reality of connexion between the Covenant and initi- 

al ſeal, and firſt he meddles with my Examen, and then with my Anti-pe- 
dobaptiſm, To my objection that the Prupottiun is not true, that all that 
were federate in Abrabams family, were to be ſigned, for neither Miles afore 
the eighth day, nor females were to be circumciſed, beſides his avouching Ma- 
fer Marſhall» anſwer as ſufficient, which is geviewed betore, he ſaith, Is there 
0 connexion between them, becaule he that reccives into Covenant and ap- 
poirits the ſeal, hath preſcribed a time when it ſhall be applyed? 

To which I (ay, it proves that there is not a connexion between being ſede- 
ute, and to be ſigned , to make this Propolition true, All that are federate are 
tobe ſigned, barely in that they are federate. For they are tederate the firit, ſe- 
cond, third, fourth, fifth, ſixth, ſeventh day, as well as the eighth, yet not 
tobe ſigned, whereas it there was ſuch a connexion between them according 
toGods will, that the one being put, the other is to be put, they would be to 
be ſigned as ſoon as ever they are federate. And if it be Gods will that they 
ſhould be ſigned, but not till the appointed time after, I might ſay that though 
intants were federate, yet they were not to be ſigned with baptiſm till Gods ap- 
pointed time, which is not till they be diſciples, and ſo infam baptiſm is not 
proved from their being in Covenant, che Major Propoſition, All that are in 
Covenant are to be ſigned, being true only with this limitation „in the ap- 
pointed time, which is not for baptiſm till they be Diſciples. And whereas in 
anſwer to miy objection, that if infants have right to the ſcal by being in co- 
yenant, then they have right to the Lords Supper, he anſwers. 

1. That in baptiſm there is no more of neceſſiiy than to be paſſive, This 
is falſe, for baptilm is enjoined as 2 duty, and tuch as is to have repentance 
and faith antecedent Mark chap. 16. 16. Ads the 2. chap, 38. Act, chap. 8. 
verſe 37. | 

2, He grants that infants have true title to the Lords Supper, jus 44 rem, 
not ju in re, a right to it, yet by reaſon of infancy have their actual intereſt 
ſuſpended. 

Bur 1. ſtill Mir. Blate ſpeaks of the Lords Supper Andof baptiſm, as cf privile- 
2 meerly, whereas the Scripwre ip.aks ot cach as a duty as well as a privi- 
ege. 

5 By the ſame diſtinction an anſwer is given to him concerning infants 
baptiſm, that though they have che right to ic, yet by reaſon of inſancy, the 
actual intereſt of it is to be ſuſpended, they being no moreable to profeſs the- 


— till they be grown to ſome riper age then a Cradle King to rule a King- 
ome. 

So that Mr. Blakes anſwers yield more exceptions againſt Mr. Ai. argument, 
confirm it not at al, but ſhew how we may grant his Major , and yet io limit 
it chat it will be too ſhort of proving baprilm of federate perlons in intan- 
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cy: and thiſe paſſages of Maſter Blake appear to be Cavils and not An- 
wers. 

He next ſets upon the fifth ſection of the firſt part ef my Review, and 
execpts 

o That I ſhew not where to find Mr. Baillees words. But if he had looked 
into my Letter mentioned, he had found them quickly in the third ſection. 

2. That I denyed the Metaphor of a ſeal to be rightly made, the genus of a 
rite, as of baptiſm, to which he replies in his flirting faſhion. We ſhall expe& 
another letter to ſhew Saint Pauls definition, Rom 4. 1 . to be alike light (who 
runs upon the ſame errour, if an errour) when he ſaies that Circumciſion is a 
ſign and ſeal, there is the genus and the different ia lies in theſe words to di- 
ſtinguich it from other ſigns, and ſeals of the righteouſneſs of faith. The na 
ture of a Sacrament ſtands in a figure, and the whole efficacy of it in the uſe. 
And how elſe then ſhould the nature and uſe of it be held out? 

To which I anſwer, Paul doth not give a definition, Rom. 4. 1 1. of circum- 
ciſion, much leſs doth he define a Sacrament in general. Every Definition is 
reciprocal with the thing defined, but Mr. Bl. J preſume will not ſay; every cir- 
cumciſion is a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith, and every ſeal of the r ighte- 
ouſneſs of faith is circumciſion. Beſides individuals are not wont to be de- 
fined, but what is there ſaid is ſaid of the ſingular circumciſion of Abraham , 
and no other. The title given to Abrahams circumciſion doth but ſhew what 
the uſe of it was to him, not what was the conſtant nature, and uſe of ir on 
and to others, Which appears from the particularizing circumſtanccs ſo ex- 
actly noted by * _— to wit, the times of his juſtification and circum- 
ciſion, which do ſhew that it was appropriated to Abrahams circumciſion, on 
his own body, what he there laid of Circumciſion, There is no more reaſon 
to make this the definition of Circumcifion [the ſeal of the righteouſneſs of 
faich] then to make that L x Tim 6.10, the root of all evil] the definition of 
the love of money, or that [ Heb.6;16. the end of all rife} the definition of 
an oath, or that [ v.19. the anchor of the ſoul firm and table] the definition 
of hope, or that [ Heb,x 1.1, the evidence of things not (een ] the definition 
of faith A ſcal cannot be the genus ot it, being a Metaphor, for a Metaphor ſhews 
not what it is, but what it is like. Circumcifion is an act in as it is from the 
agent, as in the ſubject a paſſion, The relation that comes to it is not from its 
nature, but by inſtitution, and is the end of it, rather than the genus, rather 
for what it is, than what it is. A ſeal is an artificial body compound of a ſub- 
ſtance and figure, which cannot be (aid of Circumciſion. What Mr. El. ſaith, 
that the nature of a Sacrament ſtands in a figure, cannot be true of ſuch a fi- 
gure as is in a Seal, for ſo baptiſm, the Paſſeover, the Lords Supper ſhould 
be no Sacrament ſith they do not make any figure on the body, nor of figure of 
ſpeech, for io a Sacrament ſhould not be a viſible fign,but an audible, I grant the 
uſe of it is to reſemble by a viſible ſign ſome other thing, as the breaking bread, 
Chriſts body broken, and in that ſenſe it may be calked a figure as Auguſtine 
called the bread the figure of Chriſts body. But the ſe belongs to the diffe- 
rence to diſtinguiſh it from the ſame action or paſſion uſed to another purpoſe , 
not to the genus. And yet ſign and ſeal of the righteouſneſſe of faith , cannot 
be the difference to diſtinguith a Sacrament from the preaching of the Golpel, 
ia thep:caching of the Goſpel by word or writing is a ſign oi ſeal of the righe 
$£0.UNc1S 
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reonſneſs of faith, What is ſaid Rom. 4. 1 1. that Abraham received the ſign of 
circumciſion, the ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith, is not all one with this [a 


| ſcal of the Covenant of grace] For it is added [ which he had yet, being un- 


circumciſed] and therefore was a ſign not of a promiſe or covenant, concernin 
a thing to be done, but of a thing accompliſhed or already done. I ſee not how 
Rom. . 1 l. either the general nature of a Sacrament, or the ſpecial nature of 
circumciſion may be laid to be defined. Nor do I conceive it true which Mr. 
Bi. ſaith, the whole efficacy of a Sacrament is in the uſe : I ſuppoſe baptiſm, 
and the Locds Supper have their efficacy in comforting, moving to holineſs , 
love, &c. after the uſe, The nature and uſe of a Sacrament may be otherwiſe 
held out then Mr. Bl. doth, which I now omit. It is ſufficient at preſent to ſhew 
the emptinels of Mr. Bls. dictates. And for my rejecting of the common uſe 
of the terms of ſeals of the Covenant, and initial ſeals as Synonymous to ſa- 
craments and baptiſm, _ in dilpures wherein proper terms ſhould be us 
ſed, I have given ſufficient reaſon from the abuſes of Pædobaptiſts inferring 
errours from a late deviſed term, and impoſing on mens conſciences * yet I pro- 
ſels, if baptiſm were granted to be a ſeal or initial ſeal, that I think tflat it would 
not follow, that it hath that relation to the Covenant 3 that infants in Cove+ 
nant muſt not be denied it, but that it is a frivolous agument, infants are in 
covenant , therefore they muſt have the initial ſeal of the Covenant: for which 
if 1 had no other reaſon , yet that one of Mr. Bl. that though a perſon be in 
Covenant, and have right to the ſeal, yet he is not to have it till the appointed 
time, it were ſufficient to juſtific my cenſus. 

Mr. Bl. excepts againſt my ſpeech, that to have the promiſe, and to be a dil. 
ciple or believer, arc not all one, for he conceives to have a promile in Scrip- 
ture phraſe is to poſleſſe it, as thoſe Jews aſter the fleſh did poſſeſs, Rom. 9. 4 
And how to poſſeſſe a promiſe without faith, he doth not yet underſtand. 

Whereto I reply, that I find the term [ promilc] uſed in Scripture ſometimes 
metonymically tor the thing promiſed,, as Luke 44. 49. when Chriſt ſaith, I 
ſend the promiſe of the Father upon you, he means the Holy Ghoſt promiſed, 
and ir is true in this ſenſe, to have a p. omiſe is to poſſoſle it. But in proper ac- 
ception the term ¶ promile notes the act of the perſon p. omiſiag, as Gal, 3. 
16. to Abrabum and his ſeed were the promiſes made, or ſpoken. So likewile 
v. 15,18. And in this ſenſe he hath a promile „who hath not poſſeſſion of the 
thing promiſed, and thus we uſually ſay, I have not yet ſuch an office, reve- 
nue, cſtate, &c. but I have a promiſe of it. In which ſenſe I took it, and fo 
it is true, that in this ſenſe, a man may have the promiſe , and not be a belie- 
ver or diſciple as yet. And thus I conceive it taken in all the three places in the 
new Teſtament 2 Cor. 7. 1. 1 Tim. 4. 8. Heb. 7. 5. and in this ſenſe a perſon may 
have a promiſe afore he is a believe. 

Mr. blake further excepts againſt me: 

That 1. I make theſe terms all one, to have a promiſe, and to be a child of 
the promiſe, 

2. That I make a child of the promiſe, Rom.9.8. to be all one with to be 
an ele& perſon, as Iſaac and Jacob, v.10,11,12, were Children of the promiſe, 
to whom the promiſe was made before they were born. 

But Mr. Blake (aith, That to have a promiſe, and to be a child of promiſe , 
are two different things in Scripture; yet ſhews not the difference berween them. 

In 
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fon Rom. . 8. the child of the promiſe (according to the uſuall 
— Child of Lets, Chill of wrath, Son of. perdition, which note the 
perſon who is the fubject or object of thoſe ſeveral terms attributed ) is a per- 
ſon of whom, or for whom, the promiſe is made, and ſo it is all one with [ to 
ve the promiſe. 
” But Golth M. 2. if the child of the promiſe were all one with to be elect, then 
(according to me) all the Jews according to the fleſh were elect perſons; they 
had the pro ni es, yea thoſe that were actors in Chriſts death A#s 2. 39. which 
he muſt needs yield to be an abſurdity. . ; 

To which I reply, I do not conccive how this is true according to me, that 
if children of the promiſe be all elect, all the Jews according to the fleſh were 
elect perſons. Sure I no where make all the Jews according to the ficth children 
of the promiſe. , 

Yea the text Rom.g.8. is ſo expreſs againſt it, that the children of the fleſh, 
are denied to be children of Gods, that is, children of the promiſe , which the 
words ſhew to be equipollent. Yea it is the expreſs determination, v. 6. that all 
that are of*] ſracl, to wit, by natural generation, are not Iſrael, to whom 
the promiſe was made; nor all children (that is, of God, and of the pio- 
miſe) who are the ſeed Of Abraham, v. But that no other were children of 
the promife, though the ſeed natural of Abraham and Iſaae: but elect perſons , 
the Apoſtle doth not onely aſſert, but prove it in Eſau and Facob, v. 10, 1112; 
13. It is true, Rom. 9.4. it is ſaid the promiſes were the Ifraclites ; but whate 
ever the promiſes there meant were, whether of ſpiritual or corporal good things, 
yer it follows not that of every Ijraclite were the promiles any more than that 
of every 1(raclite, v. 5. was Chriſt according to the fleſh. Nor Ad, 2. 39. 
is it ſaid that all the Jews according to the fleſh had the promiſes, But that 
the promiſe was to them, their children and all afar off, whom God ſhould 
call: the promiſe is attributed to none but the called ot God. The generality 
of Anti-Arminian Proteſtants make children of the promiſe to be all one with 
the elect, Rom.g.8. ſome J allege in my Exam. part. 3. ſect. 4. ſome more in my 
Pracurſor, and more I meet with in my reading. It is not true which Mr. Bl. 
ſaith, that Tſaac being born by promiſe, all his poſterity originally were of the 
ſame bi: th, for the poſtle concludes the contrary of Eſau , Rom, 9. 10, 11, 
12. The text G4/. 4. 28. is rightly brought to ſhew that all Jews according to 
the fleſh, are not the children of the promiſe, but as Mr. Licſon, we, that is 
believing Chriſtians, who were born after the ſpirit, and preſented by them that 
were born aftcr the fleſh, v. 29. that is, by the unbelicving Jew, who ſtuck to 
the legal covenant, Nor need we ſay, that all the viſible Churches of Galatia 
were born after the — » but ouely that the true believers in them were ſo. 
Nor is there a word of any privileges inferiour to juſtification, as the ſerics of 
the text ſhews, and many learned Proteſtants cleerly expreſs, That which 
Maſter Blake ſaith, be will maintain, that every one in Covenant is a belie- 
ver, a diſcip.e, that believers are ſame formally, ſuch as in act aſlent to Go- 
ſpe! revelations 3 ſome virtually, ſuch as have the privileges of profeſſing belie- 
vers, that infants in Covenant are virtually believers, in that they are honou- 
red with the privileges of belicvcr; , and that this diſtinction the Scripture 

warrants, are all yain dictates, there being not one Scripture that ever calls any 
a believer from a privilege, but from the act of aſſent or prof. flion of faith, nor 
is 


(95) 


is there the leaſt colour for it out of Scripture to call infants in covenant be- 
lievers without their own act of aſſent or profeſſion of faith, and thuckuc T 
ler paſs theſe ſpeeches of M. Bl. as idle unproyed talk, of which his book is full. 

„Bl. excepts againſt my ſpeech, ſome not yet born , ſome not yet called 
are in the covenant, have the promiſe of grace made to them, I have read (laith 
he) of a covenant entered with thoſe that at the inſtant time of the making of 
the Covenant were preſent , and with thoſe that were not preſent, Deut.29.15, 
* with men of years, and them with their little ones, Deut. 29. 11, But I rcad 

not of a covenant actually made with any unborn, 

Anſw. My expreſſion Care in Covenant] I confeſs that I remember not uſed 
in the Scripture , yet it is uſual in the writings of Pædobaptiſts, who uiually 
ſay , infanas are in the Covenant of grace with their parents. The Aſlemblies 
larger Catechiſm avoucheth Infants ot parents, profeſling faith in Chriſt with- 
inthe Covenant. Mr. M. in his Sermon p. 8B. 15, &c. And this expieſſion of 

„theirs 1 knew not how to conceive@hey meant otherwile then thus, Infants 
have Gods promiſe of grace made to them, or toi them, as in the Directory, 
the promiſe is made to believers and their ſecd. For infants (aid to be in the cove- 
nant muſt be ſo by ſome act either their own , or the adminiſtrators, or Gods. 
Not by any act of their own » for they do nothing to that effect; not by the ad- 
miniſtrator of baptilms act, tor he doth nothing but baptize, and if his act be 
bringing into Covenant then bringiſg into covenant is all one with bap:izing, 
and if an infidels child be baptized it is in Covenant. Beſicẽs Pædobaptiſts al- 
ſert they are within the Covenant afore they are baptized, as the Directory 
ſaith, they are fœderally holy before baptiim It remains then that it is by 
Gods promiſe. Now ſurely Gods promiſe to Abrabam, and his ſeed Gen. 177. 
which is uſually made the promiſe whereby infants of belicvers are in c« ve1ant, 
was many thouſand years fince, 430. years before the law, Gal. 3. 16.17. 
Therefore even according to the uſual language of Pædobaptiſts infants of be- 
lievers are in Covenant atore they are born: which. Mr. Hl. had no cauſe to 
carpat (as he doth) but that it is almoſt all his art, epecially when I had to 

event it, ſo diſtinctly added to ſhew my meaning [ have the promile of grace 
made to them ] If Mr. Bl. have any other way whereby infants are in the co- 
venant, as the parents yow, or profeſſion, or ſuretie for the n, according to it 3 
I ſuppoſe, infants may be laid to be in coyenant afore they are born, ſith ſuch 
vos, profeſſion and — may be made for them afore they are born Let's 
c n ider what M. B faith. He tels us, he reads not of. a covenant actually made 
with any unborn.” And as I conceive by his Appendix to his Vindic, fedcris, as 
an addition to his firſt chapter, his realon is, becauſe he conceives that it is 
of the general nature of a covenant properly fo called, that there be a mutual 
contract and agreement, which I ſhall examine when Fconlider Mr. Cobbcts 
part. 1. c. 3. ſect. 9. of his [ut Vindic, For preſent, if this be true, neither can 
a Covenant be actually made with an infant born, fith an infant born can no 
more contract, or agree, or conſent, then one unborn, Nevertheleſs 1 conceive, 
there is a covenant actually made with perſons unborn Ges. 9. 12. where 

God ſaith, This is the token of the Covenant which I make between me and 
you, and every living creature, that is, with you, for perpetual generations 2 
which doth expreſs a covenant actually made with every living creature of all 
Buſh for perpetual generations, therefore for thoulands of perſons ui born. Yea 

; Where 
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where he ſaith, he readetli ol a Covenant entered into with thoſe that were not 
ent, Deut.29.15. he reads of a covenant made with perſons unborn, as 
Piſcator, Ainſworth, Tackſon, Grotius, the New Annot. The notes out of the 
Arch=biſbop of Yorks Library, &c. do conceive , and reaſon proves itz fith 
that covenant was made only with Iſrael , not with any other people then exi- 
ſtent, but there was none of all Iſrael then born, which was not there that day, 
as appears from v.10.therfore thoſe that were not there with them that day, can 
be no other then perſons unborn, and ſo Mr. Blake ſaith not true, that he hath 
not read of a covenant actually made with any unborn, But were it granted 
that by them that were not preſent were meant perſons exiſtent then, chere is 
norealon why a covenant may not as well be ſaid to be actually made with the 
unborn as with the abſent, who do not expreſs any actual conſent or agreement, 
Surely if it be true that the Covenant of grace was made with Chriſt afore the 
world for all the elect, or in the beginning of time, Cen. 3. 15. or at his death 


or reſurrection, as many Divines ipeak, #and ſundry texts ſeem to intimate, y 


Gal. 3. 16. 1 Cor. 11.25. Tit. 1. 2. 2 Tim. 1. 9. Joh. 6. 38, 39, 40. lohn 
10. 15, 17, 18, 29, 30. Job. 17. 9, 10, 20, 24. I/. 53. 11, 12. Pſal. 2. 7, 8. 
Heb, 1. 5, 6. Heb. 10. 7 15, 16. Heb. 8. 6. Heb, 13. 20. it mult of neceſſity 
be made with many perſons unborn, But Mr. Blake adds. 

Mr. Tombs ſeems here tb make the Covenant and election to be one and the 
ſame, as by this pallage, ſo by that which tollows 3 but theſe Scripture ſtill 
diſtinguiſhes, * 

To which J ſay, it is true that I make the elect and thoſe that are in the Co- 
venant of grace one and the ſame, bur ncither in that paſſage or any other , do 
I make the covenant and election to be one and the ſame, as Mr. Bluke miſtakes 


me, 

He ſaith further; We find promiſes and prophecies, as to the taking into 
Covenant in time to come, Ezck.20. 37. but not any ſuch reſpective to ele- 
ction. 

To which I ſay, the prophecy of taking into Covenant, Terem, 3 1. 33,34. 
is reſpective to election, or elſe God promiles to write his Laws in their hearts, 
and not to remember their ſins who are not clect. 

He goes on. All the promiſes of call of the Gentiles is to bring them into 
the privileges of glory, formerly proper to the Jews, To be in covenant was 
their great privilege : And this is not conferred on the Gentiles before all time, 
but done in time, Iſaiab 42. 6. when he brings them light, then he brings 
them into Covenant, 

To which I ſay, The Jews privileges were ſome of them (as thoſe Rom, 9. 
47 f.) ſuch as God never promiſed to the Gentiles to bring them to, he never 
promiſed to make any entire nation little ones, ſcrvants, &c, to be his viſible 
Church, 

But God promiſed to the Gentiles the ſaving privileges of juſtification , a» 
_ regeneration, eternal lite, Epheſ. 3. 5,6. and this was onely to true 
belicvers or elect perſons, verſe, 11, 12. And theſe were in Covenant in 
_ of Gods act of promiſe before they were in being, in which ſenſe alone 
infants q be ſaid to be in the covenant of grace; but in reſpe& of the con- 
ferring of the things promiſed and the — of them by faith, ſo neither 
they then were in Covenant Epheſ. 2. 12. nor are infants now. 


He 
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He adds, That text Rom. 1. 26, 27, is too notoriouſly abuſed 3 a prophe- 
cy of their future call into covenant, is made a proof that they are alrcady in 
covenant, upon that account we may make the reſurrection ( if not paſt, as 
the antient Hereticks Hymencys and Philetus affirmed, 2 Tim. 2. 18. yet) at 
leaſt preſent, There is like promilc of the reſurrection of the dead, as there is 
of the call of the Jews into Covenant, and reſembled to the reſurrection, as 
Exch. 37. lo allo Rom. 11. 15. It by vertue of the text alleged they be alrea- 
dy in covenant , by virtue ot like Texts the dead are already raiſcd, 

Anſw. Had Mr. Bl. either heeded my words, or been willing to give them 
any fair interpretation, he had foi born this cenſure, in which he doth too noto- 
rioully abuſe me. I (aid, the Jews, Rom. 11. 26, 27. not yet born, or not yet 
called are in the Covenant, have the promile of grace made to them, which 
later words I put in on purp« ſe to ſhew.in what ſenſe J ſaid they were in cove- 
nant, to Wit, in that they had the promiſe of grace made to them (in which 
ſenſe I took the Pædobaptiſts to mean, that infants are in the covenant of grace, 
nor do I yet know how they can mean otherwiſe) and this is preved plainly from 
Rom. 11. 26, 27. That God hath promiſed to ſave all Iſrael, to turn away un- 
godlineſs from Jacob, and (aith, this is his covenant unto-them, when he ſhall 
take away their ins. I 'ay not they are in covenant in reſpec of the things pro- 
miſed as already poileſled, but that they are in covenant in reſpect of Gods 
act of promiſe, they have promiſe of that which they ſhall have when they are 
called, as I often expreſs my iclt : which being rightly underſtood , the cavil 
of Mr. Bl. vaniſheth of it ſelf, for though the reſurrect ion be not paſt , becauſe 
of a promiſe of it, yet the term Covenant being the ſame with a promiſe they 
may be ſaid to be in Covenant in reſpect of a promiſe made to them, who yet 
enjoy not the thing promiſed, Which is confirmed even from the common al- 
legation of Pædobaptiſts, who ſay, that by virtue of the promile, Gen. 17. 7. 
to be a God to Abraham and his ſeed, infants of believers are in the covenant, 
which can be true only in reſpect of the promiſe made, which is as much before 
they are born as after. 

To this Mr. Bl. anſwers, 1. That this can be an argument barely a4 ho- 
ninem; ſeeing though we affirm, yet he denies any Covenant. I re- 
py ; : 
1. That it is true that I deny that Cen. 17. 7. there is a covenant made to 
believers and their iced, but I deny not the Covenant to be to Abrabim and 
his ſeed, nor do I deny cle& infants to be. therein comprehended, and chat a- 
fore they arc born, 

2. It it be onjy an argument barely 44 homincm, yet it is ſufficient , till 
the renct on which it proceeds be diſclaimed by them, which Mr. Bl, hath not 
yet the heart to do. 

But he anſwers, 2. I lay, as they were in being, ſo they were alſo in cove- 
nant, not actually, but potentially, which is nothing to Maſtcr Tozbes his 
pur pole. 

I reply. To be potentially in Covenant may be meant either in reſpc& of 
poſſeſſion of the things promiſed, and to I grant they were in covenant onely 
potentially, or in reſpect of the making of the Covenant, and ſo they were in 
covenant actually, that is, the promiſe was made to them, and this is enough 
for my purpoſe to prove a pe ſon may be in covenant Waborn , in which (cnic 
0 oni 
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onely infants are in covenant, and therefore if infants thus being in covenant 
make them viſible Church- members, and give right to their baptiſm , by the 
fame reaſon unborn or uncalled infidels have right to baptilm. 

Mr. B“. page 386. ſaith, he willingly cloſeth with me, where I fay, that 
the judgement of charity is no rule to a Miniſter whom to baptize 3 not do! 
diſſent from what he ſaith , if his meaning be as the words ſcem,] as well know 
when any man is in covenant , as he knows when he is a bclicyer : when an 
man doth avouch himſelf to be one of the — of God, as he knows when 
they profeſſe to believe. I do confefſe that _ ſame knowledge v Hey any 
man is known, and ſo far as he is known to be a believer, be is knen 10 far 
to be in covenant ; he that avoucheth himſelf to be one of Gods pecpic , and 
that profeſſeth to believe is in appearance, and to be taken as in covenaut, and 
2 believer. But how doth Mr. Bl. know that this or that infant is in covenant 
and to be baptized ? not by Gods promiſe , for there is no ſuch promile of any 
Gentile believer, that all his infants, or any one in particular fi.all be his pco- 

le, either by regenerating grace, or outward ordinance : not by prefcſſion of 
= rm or avouching himſelf to be one of the people of God tor n infant 
doth , or can without miracle do it; therefore it muſt be by a judgement of 
charity (which Mr. Bl. agrees with me to be no rule to a Miniſter whom to 
baptize) or no way, And conſcquently were it granted (which is not) that 
being in covenant in reſpect of Gods promile of being a God to tome infants 
of believers did give a title to baptiſm, yet no Miniftcr could upon this ground 
baptize this or he particular intant, nor any infant now exiſtent, ſith he nei- 
ther doth nor can know without ſpecial revelation, that God hath made this 
promiſe or covenant to it, 

What he addes, And it appears when it is brought home, this is all his 
ground of challenge of baptiſm of perſons in coverant, becauſe their intereſt 
in covenant is not manifeſt, is not right, For I aſſert firſt, that bare inteteſt in 
the Covenant, that is, as I have often ſaid, thisthing, that God hath pro- 
miſed to be his God, doth not of it ſelf intitle a perſon to baptiſm , ſith God 
hath made this ron to thouſands yet unborn, and of thole that are born to 
thonſands yet uncal, perhaps Jcws, yet profeſſed unbelievers , whom no 
man can ſay rightly to have title to baptiſm, 2. That if it were granted this 
intercſt in the covenant did intitle to baptiſm, yet no Miniſter can by this rule 
juſtify his baptizing of an infant, ſith he ncither hath, nor can have, ordina- 
rily, knowledge, that the infant he baptizcth hath this intereſt in the Cove- 
nant, 

What he faith of me, that I ſeem to make election and ingereſt in covenant 
commenſurates All ele& are intereſled in covenant, and all intereſſed in Cove- 
nant are elect; I do grant it, being underſtocd cf the covenant of Evangeli- 
cal grace, of regeneration, juſtification, &c. in reſpect of Gods promiſe ot it, 
and I have often ſhewed that both Paul, Kum. 9. S. and many cf the ſoundeſt 
Proteſtant Divines ſay the ſame. But what he addes of me; And elect inf:nts 
(as he hath more then once acknowledged) might be beptized in ceſe their 
election were kncwn, is Mr, ls, miſtake of me, who do no where ſay, that 
they may be baptized in caſe their clection were made known, but that infaots 
born might be baptized jn caſe their regeneration, faith, ſanQification wee 
made known, WhereaF'a perſon not yet begotten, may be known to be elcct, 

+ but 
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but not to be regenerated, or made a believer. And by my tenet there is a bar 
a21inſt baptix ing of infants , in that they want title to baptiſm; and if they 
have title, we want knowledge of it. As for Pædobaptiſts tenent 1 profeſs, I do 
not know what they count a bar againſt bapt iz ing of infants according to their 
tenent, there being ſuch uncertainty in their tenents, ſome holding all are to 
be baptized in caſe of danger of death, ſome all born in a Chriſtian nation . 
ſome, all who ara in families of peaſons profeſſing the Chriſtian faith, though 
the parents were infadels 3 ſome, onely the children of Church- members after 
the way they call Congregational ; ſome judging of the intereſt in the cove- 
nant by a judgement of charity; tome by a judgement of certainty, What my 
tenet is, I have ſhzwed already. Though I conceive that Chriſts words, Mar, 
19. 14. did import that the intants were ele&, yet Ido not ſay , that Chriſt 
was diipleaſed with the diſciples for being ignorant of their election and juſtifi- 
cation, and for that reaſon not admirting them to be bleſſed by him , but for 
that knowing Chriſt was the great prophet, who was ſent to blels, they did hin- 
der thoſe that were brought to be bl.fled from acceſs to him. 

As for Mr. Bls. queſtion, who lay :hat the covenant of grace without any 
other command is a command to baptize infants, I think Mr. Stephens ſaid it 
when he made a convertibility between the word of promiſe, and the word of 
conmandz and whereas Mr. Bl. ſaith , if Chriſt had never given a command 
for it, neither old nor young ought to have been baptized, it is truez nor in 
my ſpeech of his , an Me. Stephens tenet did I mean when I ſaid [without any 
other command] ty exclude the inſtitution of baptiſm, but it being ſuppoſed 
to be inſtiruted by Chriſt, Pedobopriſts do frequently prove a command to bap- 
tile infants by vertue of being in coven nt, without any particular command 
of baptiziag them, or any ocher deſcription that comprehends them, as Mr. 
Mur Hull, ficlt ar ument in his Srmon, M.. Bls, ſecond argument, Yindic.fed, 
chap. 43. lect.1. i] W. 

M. Gerce calis denying infant -baptiſm, A defalking the Covenant, and 
M.. BI, himſelf maintains the third ſpeech , that the commaud to baptize 
diſciples is all one as to co:umand to baptize perſons in covenant,when he Gich, 

$335. eve:y dil-iple is in covenant,and everyone in covenant is a diſciple And 

his Arguments afſeccing that infants are of Chriſts — what I have met 
with eit her ate antwered a :ady in the ſecond part of this Review, or will be 
anſwered in this part (it God permit) my conceit being ſtill mere confirm- 
ed by fuller examination ot chem, that they are very frivolous. 
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The except ions which in the firſt part of my Review, (ef. 5. are made again? 
the proof of connexion berween the covenant and initial ſeal, are confirmed 4. 
gain} Mr. Blake, vindic. ſæ d. 42. ch. ſect. 3. 


Mr. Bl. proceeds to vindicate the proofs for the reality of connexion between 
the Covenant and initial ſeal from Gen. 17. and Acts 2.38,39. from my An- 
ſwers. 

And to my anſwer that the particle rendered | therefore Cen. 17. 9. ] may be 
rendered and, or, but thou] he ſaith, 1. we have no reaſon but that it may 
be an illative as well as a ccpulativeʒ and being an illative particle, he hath no 
exception againſt the ſtrength of it. 

Whereto I reply: There need be no reaſon given, why it ſhould be read [and 
or but] and not [| therefore] but this, that either of thoſe are the uſual accep- 
tions of the particle, that [and] is the moſt frequent uſe of it, that it may 
well be ſo in that place, and that learned inter preters do fo render it. Which 
being not denyed, there is no ſtrength in that proof which is made barely from 
the term [ therefore Gen.17.9. ] to infer that to them belongeth the initial ſeal , 
whether of theJewiſh or the Chriſtian Church, who have intereſt or title to the 
Covenant of grace. For he that will prove from it, muſt aſſert that it muſt be ren» 
dered ¶ therefore] for a certain concluſion cannot be interred from an uncertain 
medium. 

Whereas Mr: Bl. only aſleits, it may be an illative as well as a copulative 
particle, and not that it muſt be, he intimates a grant of what I 2nſwer, that 
it may be a copulative as well as an illative particle, 

What he adds, that it being an illative particle, I have no exccption againſt 
the ſtrength of it, is manifeſtly untrue, ſith I added three more exceptions a- 
gainſt the proof of that propoſition from thence, 

But Maſter Blake proves the lame from verſe 10. taking in Acts 7. 8. and 
would have me at more leiſure find aniwer to this argument. That which God 
himſelt calls by the name of a covenant ought not to be ſeparated from it : but 
God calls circumciſion by the name of a covenant 3 Ergo they ought nct to be 
ſeparated, 

To which I anſwer, Firſt, if the Concluſion be good, then circumciſion 
and the Covenant ought not to be ſeparated 3 but the covenant according to 
Maſter Mar ſhall, Maiter Blake, xc. remains the ſame ; therfore according to 
Maſter Blake circumciſion ought to remain ſti'l to our children, they being in 
covenant. 

Secondly, If the Concluſion were good, then the females and males afcre 
the eight day being in covenant muſt bc circumciſed : 

Thirdly, The concluſion is neither of thoſe propoſitions , which were to 
be proved, to wit, 1. That the reaſon why 4 brabams infants were to be cir- 
cumciſeq, was their intereſt in the Covenant: For though it were granted that 
circumcilion and the cover: ant ought not to be ſeparated, yet it proves not the 
reaſon of this conjunction to be from intereſt in the covenant, ſith it may bez 
Vea; 
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yea; is indeed to be deduced from the command. 

2. To them belongeth the initial ſeal , whether of the Jewiſh or Chriſt- 
jan Church, who have intereſt or title to the Covenant of grace. For the Con- 
cluſion of Mr. Bl. doth not ſay any thing at all concerning the ini: ial ſeal of the 
Chriſtian Church, but only of circumciſion. 

Fourthly, To his Syllogiſm I answer, 1. That God calls circumciſion the 
Covenant only by a metonymia of the thing h2nificd for the ſign. 

2. That [ought not to be ſcparated from it] may be underſtcod of every 

erſon that hath intereſt in the covenant, or of every pei lon to whom it is 
commanded, and when it is not dilpented with: in the former ſenſe 1 deny the 
major , it is not true, that what God himſelf calls by the name of a covenant 
ought not to be ſeparated from it, or that Gods calling any ſign the Covenant, 

roves that all in ch&Henant are to have that ſign on them. Fur neither was it 
true of circumciſion, ſith neither were males afore the cight day or females in 
covenant, nor any in the wildernely to be circumciſed,: God cither not com- 
manding it, or diſpenſing with the obler vation of itz nor is it true of any o- 
cher ſign called the Covenant (it there be any) without Gods command undi- 
ſpenſed with. 

Mr. Blake ſaith further, 2. Let him conſider the relation in which the A- 

tle puts this Sacrament of circumciſion to the covenant Rom. 4. 11. an in- 
ſtituted appointed ſign and ſeal is not to be divided from that which it liznifies, 
and (cal is not to be divided from thas which it ſigniſies gnd ſeals 3 circumciſi- 
on was an inſtituted appointed ſign and ſeal of the — z therefore it is not 
to bedivided from it, 

Anſw, 1. Neither doth the Apoſtle, Rom 4. 11. make circumciſion the gn 
and ſeal of the Covenant mentioned Gen, 17. nor of any covenant to be kept 
for the time to come, but of a benefit 4brabam had before obtained Gen,1 5.6. 
to wit, righteouſneſs by faith, being yet uncircumciſed, nor is any ones cix- 
cumciſion beſides Abrahams, on his own perſon, called, the ſeal of the righte- 
ouineſs of faith. 5 

2. The Concluſion is, neither of the Propoſitions to be proved, that the 
reaſon why Abrabams infants were to be circumcited, was their intereſt in the 
covenant, that to them belongeth the initial ſeal, whether of the Jewiſh, or 
the Chriſtian Church, who have intereſt or title to the Covenant ot grace. 

3. The Major p:opohticn is true in this ſenſe, an inſtituted appointed fign 
and ſeal, is not to be divided in our conccit of it, from that object or thing 
which it ſignifies or ſcals. But in this lenie the Concluſion would be true only 
of an intellectual divifion from the object, which is nothing to the purpoſe. 
That ſenſe in which it would be to his purpoſe is this, An inſtituted appoint- 

ed ſign and ſeal, is not to be divided, that is, not to be withheld or denied to 
any perſon or ſubject, who hath by promiſe ar poſſeſſion intereſt in the thing 
ſignifyed and ſcaled by that ſign. But in this ſenſe ir is falle, for ciccumciſion 
was not to be to any female, to whom yet the *promile of Canuun lignified by 
it, belonge1 3 Nor indeed doth any ſuch ſign belong to any perſon meerly from 
intereſt in the thing ſignified, but from the command and willof-the Ap- 
inter, 
I ſaid if [ therefore Gen. 17.9. ] were allowed to be the beſt reading, yet that 


the infcreace,v.9.ſhould be made from the promile only, v.7, and not as well, 
it 
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if not rather from the promiſe, verſe 8. I find no ſufficient reaſon given. 

To this Maſter Blake replies, This reference engageth me, 1. in a contra- 
diction to my (elf, Exercit. page 3. thepromile of the Goſpel was confirmed to 
Abraham by the ſign of Circumciſion, and that the covenant made with A- 
braham Gen. 17. was a mixt covenant. 2. Ina contradiction to the Apoſtle , 
who makes circumciſion a ſign and ſeal, nat alone of the land of Canaan, but 
of the righteouſneſs of faith. | 

Anſw, Either I have loſt all my skill in Logick, or elſe there is not the leaſt 
colour of this charge, but Mr. Blake writes as one that ſcribles any thing that 
comes fu ſt into his fancy. A contradiction is of two propoſitions oppolite in 
quantity and quality, the one univerſal , the other particular; the one affir- 
mative, the other negative, my propolitions are. It it were granted that ¶ ther- 
fore Gen.17.9.] is the beſt reading; yer that the inference verſe 9. ſhould be 
made from the promiſe onely, verle 7. and not as well, if not rather from the 
promile verſe 8. 1 find no ufficient reaſon given; the promiſe of the Goſpel 
was confirmed to Abraham by the ſign of Circumciſion, the Covenant Gen, 
17. was a mixt covenant made up of ſpiritual and temporal mercies: The 
Apoſtle Rom. 4. 1 1. faith Abraham received the 50 of Circumciſion a ſeal of 
the righteouſneſs of the faith which he had yet being uncircumciſed, If Maſter 
Blake in theſe propoſitions I will not ſay contradiction onely the greateſt 
of cppolitions , but any contrariety at all, let me be taken for a heedleſs Scrib- 
ler; if not, let Maſtir Blake bear the blame. 

His other words Call that know the nature of Covenants, and uſe of ſeals 
know that the ſeal ratifics all that the Covenant contains. But the Covenant 
( Maſter Tombs being judge) contained not barely the promiſe of the land of 
Canaan, and therefore the reference muſt carry it further than the Land of Ca- 
,a44n] what are they but a grant of my exception, that the reference Gen. 17. 
9. muſt be not onely to the promiſe verſe 7. as if infants were circumciſed 
meerly becauſe of the promiſe , I will be a God to thee, and to thy ſeed, but 
alſo to the promiſe verle 8. and that they were circumciſed alſo becauſe of that 
promiſe of the Land of Canaan, which belongs not to us, and therefore the 
reaſon of circumciſion of infants from the Covenant Gen. 17. can be no rule 
to us to whom ſome of thoſe promiſes belong not. If the ſeal ratifies all that 
the covenant contains, then it ratifies the promiſe of the Land of Canaan, and 
in reſpe& of that it was to Abrahams infants, which not belonging to our in- 
fants the reaſon of circumciſing infants, if it be taken from the covenant, it 
will nor pertain to our infants to whom that promiſe belongs nor, 

I ſaid, if it were yielded that the inference were made peculiarly from the 
promiſe, verſe 7. to be a God to Abraham and his ſeed 3 it muſt be proved, 
chat every belicyers infant-child is Abrahams ſeed,afore it be proved the promiſe 
belongs to them. 

To this Maſter Blake ſcith, It muſt either be proved that they are Abrahams 
children, or have the privilege of the children of Abraham, which from Gene- 
ſes . 27. Rom. 11. 17. is ſufficiently proved, cſpecially being confirmed by 

thoſe texts that carry the covenant in Goſpel times to the iſſue. 

Anſw. What privilege of the children of Abraham he thould mean, except 
the promile, I will be a God to them, which ſhould belong to every believers 
infant child, I underſtand not, The privilege of circumciſion, or viſible 

Church- 


(103) 
Church-memberſhip in the Chriſtian Church is neither inferred from the pro- 
miſe Gen.17.7. nor from Geneſis 9. 27. Rom.11.17, nor is there one text that 
carries the Covenant in Goſpel times, I mean that covenant of which*Chriſt 
is Mediator, mentioned Heb.8.10. Heb. 10. 16. (beſides which I know no 
covenant in Goſpel times) to the iflue, that is, all the natural infant-iſſue of 
every believer , and that neither thoſe texts mentioned , nor any other produ- 
ced by Mr. Bl. Mr. A. Mr. Cobbet, or any ot her prove it, will be ſhewed in that 
which follows. For preſent my ſpeech is light, the promiſe is not, I will be a 
God to thee , and to thy ſeed , and to him that hath the privilege of thy chil- 
dren, This is Maſter Blakes addition to the Text. And therefore no man can 

ove the promile belongs to the infant-child of a believer, till he be proved to 
E Abrahams ſeed : Whatſoever privilege of Abrahams children, any child ma: 

have, yet from that promiſe none can claim privilege, but Abraham and his 
ſeed, lich the promile is made to no other, and therefore no child of ours «can 
claim an interelt in that promiſe till he be Abrabams ſeed, which Maſter Blukes 
ſhift doth no whit avoid. ; 

To my exception, that the Covenant was not made to every child of Abra- 

„ be ſaith, Though it were true, yet it would nor ſerve my purpoſe, provi - 

*. that we in Goſpel times are under the ſame covenant as was Iſaac; it ſome 
of Abrahams children were left out, that concerns not us, ſo that we are ta» 
ken in. 

But I reply, ſure if it were true, it were much to my pui poſe to ſhew the.in- 

ſufficiency ot the Pædobaptiſts inference , from Gen. 17. 7. that every child 
of a Gentile believer is not in covenant by vertue of that promiſe, if it be true 
that the Covenant was not made to every child of Abraham. No Pædobap- 
tiſt hitherto that I know hath had the face to ayouch that our children by ver- 
tue of that promiſe are more in covenant than Abraham children; Maſter Bl. 
himſelf ſaith; To make the inference good from Gen. 17.7. that believers chil- 
dren by virtue of that promiſe have title to the initial ſeal, ĩt muſt either be pro- 
ved that they are Abrahams children, or have the privileg t of Abrabams chil- 
dren ; If then the covenant was not made to cyery child of Abraham, then 
eyery child of Abrabam had not the privilege by the covenant , and then if it 
were granted that our children by that covenant had the privilege of Abrahams 
child, yet it could not be proved thence, that every child ah ours hath the pri- 
vilege of the Covenant, fith every child of Abraham had it not. Nor doth Mr. 

Ble. proviſo at all help him. 

For 1. it being granted, that we in Goſpel-times are under the ſame cove- 
nant as was Tjaac, and that we are taken in, though without the limitations , 
fi.lt of the covenant onely, as it contains promiſes of ſaving grace; ſecondly, 
oncly of true believers before God, I deny it ) yet it follows not that our chil- 
dren are taken in. 

2. Nor if it were true, that our children are taken in, doth it follow that 
all our children are taken in, by vertue of that promiſe Gen. 17.7. (ith ncither 
all Abrahams children, nor all auc children were taken in by it, Eſau bein 
expreſsly «xcluded, Rom.g 10,11, 12 13, and clſcwhere, nor doth God ſtile 
himſelf the God of Eſau as he did of Facob, | 

But Mr. Blake ſaith , my inſtance from Gen. 17. 19. Heb. 11. 9. is very 
weak to prove, that the Covenant was not made to cvery child of Abraham , 
I/-mael 
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1/-mael himſelf was in Covenant, though not eſtabliſhed in covenant (as God 
there, and verſe 21. promiſed concerning Iſaac) nor his ſeed never received, 
appears not alone by the ſign and ſeal which he received verſ. 23. which yet is 
ſufficient (for God to ſeal to a blank is very ſtrange ; to ſign a covenant to a 
man never in Covenant) but alſo from G4. 4. 30. What ſaith the Scriprure ? 
caſt out the bond- woman, and her ſon, for the ſon of the bond woman ſhall 
not be heir with the ſon of the freewoman A man caſt out of Covenant, was 
before caſting out in Covenant; ejection ſuppoles admiſſion , unleſs we will 
give way to Mr Tombs his dream of ejection by non: admiſſion. He was caſt 
out after the time of the lolemnity ot his admiſſion by circumciſion, as may be 
Gen, 22. 
_— The Apoſtle Rom. 9. anſwering the objection, that if the Jews 
were rejected from being the children of God then the promiſe falls, or takes 
not effect, which God made to Abraham and his ſeed to be a God to them, 
anſwers verſc 7, 8, 9, in theſe expreſs words, neither becauſe they are the ſeed 
of Abraham are they all children, but in 7/44c ſhall thy ſeed be called, Thar is, 
they which are children of the flcth , theſe are not the children of God: bur 
the children of the promiſe, are counted for the ſeed : For this !is the word 0 
promiſe , at this time will I come, and Sarab ſhall have a Son. Which word 
if they do not affirm, that the promiſe or covenant, Gen. 17.7. was not made 
to all Abrahams (ſeed, and particularly that ic was not made to Iſhmael, I can- 
not perceive any pertinency in the Apoſtles {pecch to the anſwering the objeRi- 
on made, nor know how to underſtand his words, nor do I remember that I 
ever me: with an interpreter, which did not thence conceive , that the Apoſtle 
in thoſe words did aſſert, that the promiſe or covenant was not made to Ifhmacl, 
Some J have produced Exam. part 3. S. 4. ſo conceiving, and many more might 
be alleged if it were neceſſary. But the words of God to Abrabam, Gen. 17. 
19, 20, 21. do ſufficiently prove, that the Covenant Gen. 17.7. was not made 
to Iſhmacl , and therefore he was not in Covenant by Gods act of promile, 
For when Abraham upon Gods promiſe concerning Sarah and her ſon, ver. 15, 
16. had laughed yerie 17. and petitioned for I/hmacl, verſe 18. Gad anſwers 
verſe 19. by repeating his p: omile concerning 1/44c , and faith, he would e- 
{t3bliſh his Covenant with him for an everlaſting Covenant, end with his ſeed 
after him, verſe 20. Then tells him he heard him concerning I/bmac!, and re- 
cites wht he woul | do for him 3 which expreſſeth how far he had heard his pe- 
tition. And then follows verſe 21. But my Covenant will I eſtabliſn with L- 
ſ:ac , which b. ing adverſative hath this plain ſenſe, that he would do that for 
ſomael which he had expreſſed, verſe 20. But he would eſtabliſh his Covenant, 
that is, confirm and perform what he had promiſed before verſe 7, 8. in Iſaac 
not in I hael; he promiſed not to be a God to Abraham and his ſced, by 1/b- 
acl in their generations, nor to give them the Land of Canaan. 

As for what Miſter Blake ſaith, that Inmac himſelf was in Covenant , 
though not citablithed in Covenant; it ſeems to intimate that he conccives , 
that God made the Covenant to him, but did not eſtabliſh it. But ſure God 
makes no Covenant with any which he doth not eſtabliſh, if he did, he ſhould 
not be true. Nor is there any ſuch emphaſis in the word HN, T will eſta- 
bliſh, which doth intimate , that the Covenant was made to I/hmacl, but e- 
ſtabliſhed, that is, confirmed, and to be certainly performed onely to Iſaic, 
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for the phraſe uſed elſewhere , Gen. 9. 9, 11. doth expreſs no more than j; 

meant v. 12. this is the token of the Covenant I make between, me and you. 
As for Maſter Blakes proof that Iſhmael was in Covenant, becaule he was 

circumciſed, Gen, 17, 23. it reſts upon theſe unproved falle ſuppoſitions. 

1. That circumciſion was appointed to men becauſe they were in covenant 
with God. 

2. That God did by circumciſion ſign thecovenant to him that was circumciſed* 

3. That every one that was appointed by God to be circumciſed was in co- 
venant, As for the ſpeech that God doth not fecal to a blank, it is a ſpecch the 
Scripture uſeth not, and it having various ſenſes may be true in ſome ſenſe, in 
other falſe, A blank is ſuch a paper as hath no writing in it, or wherein there is 
ſome empty ſpace left co write more in, whether perſons names, or promiles , 
or other matter. By Gods ſealing Mr. Bl. means the uſing of Circumciſion , 
baptiſm , the Paſſeover, the Lords Supper, according to Gods appointment. 
That which he conceives to be ſealed thereby is the Covenant, Gen, 17. 7. 

+ which he makes all one with the Covenant ot grace, and by proving every Sa- 
crament to be a Seal of the Covenant of grace, from Rom.4. 11. his meaning 
ſhould be, that God ſeals in the adminiſtrators right uſe of every Sacrament 
to every perſon, that he is in Covenant, that he hath the righteouſneſs of faith, 
elſe God ſhould ſeal to a blank, But in that ſenſe I do aver it to be moſt true. 
that Gad doth ſeal to a blank, that is, that many thouſands had circumciſion , 
the Paſſeover, baptiſm, and the Lords ſupper, according to Gods inſtitution 
and appointment, who were never in Covenant with God, nor did God ſeal, 
that is, aſſure to them their intereſt in the Covenant, Geneſis 17. or the Co- 
venant of Grace ia Goſpel times, or the rightcouſneſs of faith. But in this 
ſenſe I grant ir to be true that God doth not ſeal to a blank, that is, v hen he ap- 
points any ſign or ſeal of a Covenant, he doth not appoint it a ſign and ſeal ot a 
Covenant that hath no promiſes, or wherein the perſons to whom, and the 
promiles are not ſufficiently expreſt, yet he doth command that ſign to be uſed 
upon perſons to whom is no promiſe in that covenant, as well as thoſe to whom 
it is made, yea the uſing it on one perſon may ſeal to thouſands, who are not 
to have it on their own perſons, as the circumciſing of Abraham himſclf was 
a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith to all believers of the Gentiles, who were 
not to be circumciſed. And if every ones Circumciſion ſhould ſeal to him, 
the righteouſnels of faith, then circumciſion ſhould by Gods appointment 
ſeal that which is not true, which is not to be ſaid of God, 

Not doth Mr. Blake prove from Galatian, 4.30. that Ihmacl was firſt in 
Covenant, becauſe he was after caſt out; for the caſting out is not appointed 
to be out of the Covenant, for that Abraham could not do, to whom this 
peech is directed. it is God that puts in and out of his Covenant; but the ca- 
ting out is out ot Abrahams family, which wes to be done by Abraham. If 
it be replycd , that this was a fign of caſting out cf Covenant, and therefore 
luppoled he was in Covenant, I anſwer ſo it was a ſign of caſting out of the 
inhe:izance, out of the righteouſneſs of faith, out of the Kingdom of hcaven, 
which yet neither he, nor thoſe whom he typified, and ſo were caſt out with 
him, ever had. 

What he calls my dream cf eject ion by non- admiſſion, doth but ſhew Mr. 
Blake own olcitancy. 

P For 


(106) 


Ear Matthew 8. 1 2. it is ſaid, the children of the Kingdome , that is, the 
Jews ſhall be caſt out, to wit, of the Kingdom of heaven , where Abraham , 
and Iſaac, and Facob fit down, into outer arkneſſe; and yet thoſe children of 
the Kingdom, were never in the Kingdom of heaven, nor ever ſhould be. 

Tſhmaels caſting out after the time of the Solemnity of his admiſſion by 
circumciſion , doth not prove he was in covenant before. Neither circumciſi- 
on, nor baptiſm, doth admit men into covenant with God. If they did, then 
adminiſtrators could put men in and out of Covenant with God ; bur that is 
Gods prerogative, not in mans power. Even according to Pædobaptiſts ſup. 

itions, perſons are firſt to be in Covenant aſore they are to be baptized, ther- 
tore baptilm doth not admit them into Covenant. 

Maſter Blake addes 3 For tha tof Hebrews 11. 9. it 182 myſtery, what he 
will make of it, unleſſe he will conclude, that becauſe Abraham ſojourned in the 
Land of promiſe , that therefore none were in Covenant, that were nat ta- 
ken into « Land, ſo Moſes and Aaron will be found out of Covenant. 

To which I reply. The myſtery might have been unveiled, if Mr. Blake had. 
heeded that the Author of thac Epiſtle calls onely ] 7 and Facob of thole that 
dwelt with Abraham in tents , heirs with him of the ſame promiſe, therefore 
Iſhmael and Eſdu were not heirs with him of the fame promiſe , though he 
dwelt in tents with them, and conſequently were not in the Coyenant, or had 
not the Covenant or promiſe of Abraham made to them. 

upon thoſe words of mine; As for a viſible Church-lced of Abraham, that 
is neither his ſeed by nature, nor by ſaving faith, nor by excellency, in whom 
the nations of the Earth ſhould be bleſſed, to wit, Chriſt, I know none ſuch 
in — though ſome men have fancied ſuch a kind of Church-ſced, as 
it is called. 

Maſter Blake thus animadverts. I know not how ſaving faith comes in, 
when a faith of profeſſion will terve the turn. Abrahams ſeed had circumciſi- 
on as a ſeal of the righteoulneſs of faith, when their parents had no more than 
a faith of profeſſion. : : 

To which I reply, a meer faith of profeſſion will not ſerve turn to make any 

:ntile to be rightly according to the Scripture termed Abrahams ſced. None 
of them in Scripture are counted Abrahams ſeed, but either true believers be- 
fore God, or elc& perſons. No where doth the Scripture ſay, that the Cir- 
cumcifion which any of Abrahams ſeed had was as a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of 
faith to them, when their parents were true believers, much leſs when their pa- 
rents had no more than a faith of profeſſion, Mr. Blakes talk, that all that 
which my three former exceptions gainſaid is made good, is but vain, as 
the reſt of his arguing. Let us here ſee what he addes further, 

1 had ſaid, Laſtly, were all theſe things yielded, yet the propoſition could 
not be made good from hence, ſith the inference is not concerning tile or right 
of infants to the initial ſeal, as if the Covenant or promile of it ſelf , did 
vive that, but the inference is coficerning Abrahams duty, that therefore he 
thould be the more ingaged to circumciſe his poſterity. 

Hereupon Mr, Blake tells me, I ſhould rather have left this to my adverſa- 
rics foc the ſtreng thening of their propoſition, than have made ule of it my 
lelf for refutation of it. It was Abrahams duty to give them according to Gods 
f command 
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command the initial ſeal * in this Maſter Tombs and we are agreed 3 whether ic 
will thence follow that they had right and title to it, or without right, let the 
Reader determine. 

Anſw. The Adverſaries propoſitions to be refuted were, fuſt, That the 
reaſon why Abrahams infants were to be circumciſed, was their intereſt in the 
Covenant » which they would gather from Gen. 17. 7, and 9g. put together; 
ſecondly, That to them belongeth the initial ſeal, whether of the Jewiſh or 
Cbriſtian Church, who have intereſt or title to the Covenant of grace, But 
if the inference be not of title or right in the perſous to be circumciſed, but 
of duty in the adminiſtrator, and the propolatioas be of title or right from the 
Covenant, and not of duty, the adyerlaxies propofirions are not rightly ga- 
thered from that inference, which is not concerning right or title but duty, 
As for Maſter Blakes jeer rather than anſwer, it is unworthy a ſerious ſober man. 
For my ipcech did not intimate that the infants were circumciſed without right 
or title, but that the inference, Gen. 17. 9. was of duty, not of title or right, 
and that what title che infants had to circumciſion it was not, as Pædobaptiſts 
ſuppoſe, from the intereſt in the Covenant which the circumciſed had, but the 
command of God to the circumciſer, and therefore there is not any connexion 
between intereſt in the Covenant and title or right to the initial ſeal without 
the command, nor this propoſition true. All they Who are in Covenant are 
to be ſealed with the initial ſeal, unleſs this limitation be added, when it is 
commanded, Now if this limitation be pur, then, though the infants of be- 
lievers were granted to be in Covenant, yet they are not to be baptized, till 
over and beſides their being in Covenant a command for their — be ſhew- 
ed, which hath not been yet, nor I chink ever will be. 

There are ſome more of Mr, Blates jeers or flirts rather than ſober and ſerl- 
ous anſwers yet remaining. To what I ſaid, that Abrah un was engaged to cir- 
cumciſe only thoſe that are males, and not afore eight daies, and not onely 
thaſe that were from himſelf, but alſo all in his houſe , whoſe children ſoever 
they were, which apparently ſhews that the giving circumciſion was not com- 
menſurate to the perions intereſt in the Covenant, but it was to be given to 
perſons as well out of Covenant as in, if of Abrahams houſe, and not to all 
that were in the Covenant, to wit, females : which doth clecrly prove that 
right to the initial ſeal, as it is called, of circumciſion did not belong to per- 
ſons by vertue of the Covenant, but by force of the command, Mr. Blk? in 
his flirting ſaihion thus ſpeaks, If he can prove that Abraham kept Idolaters 
in his houſe, profeſſedly worſhipping a lie God, and gave Circumciſion to 
them iathat faith and way of worſhip; it would prove that a man mighe have 
the ſeal, and not be in Covenant. And it will prove a man might fore the 
ſeal, and not be in covenant,though I cannot prove any Idolater in Abrahams 
houſe, if I can — there were or might be infants or young perſons who were 
children of Idolaters, for ſuch were not in covenant as the ſeed of believers, or 
by their own proleſſion. 

Bur, ſaith he, it would not prove that he might be in covenant, and be de- 
nied the ſeal, True, but this that infant- males under cight daies old, and 
females in covenant might be denyed the ſeal, would prove it, 

And then, faith Mr. Bl, jnfant-baptiſm might be of catier proof, Though 
they were not in Covenant, though they were not holy, yet they might 
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baptized, I repiy, I grant that perſons in Covenant might be denyed Cir 


cumciſion, but think infant-baptiſm never a whit the eater proved. I t- 
circumciſion is commanded of all in Abrah2zms houſe, whether in covenant 
or no, but baptiſm to none becauſe he is in covenant, or holy, but becaule a 
diſciple, which is not true of any infant ordinarily. 

But, ſaith Maſter Blake, I will not yield ſo much; I do not believe that 
Abraham carried circumciſion beyond the line of the Covenant, and that he 
had thoſe in his houſe which were aliens from God; ſeeing I find that teſti- 
mony of the Lord concerning him, Geneſis chap, 18. verſe 19, and find 
that reſolution of fo „ Joſhua chap. 24. verſe 14, 15. 1 believe 4- 
braham catechized all he took in as Heathens, and did not circumcile them 
as Heathens. 

Aaſw. I believe he did not circumciſe them as Heathens , but as his own 
bought with his money, and of his houſe, and if he bought any infants, or 
young children (which was then, and hath been ſince uſual, where men and 
women are ſold as ſlaves) he did circumciſe infant or young males of heathen 
Idolaters. For the command of God was he ſhould, and yet thoſe infant or 
young males of heathen Idolaters could not be catechized z nor qvere in 
Covenant, either by their own profeſſion, or their parents right, or My pro- 
miſe of God to them; and therefore circumciſion in that caſe muſt be carricd 
beyond the line of the Covenant, 

To what I added of Maſter Marſhalls Confeſſion, That he granted the for- 
mal reaſon of the Jews, being circumciſed , was the command , and the co- 
venant he makes only a motive , Defence page 182. Maſter Blake (peaks thus. 
I wonder what need there is of an argument to force ſuch a Confeſſion. The 
reaſon I ſay, why Jews were circumciſed , and Chriſtians baptized , is the 
command; were there a thouſand Covenants and no inſtitution of a ſign or 
ſeal, ſuch a ſign or ſcal, there could have been no circumciſion, no bap- 
tiſm. The command is the ground, and the Covenant is the Directory 
to whom application is to be made: we ſay, all in Covenant are enti- 
tuled to the ſeal for admiſſion 3 but we preſuppoſe an inſtitution. 

I reply, If the formal reaſon why the Jews were circumciſed were the 
Command, and the Covenant onely the motive, then the command was 
the differencing reaſon 3 for the form diſtinguiſheth, and the formal reaſon is 
the reaſon which differenceth. Motives are not directions what to do, but 
commands, the ſame motive may be to contrary commands, The Command 
is the Directory to whom application is to be made both of circumciſion and 
baptiſm. The command doth expreſs not only the act to be done, but alſo the 
perlons to whom. The Covenant is no Directory to whom circumciſion , or 
b+p:iſm is to be applyed. The whole Covenant of Circumciſion is expreſſed 
Cr encſis 17. 4, 556, 7, 8. But there is not a word who are to be circumciſed , 
but after, There is not the leaſt hint in the inſtitution of baptiſm , Ma- 
thew Chap. 28. verſe 19. Mark chap. 16. verſe 15. ot any Covenant God 
makes to man, To imagine God commanded circumciſion and baptiſm, and 
yet not to tell who are to be baptized or circumciſed but from the Covenant, 
which no man knoweth to whom it belongs, is to imagine God gives a 
blind command, which no wiſe Maſter would do. It is not true, all in cove- 
nant are entitled to the ſcal for admiſſion, for then temales, males under eight 
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dajes old, believers out of Abrabams houſe , Proſelytes of the gate had 
been entitled to Circumciſion, for they were in Covenant as well as thoſe who 
were to be circumciſed. 

And it is as certain on the other ſide that Iſhmael, Eſau, the infants of ftran- 
gers bought by Abraham, with his money, were to be circumciſed, though they 
were not in Covenant, and theretore I inferre it as certain, that being in co- 
yenant or intereſt in the covenant, or having the promiſes of the Covenant, 
Cena 17. 47 5, 6, 7, 8. or the newCovenant in Chriſts blood Heb. 8. 10, 11, 
12. and 10. 16, 17. or any other Evangelical Covenant, all, or ſome of them 
made to a perſon did not intitle a perſon to circumciſion, nor doth now to bap- 
tim, nor can be without the command or inſtitution of Chriſt , or pri- 
mitive example, a rule, Directory or ſufficient warrant for any to baptize a per- 
ſon, nor acquit him from profaning and abuſing baptiſm, and therefore there 
is no ſuch reality of connexion between the Covenant and ſeal, that this pro- 
polition is thereby ome true, Ml in Covenant are intitled to the ſeal for ad- 
miſſion : or this falſe, ſome of thoſe who are not in coycnant are intitled to 
the ſeal (as they call it) for admiſſion : and Maſter Blakes cenſure of my ex- 
ceptions as frivolous trifles ſhews his weakneſſe in diſputes, there being very 
little in his arguings or anſwers but flirts, quips , dictates and impertinen- 


cles. 

What he addes of my grants diſcovers the like vanity 3 For though I ſav 
chat believers , and dilciples are to be baptized, not barely on their faith and 
knowledge, but upon the Command to baptize ſuch, yet how it follows which 
Mr.Blake faith, ſo that the command is with reference to the Covenant, with 
reference to the inteieſt in the Covenant, is to me a meer inconſequence, un 
leſs he imagine the command and Covenant all one, which to afſert were ridi- 
culous. And who will believe that I attribute as much to the Covenant re- 
ſpeRiFe to this ſeal, when I ſay Examen page the ſeventieth eight, That the 
common privilege of Circumciſion belonging to the Jews, did not ariſe 
from'the Covenant of grace , according to the ſubſtance of it , but accor- 
ding to the adminiſtration that then was, as Maſter Marſhall to the Com- 
mand, when he ſaid, The Command was the formal reaſon of the Jews 
being circumciled, 

When I do not at all make circumciſion to ariſe from the Covenant as 
any reaſon of the duty, much leſs the formal reaſon-of it, but as trom the oc- 
* calion of it, whereas Maſter A. makes the command, the very formal reaſon of 
the exiſtence of the duty 
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S.E C T. XXI. 


The ten Exceptions of the finſt bert of my Review agaanſt Pedobaptiſts expo. 
ion and allegation of A&s 2. 38, 39. for the connexzon between Covenans 
and ſeal are vindicated from Mailer Blakes arſwer , Vindic, Fœderis, ch, 


37,43 


R. Blake addes ſome ſnatches againſt my ten exceptions to Pædobap- 
Mi. expoſition of Acts 2. 38, 39. To the firit which was, that the * 
mile is no: proved to be that Geneſss 17.7. and Aﬀs 3.25. Af, 2. 30. lead 
us to ſome other, he ſaith, when a promiſe is mentioned and a ſeal, any man 
but he will preſently underſtand that prorffiſe , which is ratified by tuch a 
Seal. 

To which I reply. Where is there mention of a ſeal ? or of a promiſe ſea- 
led or tobe ſcaled as he ſpeaks ? If there were, is there no other promiſe to 
be ratified by ſuch a Seal but that? Did circumciſion ſeal no other promile 
but that? Doth the Scripture give the leaſt hint of ſealing that promiſe, Gen. 
17. 7. underſtood as Pædobaptiſts expound it, that God would be a God to 
every believer, and to his ſeed , in reſpect at leaſt of viſible Church-member- 
fhip, yea though he be a believer onely by profeſſion ? They uſe to tell us that 
Circumciſion ſeals the righteouſneſs of faith, from Rom. 4. 11. But to ſeal this 
and to ſeal the iſe, Gen, 17. 7. (as Pædobaptiſts do rack rather than ex- 
pound tlie — are as much different as ate the payment of Gold, and lead. 
Have not learned men expounded the promiſe, ſome of thut mentioned, ver. 38. 
of the giſt of the holy Ghoſt, ſome of other promiſes ? why then doth Maſter 
Blike . ineptly intimate me to be ſingular in my conceit ? why doth he ſo 
falſely inſinuate that no more than bare words can be found for my expoſition ; 

hen I bring two texts to confirm it, and Mr. Bl. ſaith not a word to infirm my 
alleging them ? what he refers me to in his 37. ch. and Mr. Cabbet ſhall be exa- 
mined 1n its place. 

To the ſecond , which was that [the promiſe is Ads 2. 39] is expounded, 

1. of a promiſe of a thing to come, whereas it may ſcem rather from A#s 

13. 32, 33. to be meant of a promiſe already fulfilled. 

2. That the thing to come promiſed was ſome out ward privilege to be con- 
ferred on them and their children. 

Mr. Blake ſaith, yet he quotes no man for this expoſition of a thing to come, 
but on the contrary quotes Mr. Cobbet in the margin againſt it, It is meant of 
a pm rightz for as yct they were not broken off from the olive, nor Gentiles 
grafted in. 

Anſw, 1. That Pædobaptiſts do underſtand the words Aﬀs 2. 39. of a 
—.— of ſome thing to come appears , 1. in that many of them make it the 

ame with this, I will be a God to a belicver, and his ſeed. 

So Maſter Marſhall Defence page 126, Mr. Drew ubi ſupra, Mr. Blake out of 
Calvin, Vindic, federis page 270, and others. Now a promiſe that he will be 
Gog to them is a promiſe of a thing to come, 2. In that they diſclaim the 

: | ſupplement 
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f | ement Lis ſulfilled] as Mr. Cobbct Fut. V indic. part 1. ch. 2. ſect.3. and u- 
lp „ as Bega, the Exgliſh Drreitory, Mr. Blake and others expound it, the 

iſe is made , which proves it is, e » meant of ſomething 
to come, not of a thing paſt, for if it were it ſhould be a promiſe fulfilled, Mr. 
cobbet, it is true, ſaith, the promiſe in praſentt is to you in reſpe& of external 
tight ; but then he muſt needs mean it, that CO was in praſenti made 
7 external right to come, ot elſe he mult mean it of a promiſe fulfilled, which he 


denics. 

And for the other, that Pædobaptiſts do expound it of outward privilege 
tobe conferred on them, and their children, beſides Mr.Cobbers words cited, 
and other in the ſame ſection; Mr. Hudſon Vindic. page 223. ſaith, This 
promiſe Acts 2. 39. is that external covenant to which baptiſm doth belong, 
and the A ſh for Diiputants tor Infants-baprilm, grant, That the promiſe of 
the eternal inheritance, life and ſalvation is not made, much leſs made good 
to any upon terms of the parents faith, but upon our own perſonal belief, and 
obedience, but the promiſe ol out ward aye and of right to participati- 
on of Ordinances as to be baptized, and inchurcht, this belongs to children 
upon their parents faith, and in this laſt ſenſe it is, that Peter ſaics the promilc 
js to a and your children, & c. i. e. you and yours have the privilege of right 
to baptilm, 

Ta third exception, that [ ro you is taken, as if it were meant of thoſe 
perſons to whom he ipake , as then believers, and under that formal conſider- 
ation, Mr. Blake ſaith, I do not interprete it of any preſent explicit faith in 
Chriſt as the Meſſiah 3 but now this conviction, that ſo evidently appeared, 
did evidence them to be in an hopeful way, and with that Scribe not to be tar 
fromthe Kingdom of God, and therefore he takes his opportunity, and preſ- 
ſeth it on to come into the way ot believers in Chriſt Jeſus. 

Anſw. This grant is (ufficicnt, firſt, to juſtify my exception, ſecondly, 
to overthrow Mr. Blakes, and other Paedobaptiſts inference from this text, 

1. That in this text the Covenant in New Teſtament times is held out in 
this latitude to believers. and their (iced, Vindlic. ſæd. chap. 37. For if they ad 
— any preſent, explicit faith in Chriſt as the Me ſſiah, then they were not be- 

erers. 

2. That this ſpeech [the promiſe is to you, and to your children] is equi- 
pollent to this —— LI will be a God co belicvers and their ſeed} tor if chey 
were not then believers, it had been falſe if the Apoltle had ſaid as they would 
have him, the promile that God will be a God to believers and their lecd , i: 
in preſemi to you and your children, hen they were not believers, 

To + fourth Exception, that [ your children ] is expounded of their in- 
tant children; yea it is carried as if of them onely, he laith, to this is ſut- 
ficient ſpoken, ch. 37. I ſhall therefore look back to that chapter, page 270. he 
laith, As 2. 39. an effeRual call cannot be meant (which the Apoltle calls a 
call according to purpoſe) proper onely to the ele, ſo the viſible ical would be 
limited to inviſible members. But this is not true, for then the being of the 
promiſe would be limitted to them, not baptiſm, 

Ir is falſe which Matter BI Ade ſuppbletli, that baptiſm is limitted to 
them t whom the promiſe is, and that the being of the promile to a perion in- 
titles to his baptiſm, He ſaithʒ it is a call unto (uch a Chu-ch-thare as the whole 
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tion of the Jews did then enjoy as the firſt- born in the family , To which! 
reply, The whole Nation of the Jews enjoyed a Church - ſtate by which they 
were joyned in one national ſociety under an hi h Prieſt, and ocher Prieſt 
offering (acrificez at the Temple, whither the C urch- members were to bring 
their gifts, and to obſerv e the Levitical rites, It is a dotage with a witneſs to 
conceive that Peter meant Act, 2. 39. that the promiſe was to them or thoſe 
afar off, whom God ſhould call to this Church-ſtate. It is certain thet the 
calling of the Jewes and Gentiles, by the Goſpel was to remove them out of 
that ſociety, and Church-ſtate, as appears bf v. 40. nor did th: A les ever 
aſſociate the Chriſtians to the Jews as Proſelytes to them, nor did they excx 
draw them into any ſuch Church-ſtate, as the Jews had to take in a whole 
Nation, City, or Family, comprehending Infants into the Chriſtian church, 
but onely ſo many as believed as v. 41. 42, &c. ſhew : yea to call them to 
ſuch aChurch-ſtate as the Jewes had, had been to call them not to baptiſm, but to 
circumcifion and the obſervation of Moſes Law. The call of God, As 2. 
39. is no other then what is mentioned in the new Teſtament to be Saints, 
to his Kingdom and Glory, to the fellowſhip of his ſonne by his word and ſpi- 
rit, or one of them at leaſt, yea the promile being meant of Chriſt , which 
Maſter Blake doth not deny, as will appear in that which followes , it can 
be expounded onely of thoſe that are effectually called, firh to them onely 
Chrilt belongs: on the other fide to underſtand it of a call unto ſuch a Church- 
ſtate as the whole nation of the Jewes did then enjoy, is to limit the promiſe 
to Jewiſh proſelytes, or to national Chriſtian Churches, which is a wild con- 
ceit, unfit for a ſerious and ſober Divine, But Maſter Blake goeth on from 
whence this Argument may be drawn, thoſe to whom the Covenant of Pro- 
miſe appertains have a right to baptiſm, But the Covenant of Promiſe apper- 
tains to men in a Church-ſtate and Condition and to their Children. The 
Major cannot be denied by any that will not make themſelves th: Apoſtles op- 
poſites. The Minor propoſition is now onely to be conſidered, that the Cove- 
nant of promiſe to men in a Church-Kate and Condition is in that latitude 
as to comprize their Children, For which the words of the Apoſtle are full and 
clear. To you is the promiſe made, and to your Children, on which Calvin 
rightly comments, Peter obſerves (ſaith he)a due order when he aſſignes the 
firlt place of honour to the Jewes, that it takes in Children, it depends on the 
—— of promiſe Gen. 17, 7. I will be thy God and the God of thy ſeed, where 
God joynes children with their parents in the priviledge of Adoption, where 
Adoption is taken in the Apoſtles ſenſe, Rom. 9. 5. to the inheritance of pri- 
vileges belonging to all Church-members, aFhe after explains himſelf, 

Anſ. The Major is ambiguous, and in ſome ſenſe it is true, and in ſome 
ſenſe falſe. It is true in this ſenſe, Thoſe to whom the Covenant of Promiſe 
by their beleiving, and Covenanting to be Chriſts Diſciples, appertains,fuvea 
right to baptiſm, But in this ſenſe (in which Maſter Blake ſeems to underſtand 
ic, for he comprehends Infants in the Covenant) Thoſe to whom the Cove- 
nant of Promiſe by Gods Acts of Promiſe, whether of ſaving Grace or Church- 
privileges, appertains without their perſonal believing or covenanting, have 3 
right to baptiim, it is falſe, Nor is the Contradictory thereto oppotit to any 
thing the Apoſtle ſaith, who doth indeed exhort to repentance and baptiitn,but 
doth not from the promiſe without each Perſons repentance aſcribe a right to 
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baptiſm to any parent or child, the promiſe is not urged by him to declare a 
right to baptilm of ir ſelf without repentance, but to encourage to repentance 
and baptiſm into the Name of Chriſt as their duty. The Minor alſo is ambigu- 
ous, it being uncertain what he means by the Covenant of Promile, whether 
the Covenant whereby the perſons promiſe toGcd, or God to them; and if of this 
latter, whether the Covenant whereinGod —— to them. be of ſaving graces, 
or of Church- priviledgesʒ if he mean it of the former, & underſtand it univerſally, 
it is manifeſtly falſe, contrary to Scripture and experience; whether the Church- 
ſtare be in reſpc& of the viſible or inviſible Church, there is no ſuch promiſe of 
God that if the Parent be in a Church- ſtate or condition, {a as to be cle&, or 
tue beleiver,much leſs it he be onely in the viſible Church, that his child, as his 
child, hall be in the Covenant of ſaving grace, have Chriſt,his Spirit, remiſſion 
of ſins, and life everlaſting by him. Nor is it true of the promiſe of Church-privi- 
ledges,that God will take the child of him who is in a Church-ſtate and cendi- 
tion for a viſible Church-member,capable of thc initial ſeat, (becauſe he is his 
child) without the childs perſonal faith and repentance. Nor do I know of any 
Covenant of Promiſe now under the Goſpelof ſuch outward Church- priviledges, 
but take it to be a faction of Pædobaptiſtsʒnor is there in the Apoſtles words any 
. thing to prove the Minor. For neither doth the rext ſay,the promiſe is that, Gen, 
17. i. nor that it is made, but onely [ is J nor doth (ay, it is to you as in a Church- 
ſtate and condition, and to your children as the children of men in a Church- 
ſtate and condition. And for Calvin words neither are they plain for Mr. Ble. 
poſe, nor if they were,ſhould I take them for an oracle, but ſhould expect better 
then his or Maſter Bls ſayings. As for the Adoption, Rom. 9. 5. it is clear 
— text, and confeſſed by Maſter Rutber for 4, Due right of Presbytery ch. 4. 
dect. 4. pag. 192- to have been a prerogative of the Jewes, as was the giving 
of the Law, the deſcent of Chriſt, &c. and therefore it is untruly 5 by 
Maſter Blake to be an inheritance of priviledges belonging to all Church mem- 
bers, or that the Apoſtle doth after bo exp'ain himlelf ; and Maſter Blake 
continues his want of dictating without prooſe. He next takes on him to an- 
ſwer object ions. One is, that the children are the ſame wich ſons and daughiters 
mentioned, v. 17. from Foel 2. 28. and conſequently the promiſe is of the ipi- 
rit of prophecy, and appertaining to none hut thoſe of age and capacity for pro- 
phecy. To which he anſwers, 1. That tHe promiſe cannot be that extraordinary 
ift of the Holy Ghoſt in that viſibie way, becauſe ir is enlarged to all the Lord 
all call: but all theſe have not the Holy Ghoſt in that extraordinary way, 
nor ary promiſe of it. I confeſs, this anſwer is good againſt thoſe that expound 
the words thus, the promiſe of the gift of prophecy, Joel 2. 28. is to you and 
your children, and to all afar off, as the ſubjects to whom this gift is promiſedʒ 
tor then it would nor be true, ſith all had not that gift, x Cor. 12. 28. yet it 
may be true in this ſenſe. The promiſe of the gift of the Spirit in that viſible 
way, is fulfilled ro you and your children, and all afar off called by God, as 
the perſons who bad benefit by it, and ſo were the Finis cui of thoſe gifts pro- 
miled as having the benefit of them, though not the ſubjects in whom they 
were, 2. Saith Maſter Blake, however the promiſe be extended, yet that 
promiſe is on condition of their baptiſm, and is an cencouragewent to baptiſm, 
and in that latitude as they had formerly known the command of circumcili- 
on. To which I ſay,1.1f the promiſe be interpreted ſo as to belong to all that are 
b. 
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beleivers, and call on the Name of the Lord, as here ſollcwes, then the promiſe 
is to the ele& onely, and the call into the viſible Church, which Maſter Blake 
before denied. 2 . Though extraordinary gifts were given after baptiſm 
often, yet they were given alſo before, As 10. 44, &c. and therefore I doubt 
it is not true which Maſter Blake ſaith, that promiſe of extraordinary gifts 
is on condition of their baptiſm, nor doth the text aftert it,. 3, As the 
promiſe is an encouragement to baptiſm, ſo it is to repentance, which is firſt 
required aſore baptilm by the Apoſtle . 4. There is not a werd in the 
text, Act, 2. 38, 39. which yields a proofe of any of thole politions which 
Maſter Bt, ſo importunely obtrudes, 1. That baptiſm is there wgca as a ſign and 
ſeal of the promiſe . 2. That they were encouraged to b.prium in that la- 
titude as they had formerly known the command of Circurrcifion, 3, 
That the Scripture delivereth, and the Apoltle urgeth the pronzile as to men and 
their poſterity, to them and theirs, ſo as that God promile* to be a God in 
Covenant to his and their ſced, 4. That the Apoſtle. holds this out to 
draw them on to this ſeal of the Coyenant, to accept baptiſm on the ſame terms 
that Abraham did circumciſion, | 
But Maſter Blake his chiefeſt oppoſition about this text is againſt me, and 
therefore he bends himſelf againſt the fourth Section offmy Excrcit. And firſt. 
he excepts againſt my words, that the promiſe made (which reading I then 
followed, but ſince like rather the ſupplement [ fulfilled] is the ſending of Je- 
ſus Chriſt and bleſſing by him, as is expounded, Ats 3. 25, 26. Ads 1}, 
32. Rom. 15. 8, 9. Thus I anſwer, it is true that Jclus Chrilt is the moth 
eminent mercy promiſed, and may be called the promiſe virtualiter, being the 


ground of all promiſes, and therefore ſome Interpreters have mentioned the 


gift of Chriſt on this occaſion. But it is plain that Gods Covenan: and this 
gift are to be diſtinguiſhed 3 Chriſt is promiſed in priority to the Jew, before 
the Gentile 3 The Jew then is taken into Covenant before this gift of Chriſt 
can be of them expected: It is therefore the covenant it ſelf (entred with pa- 
rent and child, root and branch that is here meant, as Calvin in the words be- 
fore obſerves, from which the giving of Chriſt in the fleſh followes, And 
therefore Diodati fully pitches upon the true ſenſe of it, ſeeing as you are Abra- 
hams children, you are within the Covenant, you ought to acknowledge Chriſt 
to be the head and foundation of the covenant. The covenant I will be thy 
Gcd and the God of thy ſeed is here meant, which from Abraham had been 
the Jewes p.iviledge, Rom.g. 

To which I reply, If Chriſt may be called the promiſe virtually, then it is 
no obſcuring the text, to interpret the being of the promiſe to them of the ſenl- 
ing of Jcſus Chriſt and bleſſing by him, nor doth this hinder the diſtinguiſh- 
ing of Gods covenant and this gitt, or the promiſing of Chriſt to the Jew be. 
fore the Gentile, or the Jewes taking into covenant before this gift of Chrilt 
can be cxpected of them, or that the giving of Chriſt in the fleſh followed the 
covenant it (elf entered with parent and child, root and branch, meaning Abra- 
ham and his ſeed, as the Apoltle Gal. . 3. 16, undcritands itz and therefore in 
all this there is nothing brought by Maſter Blake, which makes void my intet- 
pretation, but confirms it rather. But for ſuch a covenant as Maſter Blake ima- 
gines of Gods being God to every believer and his infant child, in reſpect of 
Church-memberſhip in the Church viſible of Chriſtians, and other outward 
C hurch- 
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Chutch-priviledges, I find no word in all the Scripture, And for Diodati his 
words, if he ſo meant what he ſpeaks of their being in coyenant, becauſe they 
were Abrahams children by natural deſcent, he anſwered from the ſenſe of the 
placez but Maſter Blake hath more to ſay to me. 

1 had ſaid, the limitation, as many as the Lord our God ſhall call, ſhewes 
that the promiſe belongs to them, not ſimply as Jewes, but as called of God, 
which is more exprelly afhrmed, Ads 3. 26. To this Maſter Blake anſwers, 
I wonder how it came into Maſter T. his head to call this application a limi- 
tation; it plainly enough ſpeaks his boldneſs in dealing with the Scriptures ; 
had the Apoſtle ſaid, to you is the promiſe made, and to your ſeed, in caſe God 
ſhall give you a call, he had ſpoke to Matter T. his purpoſe: but ſaying, to you 
and to aymany as the Lord your God ſhall call, it plainly ſhewes that he does 
not limit, but amplifie the mercy, extending it not barely to the Jewes (who 
in preſent by reaſon of fruition of ordinances were a people near to the Lord, 
Pal. 148 . 14+ but allo to the Gentiles, who, Epheſ, 2. 17 , were afarre 


To which L reply, A limitation of a propoſition is the determining of it 
according to what the predicate agrees to the ſubject, or doth not agree, as 
Keckerm. ſyſt. Log. I. 2. ſect. 1. c. 4. And thus do the words Las many as 
the Lord (not as Maſter Blake, your, but) our God ſhall call] limit the copu- 
lative propoſition [the promiſe is to you and to your children, and to all that 
are afar off ] — to which of each of theſe, and in what reſpect the 
promiſe is to them. And to take away Maſter Blutes wonderment (the fruit 
of ignorance, and often of tolly) which he and his brother Baxter do often ex- 
prels about me, that they may deſcribe me as ſome ſtrange example of Gods 
judgment in blaſting my intellectuals, I will tell him how it came into my 
head to call thoſe words a limitation of the propoſition. Firſt, the placing of 
the words at the end of the propoſition, did give me occaſion to take them for 
a limitation. Secondly, the term $gy; as many as] is a limitting term, appro» 
priating the thing ſaid to thoſe ſubjeRs forenamed , who were ſo qualified as to 
be called by the Lord. Thirdly, (which was the prime inducement) I conceived 
the ſpecch of Peter had not been true without that limitation, And this I long 
ſince told Maſter af. in my Exam. part, 3. S ect. 6. pag. 60. It the pro- 


mile be of ſaving graces, it of Chriſt ſent, if of the outward ordinances of 


baptiſm, &c. if of the Holy Ghoſt in extraordinary gifts, it is none of theſc 
wayes true without that limitation. For neither God promiſed faving gra- 
ces, nor outward ordinances, nor extraordinary gifts, , nor ſeat Chriſt to 
them, their children, or all that are afar off without calling them, and every 
of them. And but that Maſter Blr. Maſter Bs, and ſuch like wonderers 
heedleſneſs and peeviſhnels are no ſtrange thing to me, I ſhould wonder that Va- 
ſter Blake ſhould no better heed my words in my Examen, nor Dio fa his 
words who, he ſaith, fully pitches. upon the true ſenſe of it) which in his Annot. 
on Acts. 2. 39. are theſe, ſhall call, namely by his G Apel. So he doth reſtrain 
the 1{raclizes to whom the p:omiles are directed onely to thoſe, who by Gods 
gift believe in Chriſtz ive Rom, 9. 8. Gal, 4. 28. which had Maſter Blake 
faichſully ſet down in ſtead of ſome other words I find in him, his Reader miglu 
have diſcerned how falle it is, that the promite is to an infant child ot a believer, 
22 1s 
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as bis child, withont coNing3 and have di that it is not up device onely , 
but that which others before me apprehendeg and ſo no more boldneſs in my 
dealing with the Scriptures then was meet, an d the Apoſtles words to have this 
plain ſenſe, the promiſe is to you, —— of God; and to your children, 
being called of Gods and to all afar off, being called of God; and to no other, 
yes bu requite Maſter Blake, I may more truly (ay, It's a wonder how it came 
into Maſter Blakes head to call this limitation an amplification. For though 
the words [to albthat are afar off] contain an anplification of the mercy ei- 
ther to the poſterity of the Jewes, or to thoſe in the — or to the Gen- 
tiles (of which Iwill not now diſpute) yet the words Las many as the Lord 
our God ſhall call] are a plain limitation of his ſpcech, as I have proved. But 
Maſter Blake addes of me, 2. In that he faith, this promile belongs to 
them not ſimply as Jewes, but as called, is a full contradiction; A Jew un- 
called ( at this time before the Kingdome was taken from then) is as much as a 
convert unconverted, or a Gentile diſciple undiſcipled : In caſe he think to 
come off by limiting it to an effectuall call, the Scripture by himſelf quoted 
doth evidently contradict it; Chriſt came to give them- that effectuall calling, 
and not onely to thoſe that were thus called. 

Anſ. Maſter Blakes charge of conti adictions is as frivolous as his wonder= 
ment. Maſter Blakey conceit of a calling into ſuch a Church- ſtate, as the 
whole nation of the Jewes did rhen enjoy, is but a dream of his own, for which 
he hath not one Scripture nor other proofe. The calling is to communion with 
Chriſt, and an effectuall calling, eſſe the propoſition were not truc 3 nor is 
there any contradiction in any of the places by me quoted, to this expoſition, 
the promiſe of Chriſt is fulfilled for the remiſſion of your ſins, and your chil- 
drens, and all that are afar off, as many as the Lord our God ſhall effectually 
call, and no other; nor hath Maſter Blzke ſhewed any, For though Chriſt 
came to give effectual calling, yet it is true alſo, he came to give remiſſion 
onely to thoſe that were thus called; nor is there any oppolition, much leſs 
contradiction in thoſe ſpeeches. 

Maſter Blzke goes on. He yet ſaid, Peter doth exhort to repentance and 
—— together, and in the firſt place perſwades to repentance, then to bap- 
tiſm, which ſhewes repentance to be in order before baptiſm. To which he an- 
twers, not by denying ir, but by giving a reaſon of it, becauſe they had cru- 
ciſied Chrift, &c. To which I reply, this grant ſhewes that they had not 
right to bap:iſm without repentance, though the promiſe were to them, they 
were in the Church-itate of the Jewes, &c. and conſequently Maſter Blkes 
propoſition faiſe. Thoſe to whom the Covenant of promiſe appertains (in his 
ſenſe) have a right ro baptiſm, What he addes, And yet he ſl ewes that they and 
their led are under the promiſe of God, and puts them into a way in acccp- 
tation of Chuilt in the Gol {-render , in his pcelent way of adminiſtration, 
to be continued his people Hill in Covenant, and that (as is plainly enough 
henified) that they might enjoy it in their former latitude to them and to their 
children that the Jewes (even thoſe that had no: yet embraced Chriſt) were no: 
yet —— of the promiſe, but ſtood as à people of God in viſible covenant,and 
their children, in the ſenſe in which Maſter Bike means is falſe; and yet were 
it true, it is againſt Maſter Blattes propoſition, ſith notwichſtanding this be- 
in gin coyenant, yet were they not admit ed or to be admitted to baptiſm without 
repen- 
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repentance, He addes, Maſter T. hath yet this evafion,and ſaith, the text (peaks 
not expreſly of infants, but of children indefinitely; and if infants be not chil- 
dren, we will be content that they be caſt out of covenant, and will hold no 
plea for their Church-memberſhip and baptiſm. 5 

Ani. As infants zre children, ſo ate men and women of twenty, or more 

rs eld, and therefore the term (children) unleſs ir be proved to be taken u- 
niverſally or particularly of infants, the Covenant-ſtate(as they call it) though 
we ſhould grant ſuch an eſtate there meant, would not be thence concluded. And 
yet infants were to be circumciſed not ſimply becauſe they were Abrahams ſeed, 
nor becauſe in Covenant, but by reaſon of Gods command. And though 2 
woman and diſciple be not Synonyma, yet women being numbred among dilci- 

es, it is an expreſs example of womens coming together to break bread, which 
mentions the diſciples breaking bread; nor was I at all put to it, much leſs 
bard put to it, when this came in for an anſwer. For without this an anſwer 
was given before to the Argument, and this was added as an over-plus, and 

ſo was that which Maſter Blake nibbles at in that which followes. . 
I had ſaid the text ſ — not of the children of the Gentiles at all, (of whom 

we are) but of the children of the Jews; and therefore if that promile be cx- 

tended to infants, which doth not appear, the promiſe is to be expounded ſo as 
to note ſomething peculiar to the Jewes infants. To this Maſter Blake thus 
faith, If the Golpel held out any ſuch tranſcending priviledges appertaining to 

the ſecd of the Jewes above the Gentiles, Maſter T. may do * — produce a 

text for it, otherwiſe we ſhall take it for granted from Saint Paul, that there is 

none at all, that there is neither Greck, nor Jew, circumcifion nor uncircum- 
ciſon, Barbarian nor Scythian , bond nor free. 

To which I reply, there is no need I ſhould ſhew any ſuch priviledge held ou: 
in the Goſpel te the Jewes ſeed above the Gentiles, but that Maſter Blaꝶe hou 
ſhew ſuch priviledge as he ſpeaks of, to the Jewes iced held out in the Goſpel. 
But this I ſay, it he will have the text, As. 2. 39. to be for his purpoſe, he 
muſt ſhew that the children of the Gentiles (of whom there is not a word) are 
mentioned a thoſe to whom the promite is as well as the children of the Jewes, 
whicn he thus attempts. 

And when de Apoſtle addes, to thoſe that are afar off, even as many as the 
Lord ſhall call, he plainly means the Gentiles, as appears, comparing Erbeſi 2. 
And though I take not the boldneſs to adde to the words, and to their children, 
as Maſter F. challenges Doctor H. yet it is clear, that the ſamè is under ſtood 
there in reference to the children of the Gentiles, that is expreſt before ro the 
children of the Jewes. It any ſhall grant an inheritance ro Titias and his beirs 
for ever, and to Caizs, erery ons will underſtand that the hcirs of Ca are 
meant as well as the heirs of Titius, eſpecially if it can be. proved out of the 
grant it (elf, that the priviledge conyeyed to Caius, is as ample as that to Titi- 
#5, We can prove the priviledges granted to the Gentiles in the Goſpel to be e- 
qual to thoſe granted to the Jewes 3 when the Jewes children are under the pro- 
— with their Parents, the children of believing Gentiles cannot be exclu- 


To which I reply, that it appeared not plainly to Beq4, Annot. in locum, that 
by theſe ajer off, Acts 2.39. are meant the Gentil:s, bur tather the poſteriry of 
tze Jewes, which ſhould be 


in after Generations, or thoſe in the diſperſion, 
amon 
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among the Gentiles, For it ſeemes unlikely that Peter did then conſider or de- 
clare the calling of the Gentiles, who was ſo averſe from preaching to Corneli- 
us, Afts 10. or that it would have been born with them, when even the bre⸗ 
thren expoſtulated with him for chat fact, As. 11, 3. nor do I think ogg, 
eic eic paxgay Atv. 2. 39. the ſame with d arorh oyle; pexedy E pheſ, 2. 
x2. this latter noting manifeſtiy temoteneſs from God in reipect of knowledge 
and communion, the former remoteneſs from them to whom he ſpake, either 
in deſcent or diſtance of place. However were it relolyed that the Gentſles are 
meant, As. 2. 39. as many Interpreters conceive, yet it 15 too much bold- 
neſs to adde to the text [and to their children] and not much leſs in Maſter BY, 
that it is under ſtoo d, when there is neither word in the text, nor defect of ſenſe 
without it,nor any ancient copy, which neceſſitate that addition or ſupplement. 
And for Maſter Blakes caſe in law, it is not oppoſite, For, Acts 2. 39. there is 
no mention of a grant to them and their heirs for ever, but onlya promiſe to them 
and their children, which there is no neceſſity, nor I think intention in Peter 
in thoſe words to extend to any other then were then exiſtent, Bur if it were 
oppoſite, yet ſo far as I know their mindes, either by ſuch experience in lau- 
cales, or converſe with Lawyers, (with whom I ſometimes lived) I preſume 
they would ſay otherwiſe then Maſter Blake, that a grant of an inheritance to 
Titius and his heirs for ever, and to Caius, without mentioning his heirs, is 
not a grant to the heirs of Caius, no not though it could be proved the privi- 
ledge conveyed to Caius is as ample as that to Titius. As for what Maſter lake 
tells us, he and others can prove of the priviledges of the Gentiles granted in the 
Goſpel equal to the Jewes, I yield it, if meant of believing Jewes and Gen- 
tiles, and ſaving ſpititual bleſſings in Chriſt, according to that, Epbeſ. f. 6, 
But meant (as Maſter Blake would have it) of viſible Church-memberthip, and 
the initial ſeal, I rake it to be a vain brag, neither he nor any other having yet 
proved it, or that the Jewes or Gentiles children are or were univerſally under 
the proniſe of the Covenant of Grace, which is Evangelical, with their be- 
lieving Parents, and by reaſon of their faith, I know no more about At 2, 
38, 39. in that ch. tobe anſwered, I return to his anſwer to my exceptions 
ch. 43. pag. 393. he thus dictates after his taſhion,Children as theirs whe- 
thcr they be called or no, is (he knowes with us) a contradictian; children are 
called in their Parents call; and we ſay they are in covenant, the promiſe is 
made to them, they are viſible Church members till they reject the covenant, 
and deny their memberſhip. 

To which I ſay, I know many things to be taken for truths and contra- 
dictions with Pædobaptiſts, which were neither truths, nor contradictions: 
but this conceit that [ Jewes children uncalled, as calling is meant, Adds 2. 39. 
is a contraJi&tion. I had not ſo mean an opinion of Maſter Ble and other 
Predobopriits intellectuals, as to imagine they would own it, till Maſter Blake 
vented this foppery, which how vain it is was ſhewed above. In like manner 1 
was ſecure of ever meeting with ſuch a foolery as this of Maſter Blake , chil- 
dren are called in their Parents call, till I rcad the like in Eis brother Baxtcrs 
vain-mocktitled-bock ple in Script. proot, &c. ch. 3. that ke that converteth 
the Farent, maketh both him and his infants dilcipics: to which I have ſaid 
ſomewhat in my Review, part, 2. ect. 12, And for the other ſpeech that they 
are in covenant, the promile is made to them, they ae viſible men 
til 
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till they reject the Covenant, and deny their memberſhip, it contains ſundry 
jnconſiſtencies with Pædobaptiſts hypotheſes, For firſt, they ſay, the 
children of believers are in covenant, and viſible Church-members as theirs; 
children as theirs, whether they be called or no is (he knows with us) a con- 
tradiction, ſaith Maſter Blake here. If fo, then they are in ( avenant, and viſible 
Church- members while theirs, Quatenus ipſum includes de omni & ſemper. But 
they are ſo when they reject the covenant, the relation to their parents ceaſetn 
not thenz therefore neither their Church memberſhip, if the hypotheſis be true. 
Secondly, they — the viſible Church memberſhip of believers children, 
is by vertue of Gods promiſe to be their God, Gen. 17. 7. and this promiſe 
requires no other condition but the parents faith, no condition from the child; 
for then it could not agree to infants; therefore if the parent be a believer, and 
the Child be not a vitble Church member, God keeps not his promiſe which 
he hath made, according to their hypotheſes, and fo they do make God a lyar, 
which is blaſphemy. Thirdly, they magnifie the priviledgs of infants vitible 
Churchmemberſhip , they enveigh againſt anti- Pædobaptiſts, as robbing them 
thereof, and parents of their comforts , though they grant the Parents as 
'much ground of hope for them, as the Pædobaptiſts grounds can truly give 
them; and for reality of priviledge, ſetting aſide an empty title and riteas to 
them in infancy, they grant them viſible C hurch- memberſhip, when they 
profeſs the faith, which in reſpect of Church-communion Pædobaptiſts them- 
(elves grant them, not beforez but mock both Parents and children, telling them 
they are in covenant, and viſible Church- members by their _ faith with- 
out their on, yet denying them Church-communion , which is due to every 
viſible Church-member, without their own perſonal avouchiug the faithz be- 
des, their injurious dealing with them in their mock-baptiſm ot them, when it 
is not due, nor does them any good, and denying baptiſm to them, yea, per- 
ſecuting them for ſecking it after when it is due, and might do them much 
good by engaging them to Chriſt, and thereupon aſſure Chrilt to be theirs. 

My fifth cxception Maſter Blake palleth over as fore-ſpoken to, ch. 37. which 
hath anſwer before, and my ſixth as falling in with my tenth, where I ſhall over- 
take him. To my ſeventh, wherein I excepted againſt Maſter Srerhens for hold 
ing the command [ Be baptized every one of you] in a covenant-ſenſe as he 
calls it to be, as if he had (aid, Be baptized you and your children, which I ſaid 
to be a new deviſed non-ſenſe, ſuch as we have no Dictionary yet to interpret 
words by. To this ſaith Maſter Blake, T am ſure here is a non-ſenſe device, to 
talk of Dictionaries; does Calepin or Scapula, Ri ſer or Thomaſeur help us to 
compate covenant and ſeal, promiles and Sacraments? . 

I reply, that ſpeech is non - ſenſe, in which the words uled to ſianiſie that whicli 
the ſpeaker would ſignifie by them, do not in the ute of them ſo ſignifie. But this 
peech [ Be baptized every one of you] doth not in the uſe of the words ſigni- 
fie ¶ be baptized you and your children] therefore that ſpeech ſo uſed in that 
which Milter Stephens calls Covenant ſenſe is non-ſemte, This appears by 
Dictionaries, in none of which [ every one of you] is as muchas | you and 
your children] Therefore that ſpeech in that ſenſe is a new deviſed non-ſenſe, 
As for Maſter Blakes words, either they are non-ſenſe, or as bad. For firſt, to 
talk of Dictionaries is not a device, an act ion of the mind; but a ſpecch, an 
action of the tongue orhan1; and therefore it ig non-ſenſe to call ir ſo. Second- 
yl, 
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by, to talk of DiAionarks is not non - ſenſez for then all ſpeech of Dictiona- 
ries ſhould be non-ſenſe, and ſo all the verſes before. R:ders and others Pictio- 
naries. ſhould be. non-ſenſe, But to ſpeak of Dictonaries otherwiſe then the 
words ſigniſie, fo as the meaning cannꝭt be perceived by them, which he can- 
not ſay of my ſpeech of Dictionaries. As tor Maſter Blakes queſtion, it is frivo- 
tous,as much of the reſtof his writinghere is, For though Dictionaries do not hel 
us to compare covenant and ſeal, promiſes and Sacraments, — they do help 
us ty know the ſenſe of words „ and diſcover to us the non- ſenſe of words uſed 
otherwiſe then their ſignification is. Maſter Blake himſelf in the 43. ch. (e&, 
2. refers me to the Dictionary about the word Pax. To my eighth exception 
that there is not a word of any ſcruple in the text, as ſome have imagined, if 
we be baptized our ſelves, and nor our children, they will be in worſe caſe then 
in the tor mer diſpenſation, in which they had the ſeal of the covenants nor is it 
likely that they were ſollicitous about ſuch an imaginary poor priviledge of their 
children, He ſaith, I am of his minde, that there was no ſuch ſcruple in their 
heads. Maſter T. his unhappy conceit of caſting the ſeed out of the Cove- 
nant was not then in being, though I think the reaſon he gives is little to pur- 


poſe, yet I lay, this ſcruple raiſed by Anti- pædobaptiſts, and heightened by 


Maſter T. as in many other, to in this text is removed. 

Anſ. My exception then ſtan (ls good againſt thoſe who make that ſcruple the 
occaſion of Peters mentioning their children. And for my reaſon, Maſter Blake 
had done better to give a reaſon of his cenſure, then barely to ſay he thinks it 
to little purpoſe, It is his calumny that I have any conceit of caſting the ſeed 
out of the coyenant, and his conccit that the ſcruple mentioned is in this text 
removed, hath been ſhewed to be but his dream. 

My ninth exception was that Pædobaptiſts make [ for v. 39. ] to infer a 
right to baptiſm,whereas it infers onely a duty, which is ud in that [ v.38, 
baptized] is in the Tiperative Mood, To this faith Maſter Blake, Maſter T. 
does groſſely abuſe his judgment in this way of refutation, as though the right 
in which they ſtood, could be no Topick, from which in a moral way the Apo- 
le might perſwade them to baptiſm; when Shecaniab perſwaded Exra to the 
reformation of the marriage of ſtrange wives in theſe words: Ariſe, for the 
matter belongeth to thee, Exra1o, 4. here was a motive in the moral way to 
call upon him to do it, and an argument inferred; that it lay upon Exr4 as a 
duty by command from God to let upon it. And to my reaſon he ſaith, he 
hath quite forgotten, that the words holding out thei: right are in the Indi- 
cative Mood, For the promile is to you and your children, And here js a no- 
table correction of the Apoſtle, he ſhould have ſaid, if this had been his mean» 
ing, you mult be baptized z and he ſaics, Ariſe, and be baptized. 

Anſ. Sure Iam Maſter Blake doth moſt groſſely abuſe me, in inſinuating 
as if by my refutation, the right in which they ſtood could be no Topick , 
f-om which in a moral way the Apoſtle might perſwade them to baptilm, when 
I proved that the Apoſtle did not from v. 39. infer a right to baptiſm, which 
in a legal way they might claim, but a duty, to which in a mora way he per- 
ſwades. And therefore he ſhootes wide from the mark, when he goes about to 
prove that a right may be a motive in a moral way to a duty. And yet as if 
he could write nothing ro the point, his own allegation, Ex ra 10. 4. is not to 
his own purpoſe, the motive as himſelf alledgerh, it being not a right to a 7 
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loge; but a command from God. The like roving talk is in his anſwer to m 
reaſon. For whereas I alleged that verſe 38. a right is not inferred from verle 
39. but a duty, becauſe [be baptized, v. 38. is not in the Indicative, but the 
Imperative cod, tels me the term [ is v. 39. ] is in the Indicative Mood, whicli 
is nothing to my objection, but like as in the contention between two deaf 
men in Sir Thomas Mores epigram, he that was charged with theft anſwered, 
bs mother was at home. The like random talk is in his inſinuation of my no- 
table correion of the Apoſtle, who corrected not the Apoſtle, but thewed, 
the Lædobaptiſts conceit incongruous to the Apoſtles words 3 He himſelſ ſeems 
(1think out of heedleſneſs) to correR the Apoſtle, when he (pcaks thus, And 
he lales, Ariſe and be baptized, which are not Peters words, Acts. 2. 38. but the 
* words of Ananias to Saul, Aﬀs, 22. 16. 

My teath exception was, uſually Pædobaptiſts in their paraphraſes put not 
n any thing to anſwer [ repent, v. 38, ] which is true, though Maſter Stephens 
be alleged in my ſixth cxccprion, as paraphraſing it by ccyenant , for your 
(eyes and your children, Maſter Blake grants the Apoltie prefieth to a duty, 
and ſuch as was to have repentance preccdent in his then bearers : If ſo, then 
he doth not infer a right to bapciſm barely from their intereſt in the promiſe. 
What he ſaith, right and duty vei y well Rand together, and that the Apoſtle 
fitly makes uſe ot their intereſt as a motive, I deny not. It is true, the Apoſtle 
mentioned more to whom the promiſe was then, he then peiſwaded to repent, 
for he mentions the promiſe as pertaining to the abſent, or unborn 3 but he 
perſwades none to be baptized but the penitent, nor mentions any to whom the 
pomile was, but the called of God. 

To my Argument from the precedency of repentance to baptiſm, Acts. 2. 
38. agaialt infant- baptiſm, he anſwers as before, ch. 37. ro which I have ra- 
plyed before. As for Miſter _—_ his paraphraſe avowed by Miſter Rate 
as the Apoſtles meaning, that it the Jewes who had crucified Chriſt, would 
receive him as the — Meſſiah, the ſame promiſe ſhould ſtill continue 
to them and their children in the new diſpenſation, it is far from the Apoſtles 
minde. For the Apoſtle doth not make the continuance of the promiſe as the 
benefit conſequent on their receiving Chriſt, and the receiving of Chriſt the 
condition of continuance of the promile ; but the being of the p.omile is al- 
kged as a thing already exiſtcnt, nor is there any likely hood that the Apoſtle 
Peter would urge them to fo hard dutics as repentance, receiving Chrilt by ſo 
ſlender a teaſon as the continuance of the promiſe of vihbl.Church-mcmbcrſl ip 
and baptiſm to them and thei: infant childien, yea, the text it lelf ſbewes that 
the things by which he would perſwade them to receive Chriſt, were the aſſu- 
rance of remiſſion of fins , and receiving the Gift of the Holy Ghoſt, and 
the alleging thc promiſe, v 39 is to take away the great objcQion ag3inlt rheie 

t benefits from their crucifying of Chriſt. and their in-p.ccatiun on them 
and their children, Auth. 27, 25. It then Maſter S:ephcns build his word of 
command to baptize father and child, on that paraphraſe, he builds on a 
foundation which will not hold. Miſter Blase addes 3 To this the word repent 
refers, as may be made plain. But what he means by this alſertion I do not 
well underſtand, it being ambiguous, what he means by | this] whether the 
paraphraſe of Miſter o ephen;, that the ſame promiſe ſhould (til! continue to 
them and their children in the new diſpenſation, if they would receive Jeſus as 
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the particular Meſpah, or the word of command to baptize father and child, 
and in like manner what kind of reference he means, whether as a medium 
to prove it, or as a motive to it. If he mean the ſame with that which his alle- 
gations ſcem to tend to, his meaning is, that the promiſe of viſible Church. 
ſtate, was to the Jewes as they had been formerly, if they did teceive Chriſt, 
and the term [repent] refers to it as the motive. Now though I grant that the 
promile, As. 2. 39. is alleged as a motive in a moral way to repentance wg 
38. yet I deny ſuch a p:omiſe to be meant, v. 39. as Mr. Bl. and Mi. Stephens 
fancy. Nor do any ot Mr.Blakes a'legatione prove it. For As 3. 25. doth not 
ſpeak of ſuch a covenant as Maſter blake means, but of that Evangelical co 
venant wherein God promiſed Chrilt and-ſaving bleſſings by him. Nor are the 
Jews there termed children of the Covenant onely,but allo ot the Prophets. Now 
the Prophets there are the ſame with all the — — v. 24. and thoſe Jewes to 
whom, Peter ipake, were no otherwiſe their children, then in that they had been 
raiſed up of, and ſent to that nation in their predeceſſors times, and they are in 
like manner called children of the Covenant, becauſe they were the poſterity 
of thoſe anceſtors, ſpecially Abraham, to whom that Covenant was made, But 
this doth not prove that they were then Gods viſible people, that the Coyenant 
of vifible Church-ſtate did belong to them and thcir children, or that ſuch 3 
covenant is meant, AFs 2. 39. What Maſter Blake allegeth from Matth. 8. 12, 
Matth. 21. 43. that they were in danger to be caſt cf, doth prove rather the 
contraty, ther the nation or body of the Jewiſh people who had rejected Chriſt, 
were not in covenant with God; and although thoſe particular perſons, As 2, 
37: to whom Pcter ſpake, v. 38, 39. were more awakened then others, yet 
they could not be then ſaid to be in the covenant of viſible Church-Rtate., being 
not then belicvers in Chriſt. What Maſter Blake allegeth and infers from 
Meth, 21. 31, 32. Lnke7, 29, 30. I aflent to, but know not what it make; 
for his purpole. Yea, me thinks his calling baptiſm to which Peter exhorted, en- 
trance into a new covenant» way, croſſeth Maſter Stephens paraphraſe of con- 
tinuing the ſame promiſe to them and their children. In his third allegation 
he milreports me, as if I excluded all confideration of right in the Jewes and 
their children from thoſe words which are, As 2.39. Whereas that which ] (aid 
was this, that from the promiſe, At, 2. 39. (what ever right beimported by it) 
Feter doth not infer their being baptized as a right or privilege,accruing to them 
in manner of a legal title and claim, but as a duty to which he perſwades in a 
moral way. What good interpretation give of thoſe words, v. 39. ſuitable to Peters 
exhortation;I have ſet down, Exam. pag. Gi. Review part. 1. pag. 41. and clſewhere 
Maſter Blake, it he could, ſhiouldhave overthrownit. Maſter Cobbets exception is 
anſwered in the next ſection. Mr. Bl. hath been oft told that the children are men- 
tioned As 2. 39. becauſe of the imprecation , Aſatth. 27. 25. That the words, 
Aﬀs 2. 38, 39. are carried in that way, that intereſt in Covenant and Covenant- 
Seals in Mr. Ble ſenſe formerly ran, is ſuppoled but not proved by him. That the 
Jews yet perſiſting in their adherence to Aſoſes, not embracing Chriſt, ſhould 
be in covenant and have thereby a right to baptiim, is ſuch a dotage as me thinks 
Maſter Blake ſhould diſclaim. That the words of the text, Acta 2. 39, hold 
oat ſuch a covenant-right, as Miſter Plake imagins, in Scripture-language, 
according to the giand vharter of heaven, I will be thy God and the God ot - 
hy ſeed, is {aid;but not proved by Maſter gate. Whether my exceptions ya 
the 
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the Pædobaptiſts expoſition of Atts 2. 38 „ 39. or Maſter Bl:kes anſwers ate 
frivolous ſhifts the intelligent Reader will perceive. My Antipzdobaptiſm is 
enough to refute Maſter ohn Goodwins charge, and my cenſure of his inter- 
pretations others ha ve made good. As for the text Maſter Blake mindes me of, 

38. 2. it may appear trom my writings to be more pertinently appl able 
to himſelf, then me. Had ever any man ſhewed me ſo much confuſed ſerie 
ling, ſo many irrational upproved dictates, ſo many impertinent allegations 
in my wiitings as I and Miſter Blake have ſhewed in his, I would have Gilenced 
my ſelf from writing any more, except a retractation of my former bookcs. 


— — — — - — 


— 


SE CT. XXII. 


Animadverfions on ch. 2. part. 1. of Maiter Thomas Codbet bis juſt vindi- 
ettion rouching the explication of Acts 2. 38, 39. in which bis expoſition is en- 
el to be vain and mine jxitified, 


* T* points the Px dobap: iſts do endeavour to confirm from A 2. 38,39. 
| 1. Thar the chil4ren of believers are in the Covenant. 2. That this being 
in covenant gives chem right to baptiſm, This latter point is that which I am 
et upon, for which how inſufficient that text is hath been ſhewed in aniwer to 
* Maſter Blake, My intent was in this place to have ſaid no more of this text 
til! I came to x im ine Miſter Ms. 2. Concl. But ſith Maſter Blake tels me 
Maſter Cobbet hath, p. 23. faid that which utterly overthrowes my cexpolatior, 
L ihall ex:mine what he ſaith, Ft vindec. ch, 2. part. 1. 

S:&. 3. He argues thus againſt my expoſition. Firit, the promiſe is to you, 
that is, gala to you accordingly as made to Abrabam, for iending of Chriſt 
&c, there wants Scriprure-proot, to make this ſenſe of the promilc, is to you, 
(i. c.) is fulfilled ro you, nor yet doth that in Ad, g. 25, 26. ye are the 
children of the promil., &c. p:ove this ſenſe. | 

Anſ: My ſenſe of the words is this. Th: promiſe of raiſing up of Chiiſt is 
now fulfriled to you, that is, for your benefit in the remiſſion ot your fins and 
bleſſing you, being called of God, and in Kke manner to your childeen, and 
to all that are afar off This to be the ſenſe I gather, 1. Fron Scciptures which 
ſeem to me to {p:ak ſuirably thereto. The firſt is Perers (pzech i. the ſame ch. v. 
zo. of David; Therefore being a Prophet, and knowing that God had (worn 
with att oath to him, tl. of the fruit ot his toynes he would raiſe up Chxiſt 
to fit on his throne z Ke, Hence I argue. It is moſt likely that Peter; v. 39. 

meant a promiſe welribned before, and known to them to whom he ſpake. Not 
the promiſę of the miraculous gift of the Holy Ghoſt, for reaſons to be pre- 
— expreſſed; therefore the p:omile mentioned, v. 30, 31, 32. The ſecond 
is Ad, 3. 18, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26. whence TI argue. Ir i moſt likely 
that ſenſe is beſt which hath molt conlonancy with the lpeech of cu lame Au- 


thor to the (ame perſons, to the ſame purpoſe, on the like occaſion. But the words, 
Ad, 3. 18, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, are ſuch, and my ſenſe of Ace 2. 
$, 39. hath moſt conſonancy with thoſe words, For in that ſpeech he ex- 
ts to repentance, v. 19. becauſe that was fulfilled which was ſoretold by 
R the 
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the Prophets,to wit, Chriſts reſurtectionzand v. 2.5, the covenant mentioned ig 
that of bl:fing all the kinreds of the earth in Abrabams ſeed, that is, Chriſt. And 
that this was fulfilled, v. 26. in raiſing up Chriſt, and this was firſt to them, 
to wit, for their benefit, by bleſſing — converting them: which hath much 
conſonancy with my ſenſe of Act, 2. 38, 39. therefore my ſenſe is moſt like. 
ly. A third is Afr 13. 32, 33 Kc. which though it were (poken by ano- 
ther, to wit, Pau, and to other company, yet by one endued by che lame Spirit, 
to perſons in reſp:& of their nation, and eſtate like, alleging v. 35. 36, 37. 
the ſame text and almoſt in the ſame words which Peter uled, As z. 27, zt, 
32. Now in that place Paul makes the promiſe to the Fathers to be the raiſin 
up of Chriſt, and ſpeaks of it as to them, in that it was-fulfilled, and that for 
their benefit, the forgiveneſs of ſins, v. 38. and thereupon exhorteth to repentance 
and embracing of Chriſt v. 40. Somewhat to like purpoſe might be alleged 
trom Rom. 15. 8, & c. But this is enough to ſhew that my expoſition doth 
not want Scripture-proof. 2. I gather my ſenſe thus. The term [s] is in the 
preſent tenſe. This Maſter Cobber takes notice of when he ſaith, that the A- 

ſtle doth not ſay, the promiſe was to you. The propoſition muſt be under- 

ood either as a propoſition ſccundi adjecti, as Logicians ſp:ak, the promiſe is to 
you, that is, the promiſe exiſts to you, ſo as that the Verb ſubſtantive ſhould note 
meer exiſtence : But this conſtcuction [rhe promiſe exiſtes or bath cxiſtence to 
you] ſeems to me to be defective in ſenſe or truth. For the promiſe being a tran- 
{cunt act, was not then exiſtent. Nor were it true, do I conceive to what pur- 
poſe he ſhould mention the bare exiſtence of the promiſe, which could be nei- 
ther comfort to them, nor motive to the duty he preſſed. Oc cle the propa” 
tion mult be tertii adjefiz and if ſo, there mult be a ſupplement either of the 
term [made] or the term | fulſilled] For I know no third. But not the term 
{made} For then the ſenſe. ſhould be [the promiſe is now made to you, &c. I 
Dut this is not true, the promiſe was not then made to them, but to their fa- * 
thers, As 13. 32. therefore the ſupplement [ fulfilled] is moſt probable, it be- 
ing the term uſed, Aﬀs 3. 18. and 13. 33. 3. This expoſition of mine ſtems 
to mg to be right, becauſe it is oppoſite to the Apoſtles ſcope, which was to di- 
rect ane erect thoſe affrighted Jewes to whom he ſpake, Now the ſenſe that 1 
"give is very proper to comfort them againſt the horrour of their. fact in crucify- 
ing Chriſt and wiſhing his blood to be on them and their children, Marth. 27. 25. 
by telling them as Peter did, As 3. 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18. that though 
they did unwittingly kill Chriſt, yet God had thereby fulfilled his promiſe, e- 
ven for their good and their children, even as. Foſeph when he told his brethren, 
Gen. 45. 5. Gen. yo. 19, 20, that though they thought evil againſt him; 
yet God meant it unto good, to bring to paſs3as it is this xdzy to ſave much peo- 
- alive. And this ſenſe is a very fat motive to move theſti to repent 8 be 
ptized in the Name of Chriſt tor remiſſion of ſius, by. teſti ing that the 
promiſe of ſending Chriſt was fulfilled in the raifing of Chriſt from the dead, 
4. My expoſition. is confirmed, becauſe all other expoſitious have leſs evidence, 
and are more liable to exceptions, The moſt likely expoſition after chat which 
1 give,ſeems to be that which expounds the promiſe to be that of giving the ho- 
y Ghoſt in the miraculous gifts, which is called, v. 33- the promiſe, Luke 24. 
49, and was mentioned in the next words before, A#s 2. 38. And of this I 
eonkels the ſenſe may be good thus underſtood. The promiſe of giving the = 
y 
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ly Ghoſt,Foe! 2. 28. is fulfilled in that which ye ſee and beate, Act 2. 33. to 
you, and your children, and all that are afar off, that is, for their bench, by 
moving them to own Chriſt, But me thinks if the promiſe were meant af that 
ſt it ſhould be meant thus, The promiſe is to you, that is, Gd hath promi- 
11 to give to each of you, &c. this gift of the holy Ghoſt, becauſe the words 
immediately before, v. 38. are, and ye ſhall receive the gift of the holy Ghoſt. 
But thus the propoſition ſhould not be true; For all afac off who were called of 
God, had not that gift, and therefore it was not promiſed them. Nor had this 
ſenſe been ſo fir as to comfort them ſith that gift might be given and was to per · 
ſons whom God rejected. As for the other expoſition, that the promiſe is, 
chat Gad will be a God to them and their children, as to Abrabam and his ſeed, 
Gen. 17. 7. it cannot be the promiſe meant, Ads 2. 39. For, 1. there is not 
the leaſt intimation in the text of that promiſe, 2. There was no ſuch promiſe 
in all the Scripture, that God would be a God to thoſe to whom Peter then ſpake, 
and to their children as their children, no nor ſuch a promiſe as this, I will be 
a God to a believer and his ſeed, For if this promiſe were made to the ſeed of e- 
very believer,then either God keepzs it, or not. It nat, then he breaks his word; 
ij he do, then he is a God to them. But that is not true: For neither in ſaving 
graces, nor in Eccleſiaſtical priviledges,v-g. Church-memberſkip and baptiſm, 
js God a God to every one that is the ſeed or natural child of a believer. Yer if 
it were true, it had been falſe, being ſpoken to thoſe Jewes, who were not then 
delievers, nor perhaps many of them ever believers ia Chriſt, and it is moſt 
falſe,that the Chriſtian Church- memberſhip and baptiim did belong to the Jews 
18 Jews, by vertue of any covenant made with that nation. For then Fobn B 
tiſt did ill ro expoſtulate with them for coming to his baptiſm,3ſatth. 3. 7. and 
to diſſwade them from alleging they had Alraam to their father, v. 9. and to 
tell them of another ſort of children of Abraham that had more right to it then 
yy Yea,Fobn the Baptiſt and the Apoſtles did ill to require perſonal repentance 
and believing, if 8 bad right to ſuch priviledges by a ptomiſe without them. 
Nor is the promiſe (aid to be to any children, but thoſe that are called of God, 
and therefore not to infants uncalled, and conſequently this Scripture is very 
ill applycd to prove federal holyneſs of believers infants. Maſter C obber addes, 
Secondly, it is ſending of Chriſt or of Chriſt (ent, But let it be conſidered, 1. 
That the Apoſtle doth not ſay, the promiſe was to you, as in reference to the 
time of making it to the Fathers, with reſpc& unto them, or in reference to 
Chriſt, who was not new to come, but already come, as the Apoſſle proycth 
from v. 3, to 37. Nor is it the uſc of the Scripture, when mentioning promi- 
ſes as fulhlled, to expreſs it thus in the preſent tenſe : the promiſe is to you, or 
to ſuch and ſuch, but rather to annex ſome expreſſion that way, which evin- 
ceth the ſame, for which let Rom. 15. 8. 1 Fob 2. 25. Epheſ. 3. 6. Nebe. 
9.8, 23. 2 Chron. 6. 15. 1 Kings 8. 56. Afr 2. 16, 17, 33 . and 
I3. 32, 33. Foſh. 21. 45. and 23. 14, Matth. 1. 22, 23. and 21.. 4. 
Per 1. $4» $5, 68, 69. and Pſal. 111. 9. Rom. 11. 26, 27. be conſi- 
ed, { 
Anſ. 1. How the verb ſubſtantive Lis] in the preſent tenſe, and the promiſe 
referred to Chriſt, who was now come, agrecs with the words and (cope of the 
Apoſtle, is already ſnewed. And my ſenſe is like or the ſame With Maſter Mr. 
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God hath now remembred his covenant to Abraham in _— that bleſſed ſeed, 
and the new Annot. in Locum; The promiſe is to you, Chrilt is promiſed both 
to Jewes and Gentiles : But the Jewes had the firſt place. Which is agreeable 
to the ſpeeches of, Mary, Luke 1. 54 55- and of Zachuriu, v. 68, 69, 71, 
92, 73> 74» 75+ 2. It is true, that theexpreſſion in that manner is not u- 
(ual, and it is confeſſed that in the places cited and many more the fulſilli 
of a promiſe is otherwiſe expreſſed, But what then ? doth it follow that is nd 
the meaning which I give ? If it did, by theſame reaſon, neither Maſter Cob- 
bers is right, For it is uſual to _ a promile belonging to ſome of a thing 
yet to be done in ſome other exp eſfions, as 1 Fobn 2. 25. 2 Pct. 1. 4. yea, in 
the place Rom. 9. 4. of which M.ſter Cobber pa, 3 l. faith, for the promiſe 
i to you or belongs to you, as Kom. 9. 4. hath ic, the cxpre ſſion is not in 
the Dative caſe, xs As 2. 39. but in the G-nitive. Bur it is ncedfuil to con- 
fider how Maſter Cobbet himſelf cxpounds the words, S. ct. 1. He faith thus, 
The promiſe is to your chil.lren ; not, was to you, &c. as intending any le- 
gal bleſſing, but, a promile then in force after Chriſts aſcenſion, to effect (ome 
promiſed blefling | iy a| uſed to fagnify the free promiſe, or covenant 
af grace, to which they had vilible right, Sc&. 3. remiſſion of fins may aq 
b: excluded, but mult be one principal thing intended, Ir is that — to 
which baptiſm the ſeal is annexed, Se, 4. Nor was Abrahams charter leſs 
then what here avowed by the Apoltle, Scil. that the promiſe even of fins, did 
belong to the Jewes, and to their children in reſp. ct ot external right and ad- 
— and no more is pleaded for. But repent and be baptized de futu- 
ez for the promiſe in præſenti is to you, Scil. in reſpect of external right. 
Sect. 7. And this promiſe here mentioned, A#s 2. 38, 39. containing in 
jr remiſſion of ſins, and ſo the righteouſneſs of faith. The promiſe of remith- 
on of (ins is or belongeth to you; Scil. in the external right and adminiſtiati- 
on ot it. So then according to Maſter Cobbers expoſit ĩon the promiſe meant is 
remiſſion ot fins, and of this it is ſaid that it is, not, it was to them, and 
che manner how is, that it js to them, or it belongs to them in he cxternal rigin 
and adminiſtration of it. The promiſe or covenant he means here belonging 
to them to be Abrahams charter, Gen, 17. 7. Ferem. 31. 33, 34. holding 
dut at leaſt an external intereſt therein ro them being Jewes, not yet believing 
Fathers, or tepenting: for that js rather mentioned as — after many 
words beſides, v. 40, 41. yea, rather they were offenſive members of the Jew» 
iſh Church (which was then a true viſible Goſpel- Church) they were as per- 
ſons under, cenſure, though they had jus ad baptiſmum, ye not jus in baptuſmy 
without repentance, yet they were covenant» Fathers, and diſpenicrs of the ex- 
ternal right of it to their children, though their children were not called. And 
herein is the difference between them and thoſe afar off the Gentileszit is to the 
Jews actually, tc the Gentiles de praſenti, onc'y intentionally, till they be called 
of God, which he underſtands not of an eſfectual ſaving call, but calling in- 
ro viſible covenant and church-eſtate, and then it belongs to their children as 
to the Jewes. This I gather to be his meaning out of ſcattercd paſſages, Sc&. 
4> 5» 7. Ifhall, 1. obſerve ſome things concerning the expoſition in general. 
2. Clear my own (xpoſi ion from obi d ions. 3. Make ſome animad verſions 
on ſeveral patſages in the latier Sections of this ch. of Maſter Cobbet. 
I obſerve that he brings no proof but his own ſaying, that the promiſe is 
| that 
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that, Ges, 17. 7. or that it belongs to any n external right or adminiſtrati. 
on, or that the Apoſtle meant the belonging ot the promiſe to them in reſpe& 
of external right and adminiſtration, For to ſay, it is the promiſe to which 
baptiſm ſeals, is to prove an unknown thing by a more unknown, ſith baptiſm 
net her there Mor elſewhere is termed the ſeal of the promiſe or covenant, nor 
auth the Apoſtle mention baptiſm as ſcaling or adminiſtring the promiſe, nor 
do I underſtand that there is any ſuch thing as an external right and admini- 
ſtation of the promiſe, or by vertue of the promiſe, but by vertue of the com- 
mand, And therefore I judge all this talk to be a parcel of gibberiſh, which 
the Scripture yields no hint of, but Pzdobapriits have formed it from thoſe 
laling errors, that the nature of Sacraments is to be Seals of the covenant , 
that the reaſon of a perſon being circumciſed, was intereſt in the covenant, Gen. 
17. 7. that there is the ſame reaſon of baptiſm as of circumciſion Beſides, I 
would know to what the right is, and of what th: adminiſtcation is wkich he 
als external, and in what ſenſe it is called external. External he ſeems to make 
all one with quoad homines , & in foro Ecc leſiæ, and the promiſe is of remiſſi- 
on of fins; the ſenſe then is, you have a right and adminiſtration of remiſſion 
of ſins in reſp2& of men, and in the Court of the Church, A right is a title 
to a thing which a man may claim, an adminiſtration is a ſerving or bringing 
in, as when a Deacon gives money to the poor, Gchaꝭi reacheth water to EU- 
(heh, If there be ſenſe in Miſter Cobbers expoſition, this ſhould be the meaning, 
You Jewes who crucified Chriſt, and your children, though neither yet b.licvers, 
nor repenting perſons, have a right and adminiſtration of the promiſe of te- 
miſſion of fins, Gen. 17. 7. though not in reſp«& of Gad or the Court of 
heaven or your own conſciences, yet before or by men or in the Court of the 
Church, lo that you may claim abſolurion from them, and they do or oughr 
to adminiſter it to you by a ſentence or bap itm or ſume other way. Which were 
ta make the Apoltles ſpzak non-fenſe, and impious falſhood + Non-tenſe, the 
words bearing no ſuch meaning — to the Sci iprure-uſe or other a 
ved authors: Falſhood , in that he ſhould tell them they had ſuch a tight and 
adminiſtration as they had not, and this impious, ſith it tends to harden them 
in impeniteney and unbelief, and to juſtify Preachers or Churches in an un- 
righteous lentence, wherein re miſſion of fins is pr ououncet to belong to perſons 
impenitent and unbꝛlieving in ſenſu compoſito while (uch. The like may be 
ſaid if the right be meant to viſible Church-memberthip, and bopꝛiſm and ad- 
miniſtration o them, the ſpeech would be non-ſenſe; neither Seripture, not a- 
ny Author at that time expreſſing theſe things by that which Peter ſpake, A7s 
*. 39. And the ſpeech were falſe, they then having no right or adminiſtration 
of either, and it had been impious to — ſo to themz for it had tended to move 
them to aſſume that to them, and to juitify the yielding it toFhem, which had 

been injuriouſly and profanely both arrogated and yielded to them. Vet further, 
what a ridiculous ſalve had this been to conſciences ſo tortured with the ſenſe 

of that moſt horri act of killing Chrilt, to tell them, the promiſe of remiſſion of 
kns was to them in reſpect of external right and adminiſtration before men or in 

the face of the Church, though not betore God or in their own conſciences , 

or that they had out ward tight and adminiſtration of viſible Chnrch-member- 

ſhip and baptiſm, I may wie bis own words, mt atis mii dect. 6. The 

Were not troubled for want of externall right and adminiſtration, - and. to tell 

them 
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them of ſuch right and adminiſtration was both impertinent and unſatisfacto- 


ty, and it could miniſter but little comfort to ſin· lick ſoules to promiſe them 
uch things, which they might have, and yet die in their ſins, Matth. 7. 23, 
Beſides, it ſeems to be a contradiction to ſay, the promile is to you de praſenti, 
in reſpect of external right and adminiftcation, and yet you have not jus in re, 
and in like manner to 7 that the promiſe is to all afar off de praſenti, in reſpe& 
of external right and adwiniſtration, and yet it belongs not to them actually, 
but intentionaly. And whence hath Maſter Cobbet warrant to ſay that the pro- 
wiſe belongs one way to the Jewes, and another way to the Gentiles ? or that 
promiſe belonged to the Jew and his child in reſpe& of external right and 
adminiſt ation, though uncalled ? Laſtly, that I not grate any further on this 
ſoare, where doth Maſter Cobbet find in Scripture any mention of Gods callin 
into viſible covenant, and Church-eſtate? or how can it be true that the Ch 
to which thoſe Jewes who crucifyed Chriſt joyned, containing the-unbelicving 
Scribes and Phariſees and High Prieſts, and the people of the Jewes conſent» 
ing with them, was a Goſpel Church, viſibly intereſted in the covenant ot grace, 
the Subject of the Goſpel, and the ſame eſſentially with that Goſpel or Chriſti 
an Church, and that there was no other viſible Church, then that of the Jewes ? 
Credat qudæus apella, non ego. But of theſe ſomewhat in the animadverſions fol- 
lowing. 

Maſter Cobbet againſt my expoſition writes further thus. 2. They knew al- 
ready to their coſt, that Chriſt indetd was ſent amongſt them, and to be that 
Teſus or Saviour ot his people from their fins, Acta 2. 36, 37. compared with 
Maith 1. 21. And this was cold comfort to them, to tell them of that which 
wounded them, unleſs there be withall ſome promiſe anne xed and ſuppoſed in 
bis being come. The promiſe meerly of Chriſts coming could not comfort them, 
unleſs allo in and by Chriſt come in the fleſh, there be ſome promiſe made to 
them touching the removall of thoſe burdens of guilt which lay upon them 3. 
The bleſſing principally propounded to them, for their reviving, healing, ſuc- 
cour, and ſupport, it was not Chriſts ſending, nor his being ſent, but emiſſi- 
on of ſins, v. 38. wherefore unleſs the Apoſtle argue impertinently, this may 
not be excluded, but muſt be one principall thing intended. 4. It is that pro- 
miſe to which baptiſm the ſeal is annexed, now the ſeal is ever to the covenant, 
which is not barely to Chriſts being ſent in the ficſh, but to benefits contained 
in promiſes by his coming. 

Anſ. Had Maſter Cobber heeded my words in my Exam. pag. 60. And 
was it not a comfortable Argument for men in that caſc to be king that not» 
withſtanding all this the promiſe of Chriſt and remiſſion of fins by him, was 
yet to them and their children, &c. And pag. 61. The promiſe which is 
made to Abraham is now fulfilled in ſending Chriſt to you and your children, 

and to all that are afar off as many as the Lord our God ſhall call, that th 
might be turned from their iniquity, and baprized in his Name for the remifli- 
on of their fins, theſe objections had been — they proceeding all againſt 
me upon this miſtake (which my words heeded might have reQifyed) as if I 
had expounded the iſc, Ads 2. 39. of Chriſts being ſent and coming 
without ſome promi c annexed, and particularly that of remiſſion of fins by 
Chriſt. Whereas I did exp eſiy include it in my paraphraſe (as my words reci- 
ted ſhew) gathering it ſᷣom the mention of it, v. 38. and conceiving it to be 


im- 
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implyed in the expreſſion [to you, v. 39.] that is, ſor your benefit by remiſſi- 
on of your fins. And theretore theſe three objections are anſwered by ſhewing 
how according to my cxpoſition the promiſe of Chriſt ſent includes allo the be- 
nefit of remiſſion of fins. But on the contrary all theſe objections are againſt 
Maſter Cobbet own expoſition. For, 1. It had been but cold comfort to tell 
them of a promiſe of remiſſion of fins only in external right and adminiſtra- 
tion. 2, It had not been available for their reviving , healing, ſuccour , 

and ſupport. 3. According to Pædobaptiſts ſuppoſitions, baptiim is got a ſeal 

of that covenant in which remiſſion of fins in external right and adminiſtra- 
tion onely is promiſed, but, as it is in the Directory, it is a Seal of the coye- 
nant of grace, of our ingraſting into Chriſt, and of our union with him, of 
remiſſion of (ins, regeneration; adoption, and life eternal. Therefore the pro- 
mile, As 2. 39. according to Maſter Ceboet own arguments, and Pædobap- 
tiſts hypotheſes is not of remiſſion of fins onely in cx:-rnal right and admi- 

nitration, Maſter Cobbe: third exception, Sea. 3. about thole atar cft, whe- 

ther [ſraelites in the diſperſion, or in after ages, or the Gentiles be meant, hath 

been conſidered before. But whereas he ſaith, The Apoſtles afore Peter Sermon, 

Afs 10. knew by Chriſts declaration of his. minde to all his Apoſtles touch- 

ing the diſcipling and inchu ching of the Gentiles the convethon of them, onc- 

ly they knew not whether it might be by jcyning them fuſt by way cf additi- 

on, as proſelytes tothe Jewes, rather then by gatheringthem into other diſtinct 

Churches; his ſpeech is not right. For, 1. Though it is true, Chriſt had de- 

chred his minde, Matth. 28. 19. Mark 16. 15 . about converhon of the 

Gentiles, yet either Peter underſtood not Chriſts minde, or did not remem- 

ber it afore the viſion, Afﬀs 10. 2. It is apparent from As 11. 3. that the 

except ion againſt Peter was not for that he had gathered Cornelius and his com- 
pany into a diſtin Church, and not joyned them as Preſclytes to the Jewes, 

but that hę went in to men uncircumcited,and did eat with them, which ſhcwes 

they held it unlawtull ſo much as to preach and couverie with any uncircumci- 

ſed, though he were a proſelyte of the gate, as Cornclizs appears to have been. 

As for not joyning the Gentiles as prolely tes to the Jewes, they knew that well 

enough, that they were not to be ſo joyned, ſith neither John the Baptiſt, nor 

Ctrilt or his Diſciples did ever by baptiſm joyn any as proſclyres to the Jewes, 

but did take even the Jewes themſelves (who embraced heir Dcarine) into di- 

ſtinet Churches or Schooles, though they did not erect any new political 

States or Common-wealths, as the nation of the Jewes was. 

Malter Cobbet further excepts againſt me in theſe words. 4. It's affirmed, 
that this promiſed of ſending Chriſt was to them, their children, and thoſe 
afar off, as many as our God ſhould call, that they may be turned from their 
iniquity, and be baptized for remiſſion ct ſins, and yet alſo that the promile, 
what ever it be ſuppoſed to be, was to them all, with that limitation, that the 
repent, or that they be called. What ? is it to as many as the Lord ſhall call, 
or convert, or cauſe to repent ? and yet is it, that they may be turned nom their 
iniquity# is it to perfons called, and yet alſo to uncalled perions? is it to them 
that they may be called, yer the perſons to whom the promile is, are as man 
as are ſuppoſed to be called? how can theſe two be right? yea, it is to them all, 
upon condition that they be called, and yet alſo, that it is to them, that they 
may be called. Why, it it be to them, ay by Chriſt they may be called, then 

is 


(130) 
is that promiſe to perſons as yet uncalled, and their calling is an effect follow. 
ing their intereſt in that promiſe as a cauſe, and not preceding their intereſt 
in the promiſe as a condition. : a a 

Anl. the promiſe is of ſending of Chriſt for remiſſion of ſins, their cal- 
ling is a conſequent of Chrilts being ſent, who was ſent to turn them from i- 
niquity, that is, to call them zand his calling was tor a further benefit, remiſſi- 
on of fins through Chriſt ſert, and ſo their calling is a condition of the re. 
miſſion of fins by Chriſt ſent, nor is the promile of remiſlion of fins by 
Chriſt ſent to any but thoſe who are called. The calling is a conſcquent to 
Chrifſts ſending as a prior benefit, and an antecedent to remiſhon of ſins as a 
ſubſequent. And thus the knot Maſter Cobbet conceives is eaſily looſed. 
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SE CT. XXIII. 


The arguments drawn from Acts 2. 38, 39. 4zdinſt the connexion between ce 
wenant-intcreſt and baptiſm-right, and infant-baptiſm are vindicatcd from 
Maſter Cobbets anſwers, 


Here are other paſlages in the following Sections, on which I animadvert, 
1 Sect. 4. he ſaith, Acts 2. he doth nor intend it thus, your children (i c.) 
Abrahams children; for Abraham is conſidered rather by him as a patern , ha- 
ving the precedential Copy of the Covenant mentioned. And it had been in- 
congruous to have ſaid 3 It is to your children, that is, to Abrahams chil- 
dren, Concerning which paſſage I ſay, that thcugh I conceive it a miſtake to 
under ſtand by [your children] Abrabams children, yet Maſter Cobbers words 
intimate ſundry things which are liable to animadverſions. 1. The promiſe, 
Acts 2. 39. is ſuppoſed by others, and by Maller Cobbet, Sect. 7. to be that, 
Gen 17.7. Iwill be a God to thee and thy ſecd after thee, but this was the co- 
venant it ſelf, and not a precedential Copy of the covenant mentioned. I think 
Maſter Cobbet cannot ſhew any other after Copy, in which God promilcd to be 
the God of a believer and his ſeed, which it is confeſſed he did to Abraham. 2. 
That Abrabam ſhould be conſidered rather as a pattern to fathers, then as a 
particular perſon is ſaid without any proof; nor is it true, 1. Becauſe it is un- 
derſtood in Scripture as meant of Abraham as a particular perſon, Gal. 3. 16, 
&c. 2, Becaulc if he were conſidered as a pattern, the promiſe ſhould be to 
others as to him, Gcn, 17, 7. but that is not tive, the promiſe is made to 
none beſides as to Abrabam, Gen. 17. 7. And whereas Miſter Cobbet obſerves 
that the promiſe to them and their children cannot be meant of the children as 
their children after the Spirit, becauſe they could not be ſuch ſpiritual fathers 
to any children of theirs, themſelves being not yer ſuch relates, as believing 
fathers,nor having ſuch correlates as children aftcr the Spirit; this doth plainly 
ſhew that the premiſe to them and their children is not all one with a- promile 
to believers and their children, and the mention of the children, Aﬀs 2. 39. 
is not to intimate any priviledge ariſing to the child from the faith of the pa- 
rent. For, as Maſter Cobbet ſaith truly, as yet they acted not faith and repen- 
tance, not doth Peter (ay, The promile is or belongs to you, for you have re- 
\ pent ed, 
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nted, and conſequently believed. As for Maſter Cobbets inference that if th 
imprecation of the J cwes, Matth. 27, 25. were the occaſion of Peters words 
Adts 2. 39. then the promiſe mult be ailo to their babes, on whom they wiſh- 
ed Chriſts blood, elſe the plaiſter were too narrow for their wounds riſing from 
the guilt of bloud wiſhed upon their children, including, and not excluding 
their babesz it followes not, For, 1. Though babes be children, yet children 
indefinitely put without any univerſal ſign may be meant ot others then babes 
or infants. 2. The wiſh may be meant of intants, and the promile alſo, yet 
not to take place or to be accompliſſied on them or to them in their infancy, 
That curſe and that promiſe which is made to a mans children being for pre- 
ſent infants, is verityed if it happen to them at twenty years old, they bein 
then th. ame perſons, which they were when they were but a day old. 3. Wil 
Maiter C66. aflert, the promiſe muſt be as large as the curſe? If to, then the 
pcomil: mult belong to their children, elder or younger, whether believing or 
unbelicving: p.nitent or impenitent, for the wiſh was on all abſolutely, But 
Maſter Coboct 0 preſume) will not aſſert the promiſe of remiſſion of ſins was 
in præſenti to all the children of the Jewes to whom Peter ſpake, elder and 
younger, believing and unbelieving, penitent and impenitent in reſpect of ex- 
ternal right and adminiſtration. Therefore he muſt limit the term | your chil- 
dren ] it he will have his own expoſition to hold gogd, and conſequently the 
children, As 2. 39. muſt be fewer then thoſe the imprecation lighted on, Mat. 
27. 25+ 
d. 5. That which Maſter Cobbet ſaith, that thoſe who ſay the promiſe 
made to Abrahan of ſending Chriſt and now fulfilled, is to them, in effect ſay 
as thoſe that expound [ the promiſe is to you] that is, is offered to you, is not 
right, Fot the fulfilling notes ſomething paſt, the offer is of ſomething to be 
yet done or attained, yet it is true that the ſpeech of Peter did contain not one- 
ly an offer, bug alſo an aſſurance of remiſſion ot ſins to the called by vertue of 
the promiſe fulfilled in Chriſts coming, 

Of the ſenſe of the words, As 3, 25. I have ſpoken ſomewhat before. 
The terms L children of the prophers and of the covenant] are appropriated 
to the Jewes,as Rom. 9, 4. they being the onely people to whom the prophets 
were ſent, as Bega annot . in locum, id eh, Ii cſtis quibus peculiariter deſtinati 
fuerunt prophet e, & quibuſcum fædus eſt (ancitum, ex Hebræorum idiotiſmo, quem 
ſupra aliquoties annorauimus, Huc pertinet quod ait Paulus, Rom. 9. 4. And 
v hen he ſaith, they were children of the covenant made with the fathers, and 
not of the fathers with whom the covenant is made, the intent is not to ſhew 
that it's meant of Church and federal intereſt in them, as covenant-ſathers 
and diſpenſers, or to ſhew that the covenant was as ſeed, by vertue whereof they 
conſidered as fœderally and eccleſiaſtically priviledged, did ſpring in Maſter 
Cobbets ſenſe of ourward Church-memberſhip and initiating ordinance : but 
the plain meaning is, that they were the people to whom the firſt exhibition ai d 
tender ot the Goſpel did belong, in that they were the poſterity of the Fathers 
with whom the covenant was made: and ſo the Jewes had a priority of not onc- 
ly external intereſt in the covenant , but alſo internal , though when the 
Gentiles were called, the priviledges of the covenant were equal to the Gen- 
tiles with the Jewes, and the condition of the promiſe, that is, the obtaining 
remiſſion of (ins by tlie fulfilling of the promiſe, is equally to Jew and Gentile 


(avingly believing, q 5 
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Sea. 7. Maſter Cobbets conceit of the term [afar off, Acts 3. 39.) that it is, 
meant of their being ſtrangers from actual intereſts _ covenants of promile, 
and Common- wealth of Iſrael, or the viſible politi 1 2. 11, 
125 13. ſuppoſeth, 1. The terms gie HνAthoſe afar off, Aﬀs 2. 39. 


to be the ſame with o s Jyles udxegaywho were ſometimes afar off, Epheſ. 
2. 13. But the phraſes are not the ſame, and it is for reaſons formerly given 
more likely that the remoteneſs, As 2. 39. is meant of place or deſcent, 2. 
that the remoteneſs, Epheſ. 2. 13. was in reſpect of external Church intereſt, 
and ſo in like manner, As 2. 39. But Ephej. 2. 13. the remoteneſs was ſuch 
as was taken away by the blood of Chriſt, which is more then externalChurch- 
intereſt, and the nearneſs ſuch as [ you and your children, Act, 2. 39.7] had not 
then attained to, bur were then atar off from God, or as it is, v. 18. had not 
acceſs by one Spirit unto the Father, And therefore Maſter Cobbcts ſayings that 
the Jewes and their children, As 2. 39. werenot then when Peter ſpake afar 
off, as the term is meant, Epheſ. 2, 13. but rather nigh in that ſenſe, and 
that the promile is to them actually, & quod hominem, and to the other, that is, 
the Genteles, afar off intentionally, & quoal Deum, even while!t afar off, and 
ancalled, are but conceits ariſing from the miſtakes of Peters ſpeech, A.ts 2. 39. 
and Pauls, Epbeſ. 2. 13. It is true, to the Jewes indefinitely, that is, to that 
nation or people did the Adoption and promiſes belong, yet not to every parti- 
cular perſon of that nation; For as it is ſaid, Rom. 9. 4. To whom pertaineth 
the adoption, and the promiles;? ſo it is ſaid. v. 4, 5. To whom pertain the ſer- 
vice of God, of whom as concerning the fleſh Chriſt came: and yet theſe 
things not true of every Iſcaclitc. 

It is true, Moſcs made a covenant, Deut, 29. 15, with the unborn which 
were not actually cxiſtent in Church-eſtate and humane being, but that this 
was a covenant wherein Covenant-grace is expreſſed, and that it is verified in- 
tentionally,z7 quoad Deum, is beſides the text, which ſpraks not of Gods ma- 
king a covenant, but of Aoſes, v. 14. and this covenant was obliging to duty, 
not expreſſing covenant-giace. That which Maſter Cobbet ſaith, that the 
righteouſneſs of faith according to the covenant, Jen. 17, 7. which containeth 


the promiſe of juſtification, was by circumciſion een ſealed unto the Jewes 
& their children by Gods own appointment, circumciſion being in the Sactamen- 


tal nature of it, a viſible cal ot the righteouſneſs of faith it (elf, and not meer- 
ly in a perſonal reſpe& to Abrabam, as applyed by his faith to juſtification, hath 
either none or very little truth. For though it be true that the promiſe, G en. 15. 
7. was of the righteouſneſs of faith according to the more hidden ſenſe of the 
words, yet it was ſo onely to the ſpiritual ſeed of Abraham by faith, Rom, 4. 
125 16. Gal. 3. 7, 9, 29. Nor was circumciſton appointed by God to ſeal 
it to Jewes and their children, nor circumciſion in the Sacramental nature of 
it, a viſible ſcal of the rightcouſneſs of faith, nor is any mans circumciſion 
termed in the Scripture a ſcal of the righteouſneſs of faith, but Abrahams , 
which was not a ſcal as applyed by his faith to his juſtification, but as a ſcal 
to him that he had the righteouſnefs of faith before he was circumciſed , and 
that ail that believe as he did ſhall be juſtified, as he was, Rom. 4. 11, 12, 
Maſter Cobbet addes, Nor will it ſuffice to ſay, that covenant was a mixt co- 
venant, It held forth temporal things indeed, but by vertue of a covenant of 
grace, Pal. 111. fl. as doth the promiſe now, 1 Tim. 4. 8. But it holds forth 

allo 
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alſo ſpiritual — in the external right and adminiſtration thereof to all , at. 
beit in the internal operation, as to ſome. The promiſes are to them all, Ro. 
9. 4. Scil. in the former ſenſe 3 and yer, ver. 8. ſome onely ate the children of 
the promiſe, and the choice ſced in that general covenant, Scil. in reſpect of 
the laving efficacy of the covenant upon them, v. 6, And the ſame diſtincti- 
on is now held out in ſuch fort, amongſt perſons in Church-eſtate, 

Anl. It ſufficeth againſt thoſe that make the covenant, Gen. 17. to be a co- 
yenant of E angelical grace onely, and make other promiſes of temporal things 
to be onely adminiſtrations of it, and make circumciſion a ſeal e covenant 
of grace, becauſe it was the tcken of that covenant, to ſay, that covenant, 
Gen, 17. 7. was a mixt covenant containing promiſes proper to Abrabams na- 
tural poſterity as well as Evangelisal to his Spiritual, and So the covenant is 
rather to be denominated from the former,which are more manifeſtly held forth 
in it then the latter, and that, the reaſon why circumciſion was appointed, was 
the bench ing and aſſuring the former rather then the latter, and fo the circum- 
ciſing of infants was not from interc{t Evangelical, but national or proper to 
the people of Abraham. Nor is Maſter Cobbers exception of any validity, that 
becauſe there is a promiſe of the life tha: now is,1 Ium. 4, 8. therefore the cove- 
nant now is mixt. For the promiſe of the life that now is, is not of any outward 

inheritance peculiar to the godly and their children, as Abraham had of the Land 

of Canaan for him and his, but of fatherly care, and ſanRified uſe of oatward 
things. Nor doth Pſal. 11 rt. 5. prove that the inheriting Canaan, being great and 
proſperous, Gen. 17. 4,55 6,7, 8. were by vertue of a covenant of grace, but it ra- 
ther appears from many places, Deut. 28. &c. Hb. 8, 6. that they were by the co- 
venant ofworks in keeping the law of Moſes, unto which circumciſion did oblige, 

Gal. 5. 3. The promiſes Gen.17.ſo far as they were E vangelical did belong to A- 

brahams ſeed by faĩthoncly, nor doth the Apoſtle any where interpret that pro- 

miſe, Gen, 17. 7. as holdingforth ſpiritual things in the external; right and ad- 
miniſtration of it, and the ſpiritual things aſſured therein areby the Apoſtle de- 
termined, Rom. 9 8. to belong onely to the elc&, not to all. Nor doth Rom. 

9. 4. ſay, the promilcs pertained to all the Jewes, nor to any. in reſp:& of ex- 

ternal right and adminiſtration. And though I deny,not but that perſons may be 

ſaid to be outwardlyſin the covenant of grace in appearance to men, when they 
mak: a profeſſion of faith, though not in realicy, yer I deny that God hath made 
the covenant or promiſe of grace to any other then the cle & true believers, not 

appointed — way of ſealing it to any other. Nor is it true that baptiſm as a 

covenan:-leal peluppoſeth a covenant-right, or that the Jewcs, Add, 2. 38, 

39. had any covenant or Church-right to baptiſm, jus ad rem, though not ia 

in re, afore they were believers on Chriſt, nor had they any right to bepriſm 

in that they were members of the Church of the Jewes, nor was the commiſſi. 
on of baptiſm firſt given by God to Fobn Baptiſt in reference to that Church 
of the Jewes, as a ſeal of their memberſhip therein, but of their owning ohne 
doctrine, becoming his diſciples, and jyoyncd into a School or Church diſtin& 
from the Pharaſees, and other Jewiſh Church-rulers, though they adhered till 
after Chriſts death to the law of Moſes and temple-ſervice. Nor is there any 

truth in it that Petey required of the Jewes repentance afore baptiſm, Acts 2. 38. 

becauſe though they had covenant or Church-right thereto, yet being adult 


members under offence, and admoniſhed thereof by Percy ; they might for 
their 
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their obſtinacy againſt ſuchan admonition notwithſtanding Church or Co- 
Yenant-right have been debarred that ſeal, For, 1. The Chriſtian Church and 
the Jewith Church of which thoſe Jewes wete members were in their profeſſi- 
on not oncly diſtinct, but alſo oppolite; therefore there was no Church-richer 
ſrom being members in the one to be wembers of the other, 2. For their 2 
of which they were admoniſhde by Peter, they were ſo far from being in dan» 
ger of being caſt out of the Jewiſh Church in which they were members, that 
they were more ſure of being caſt out for repenting of their fin, and being bap- 
tized into thy ame of Chriſt, Fobn 9. 22. 3. Peter doth not act in his ſpeech, 
Act z. 4 as an Elder in the Jcwith Church, for he was none, but ag 
an Apoſtle of Chriſt: nor was their tact objected to them as an offence to the 
Church ot which hey wee, bur confeſſed by themiclves as an heavy burden 
that lay on their conſcience: nor was Peters advice given to remove a Church- 
cenſure for re-admiſſion to a ſeal, but to caſe their conſciences, and to bring 
them to the faith of Chriſt and communion of that Church into which they 
had never been admitted. 

But Maſter Cobbet againſt my firſt exception ſaith, thoſe Je wes were offen- 
ſive members of that Jewiſh Church, which was a true viſible Church, and not 
yet diſchurched and divorced by the Lordz they were then in the. Church of 
the Goſpel, and ſo externally in covenant and Church eſtate alſo, as bein 
yet in the Olive and Kingdom of God, and not caſt out, untill their unbelief 
or total and final reject ign of the covenant ag ratified in Jeſus as that promi - 
ſed Meſſiah, Rom. 11. 20. to which the Jewes had not as yet come. 

Anſ. A Church of the Goſpel is ſuch a company as avoucheth the Gopel, 
the Goſpel was that Jeſus was the Chriſt; to the being in the Chuich of the 
Goſpel, it is not ſufficient that there hath not been a total or final rejection of 
the covenant, but it is neceſſary there be an cxplicit believing and owning of 
Chriſt, Fob» 8. 24. To be a people ſo caſt off as to have the offer of grace ta- 
ken from them, preſuppoſeth ſuch a rejection, t. 13. 46. Mat, 21, 43- But 
to be a Goſpel- Church or member of a Goſpel- Church, requires more then a 
non rejection, to wit, an expreſs avouching of the Goſpel, Non- rejection doth 
not make a Goſpel · Church or Church-membe3 it it did, the ſalvage Ameri- 
cans that never heard of the Goſpel, and ſo have not rejected it, ſhould be a 
Goſpel- Church and Church- members. Yet that Jewiſh Church of which the 
Fewes, Afts 2. 37. were of, and thoſe Jewes themſelves had rejected Chriſt 
with much violence, John 9. 22. As 3. 13, 14, 15. and therefore they 
could have no coycnant or Church-right,no not externally quoad hemincs from 
their ſtanding in that Church, by which they might have claimed admiſſion 
into the Chriſtian Church by baptiſm without repentance , and faith in 
Chriſt, no not though they were ſuppoſed to have been without any ſcandalous 
fin deſerving cxcommunication or ſuſpenſe from the ſeal, 

But Maſter Cobbet is bold to avouch, that this Church was a Goſpel-Church 
vihb!y intereſſed in the covenant of grace, the ſubject of the Goſpel, and the 
ſame eſſentially with that Goſpel, or Chriſtian Church: which to me is ſuch 
a paradox, as is by no means to be received. For then that Church ſhould be 
a Goſpel-Church, which did obſtinately adhere to the law, and they intereſled 
in the Covenant of grace, who ſought righteouſneſs by the works of the law, 
and they a Chriltian Church who denyed, perſecuted, killed Chriſt, _ 
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youched themſelves Moſes his diſciples, John 9. 27. not Chiiſts, And if that 
Church and the Chriſtian be the ſame eſſentially, he that was admitted to the 
Jewiſh Church was admitted to the Chriſtian, then baptiſm was needleſs, yea, 
irigular for the entering and admiſſion of a belicying Jew into the Chriſtian 
Church,contrary to that, 1 Cor. 12. 13. for they were in the Chriſtian Church 
before, in that they were in the Jewiſh Church eſſentially the ſame, then did 
peter ill to exhort them to ſave themſelves from them, 4s 2. 30. then was Luke 
miſtaken in layingv. 47. The Led added them daily to the Church after they 
were —— baptized, for they were in the ſame Church before; all which 
ue in mapp chenſion palpable abſurditics. 

But Maſter Cobbet thus backs his afſertionz Ualeſs, whilſt the Jewiſh church 
flood, amy will ſay, there was no Evangelical viſible Church in the world, 
but a legal Church 3 for there was no other viſible Church, then that of the 
Jewes. 1 DS 1 | 
Anſ. the perpetual viſibility of tho, truc Church is a point in which Papills 
and Proteſtants differ. The Papiſts alert a perperual viſibility of the Church 
in Paſtors and people, as ſenſible as any. other ſociety of men; fo that at any 
time one may point with his finger and tay, this is the Church, the Proteſtants, 
that though it abide always upon the carth, holding the whole faith withour 
change, and containing a certain number that conſtantly proteſs it, yet this 
number may be very ſmall, and their profeſſion ſo ſecret among themſelves, that 
the world and ſuch as love not the truth, ſhall not ſee them, they remaining ſo 
hidden as if they were not at all. Thus Doctor ohn Mhiic in his Way to the 
true Church, ſect. 17. digrels. 17. ſets down the difference, If Maſter (ob- 
bet mean (as he ſeems to do) a viſible political Church in the former ſenſe, then 
it is no ablur dity to ſay, at lome time while the Jewiſh Church ſtood there was 

o Evangelical vilible Church in the world. For at the time of Chriſts paſſion 
ache Diſciples were ſcattered, the ſhepherd being ſmitten, Matth, 26. 31. 
there was no ſuch viſible Evangelical Church; yea, lome of the Papiſts them- 
ſelves quoted by Doctor / bite in the tame place, hold that about the time of 
Chriſts paſſion; the true faith remained in none but onely the Virgin Maury, 
Alfed . ſuppl. panſtr. cath. Chami. de eccl, I. 2. c. 16. . 10, Deine tem- 
pore paſſions Chriſti eccleſea non crat viſibilis, talis ſcilicet, in qua erant pralait 
& ſub4iti, pailores & oves,Nam cccleſia viſibilis non crat apud phariſcos & [eribas: 
Ill enim impudenter, & ſceleruè crrarunt. But in the latter ſenſe which the 
Proteſtants follow, we can aſſign an Evangelical viſible Church in the world, 
diſtinct from the Jewiſh, while the Jewiſn Church ſtood, AlSted, ubi ſupra, Er- 
go eccleſia externa et i um tors deficere potell, remanentibus occult is fideltbus 3 qua- 
les tum temporis erant Simeon, Anna, Nicodevfus, c. At the time of Chriſts 
incarnation and before there was in the Proteſtant ſenſe a true viſible Evange- 
lical Church in Simcon, Anni, and thoſe to whom ſhe ſpake,; who looked 
for redemption in Feruſalem, Luke 2. 38. In the time of John Baptiſts 
and Ch iſts Miniſtery, many baptizcd by Fobn and Chrilts Dilciples, Fobn 4. 
Iz 2. In the time of Chriits paſſion, beſides the Apoſtles, and thoſe women 
who p̃rofeſled, Joſcph of Arinathca and Nicodemus are expecſled, 5b 19. 38, 
39. to have owned Chriſt. And theſe were a diſtinct Church from the }cwitk, 
I mean the Pri-ſts, Scribes, Pharitees and people w!.0 denycd Chriſt, though 
not in their political government, yet in their profeſſion of faith, which js ne- 
ccilary 
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ceſſary according to Proteſtants to make a company to be a viſible Evangelical 
Church, and eſſentially the ſame with the Church Chriſtian, Ameſ. medul. 
Th, I. x. c. 32. Ecaleſia eſt ſocietus fidelium 3 quia idem illud in profeſſione 
conſtituit eccleſiam viſibilem, quod interna & reali ſua natura conſtituit eccleſiam 
myſtica , il eſt, fides, 

But Maſter Cobbet from his erroneous dictates would frame an anſwer to 
the argument brought from Peters words, Acts 2, 38, 39. to. prove that the 
imagined covenant⸗ right is not ſufficient to intitle to baptiſm, without repen- 
tance and faith, ſith even of thoſe Jewes to whom he laid the promiſe is, he pre- 
required repentance to baptiſm, and thus he writes, That then ſomething fur- 
ther was required by Peter, of the adult Jewes, to actual participation ot bap- 
tiſm, and it was not becauſe their Church of which they were members was 
no true viſible Evangelical Church, ſince it was Gods onely vitible Church, 
in the time of Chriſts incarnation, of which he lived and died a member; 
and none will ſay, he was no member of any Evangelical Church, bur of a 
legal; nor was it becauſe the (cal of baptiſm was not adminiſtrable, in, or by, 
or to that Church ot the Jewes. 

Anl. The true reaſon, why we conceive Petcr required repentance of the a- 
duit Jewes to baptiſ n, is becauſe Chriſt appointed none to be baptized, but his 
diſciples ſuch as did repent & believe in him as the Meſſiah, Matth. 28.19. Mark 
16. 16. and ſo Peter here, and Philip, Acts g. 36, 37. undei ſtood Chriſts 
minde. The other reaſons that the Jewiſh Church was no true viſible Evan- 
gelical Church, andthat the ſeal of baptiſm was not adminiſtrable, in, or by, 
or to that Church of the Jewes, I know not who aſſignes them as the cauſe 
why Peter required of adult Jewes repentance to baptiſm, ſo that if Maſter 
Cobbet did make void theſe reaſons, and not the genuine reaſon aſſigned by us, 
kis anſwer is inſufficient to the argument. However I ſhall examine what he 
ſaith, ſith his writing hath been crackt of as unanſwerable, 1. By removing 
the firſt reaſon, he intimates that the objectour conceived it neceſſary that a per- 
{on to be baptized be a member of a true vilible Evangelical Church and this 
he denies not, yea he ſeems to conceive that it is needfull he be a member of 
ſuch a particular Church viable in reſpect of outward order, and governmicnt by 
Elders and People united in covenant. But this I conceive not true. 1. Becaule 
no more is needfull then is required in the inſtitution, Bur in the inſtitution 
to be a dilciple of Chriſt, a penitent believer on him is required and no more, 
Mb. 28. 19. Mark 16. 16. Afts 2, 38. not to be a member of a parti- 

cular viſible Evangelical Church. E7go, 2. No more is necdfull to baptiſm then 
what Philip required of the Eunuch, Ads 8, 36, 37. Peter of Cornelius, ts 
10. 45, 47. Ads 11. 17, 18. Paul of the Jaylour and others, Act, 16. 32. 
But they required no more but to be a Diſciple of Chriſt, or a penitent belie- 
ver, Ergo. 3. It it were requiſite to be a member of a particular Church, Co- 
nelius was not rizhtly baptized: but this is not true: Ergo. The conſequence 
of the 514 is proved, becauſe Ceruclius atcre his baptiſm was not a member of 
any particular Church, rot of the Jewiſh, for he was uncircumciſedzand count- 
ed unclean by them, As 11. 3. not of the Clififtianz For they excepted a- 
gainſt Peter for going in to him, Act. 11. 3 4. Regular ly 2 man is not 2 mem- 
ber of a particular Church till he is bap.ized, baptiſm going before joyning 
ro the Church, Act. 2. 41, 47. therefore it is not neceſſary a perſon be a mem- 
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ber of a particular viſible Church afore baptiſm. 2. Maſter Cobvet takes on him 
to prove that the Church of which the adult Jewes, Act, 2. 37 . Were Men 
bers was a true Evangelical Church, 1. Becauſe ſo in the time of Chriſts in- 
cotnation. But this followeth not, it might be ſo at Chriſts incarnation, and 
yet not beſo at the time of Peter ſpeech, As 2. 38, 39. they having expreſly 
denyed Chriſt. 2. Becauſe he lived and dyed a member of that Church, and 
none will ſay, he was no member of any Evangelical Church, but of a legal. 
To whichl ſay ,z. Chriſt lived &dyed the head of the Evangelical church ot Jewes 
andGentiles,butnor as a ſubordinate member in it, though he were lubject to the 
law of Moſes, and did yield obedience to it while it was his Fathers will it 
ſhould Rand in force. 2. But that he died as a member of the Jewiſh church, 
to wit, that party of which the Jewes, A7s 2. 37. were a part, is not true, he 
being an out-caſt from them, and made a curſe for us, 3. It it ſhould be 

anted he were a member of that church, he had been a member not of an 
Erangelical church, but legal, or rather manifcſtly Antichriſtian . 2. by re- 
moving the ſecond reaſon ot Peters requiring repentance afore baptilm ot the a- 
dult Jewes, he intimares that this objectour conceived it necellary that bapritun 
be adminiſtred in or by or to a church, ſuch as the Jewes was not, and he 
grants the former, and denies the latter. But how or whence it is deduced that 
baptiſm muſt be adminiſtrable in or by or to a church I underſtand not. Bap- 
tiſm hath been and may be lawfully adminiſtred without the preſence of any 
church,zs in the baptiſm of the Eunuch by Philip, Acts 8.38. to a — who is 
member of no particular church, as in Cornelius his baptiſm, and by a Mini- 
ſter without conſent of any Church, as in the ſame cales, and to a ſingle per- 
ſon, though no church were bapt ized, as in the Eunuchs calc. Then he alerts 
the ſeal of baptiſm adminiſtrable in, or by, or to the church of the Icwes, 
that he may maintain a title to baptiim, though ſuſpended by reaſon of their fin 
in the Jewes from an imagined covcnant-right, and Church-memberſhip an- 
tecedent to their repentance, which are wild fancics. But let us vicw what he 
writes. 

For it's evident (ſaith Maſter Cobber) that the commiſſion of bapriſm was 
luſt given by God, to John Baptiſt, in reference to that church of the Jewes 
as a ſeal of their memberſhip thereinz the ſame God that told him, who ſhould, 
baptize with the Holy Ghoſt, he ſent him to baptize, John 1. 33. the Phari- 
lees themſelves could not deny ſobns baptiſm to be from heavens author ity, Mat. 
21, 25, 26, and baptiſm being a Church-ordinance, to be in ordinary di- 
lpznlation or adminiſtred onely in and by a church of Chriſt, that baptiſm 
was at that time the Jewiſh Church-ordinance, ſo far forth, there was no other 
floor, wherein all ſorts which Fohn baptized, whether they proved chaffy hy- 
pocrites, or ſolid grain upright ones, were in his and Chriſts time intereſſed, 
Math, 3. 11, 12, this was then the onely floor, or viſible church of Chriſt 
oo in the in viſible church is no chaffe) {his] floor; he ſhall purge [As] 

oor, 

Anſ. It is granted, John was ſent by God to baptize, and that the people or 
church of the Jewes were Chriſts floor, and that in that floor or people were 
chaffe and wheat, bad and good, reprobate and cle& ones. But this proves nov. 
the commiſſion ot baptiſm hrſt given by God to Fobn Baptiſt in reterence to 
that church of the Jewes, as a.ſcal of their memberſhip therein. For what con- 
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ſe quence is there in this, God ſent Fobn to the Jewes, he had his authority to 
baptize thoſe of the Jewes, who repented, therefore he ſealed their memberſhip 
In the church of the Jewes, and baptiſm was adminiſtrable in, or by, or to 
that church of the Jewes ? It ſeems to me that the contrary followes, John way 
lent ro baptize, he preacheth repentance, tells them that it availed not them to 
ay — was their father gathers them into adiſtin& School or ſocicty from 
the Phariſces and Lawyers, Luke 7. 29, 30. directs them to Chriſt, who ſhould 
ſever chaffe and wheat; therefore he was not given by God in reference to that 
church of the Jewes as a ſeal of their memberſhip therein, but ſevered a people 
from them by repentance and baptiſm, and that baptiſm was not adminiſtra- 
ble in, or by, cr to that church of the Jewes, but in a diſtin& company, by a 
ſelect officer, to a (cvered people from that church. Nor do I know it to be true 
that baptiſm is a church- ordinance, to be in ordinary diſpenſation adminiſtred 
onely in and by a church of Chriſt, but conceive it a miniſterial ordinance to 
be adminiſtred by one fingle Miniſter without the preſence or conſent of a church 
of Chriſt: nor do I think baptiſm was at that time the Jewiſh ordinance being 
neithcr appointed in their law, nor by Miniſters cholen by them, nor by their 
authority, nor according to their direction, nor tor the ſetling cf their churcb- 
diſcipline, or authority, but in theſe and all other reſpects oppolitc or diſtinct 
from the Jewiſh church. And although I grant the Jewiſh people or church 
(though Pareus com in locum ſaith, Vominus areæ ſuz, h. e. eccliſiz. imo totius 
mun li) Chriſts floor, yet from hence it tollowes not they were Chriſts viſible 
Church, there being other reaſon why they are called Chriſts floor, becauſe 
Chriſt imployed his fanne, to wit, his preaching among them, being Miniſter 
of the circumciſion, Rom.1 5. 8. though they were not Chriſts viſible church, 
that is, a company or people profeſſing themſelves to be his Diſciples. Nor is it 
true that in Fobn Baptiſts and Chritks time, all ſorts which ohn baptized, hypo- 
crites, or upright ones, were intereſſed in the Jewiſh church as Chriſts floor, 
nor any ſuch thing proved from Marth. 3. 11, 12. the being in the floor im- 
porting onely their poſition, no bencfit or intereſt accruing to them thereby, 
But Maſter C obbct goes on. : 

Into this Church-fellowſhip alſo did Chriſts own Diſciples by that new way 
of initiation, viſibly ſeal perſons, which were the reformed part of that Jewiſh 
church, continuing ſtill their relation to thoſe officers of the Jewiſh church, 
and their fellowſhip in the Church-ordinances, then diſpenſcd, and not ſepara- 
ting from the ſame, either gathering into diſtinct churches, or culling to them 
other ordinary church officers, which yet were not actually given by Chriſt, un- 
till upon his aſcenſion, Epheſ. 4. 8, 11, 12. 

Anſ. The Diſciples of Chriſt did not viſibly ſeal perſons by that new way 
of initiation in: o the Jewiſh Church-fellowſhipz the tellowſhip they had in the 
Jewiſh church, was by their birth and circumciſion and the law they were under, 
which they ſubmitted to, while it was in force, and obſerved ſuch legal ordi- 
nances as were appointed them, acknowledging the Prieſts and other Officers of 
the Jewes according to their place: yet in reſpect of proteſſion of Doctrine they 
were by baptiſm ſcparated from the Jewes, and were gathered into a diſtin 
church, had Chriſt and his Apoſtles and the 70. as their Officers in ordinary 
afore the aſcenſion of Chriſt: nor is there one jot of Scripture that doth in the 
leaſt countenance this fond conceit of Maſter Cobbet, that Jewiſh Church- 
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memberſhip gave title to baptiſm, or baptiſm viſibly ſealed perſons into Jewiſh 
Church- fellowſhip. : 

Maſter Cobbet having caſhiercd the ſpurious reaſons (as he imagins) why Pe- 
ter required of the Jews, to whom he ſaid, The promilc is repentance atore bap- 
tiſm, he takes cn him to aſſigne the genuine reaſons thus, 

But the reaſon rather was, partly becauſe (as was ſai i) they were under ſuch 
offence. Anſ. He required repentance, becauſe they had ſinned in crucifying 
Chriſt, bur repentance was not required to take away the oftence of the church 
the Jewes were of, nor for the removing of a ſuſpenſion from the ſeal. For Pe- 
ter was no Jewiſh Church-officer, neither did any of the Jewiſh church in 
way of Diſcipline deal with thoſe Jewes by any church-a@ , tending to their 
correction for that tin, yea, the rulers of the Jewes with the people did generaliy 
avow that act as well done: nor was any thing more offenſive to them then the 
profeſſion of Chriſt, and repentance for the killing of him. But Pcter requires 
repentance as a neceſlaty prerequiſite univerſally to baptim, and as the way 
to remiſſion of fins, which their perplexed ſoules needed. Matter Cobbet addes: 
And partly becauſe, albeit their church were a true Evangelical church, yer it 
was not ſo pure and perſect, but had many grols mixtures both of cetemonial 
adminiſtrations, which were now to be laid aſide, and of molt palgably and o- 
penly corrupt, and rotten members. : 

Anſ. Neither doth Maſter Cobbet offer any proof for this his ſpeech, neither 
is there any like ly hood that Peter ever intended to urge repentance by reaſon of 
theſe things, fith in none of his ſpeeches he doth take exceptions at their church 
by reaſon of them, nor had this been a lufficient reaſon to urge them to repen- 
tance afore baptilm, becauſe though they had covenant and Chureh-right to 
baptiſm, yet their right was co be ſuſpended to the ſeal without repentance, be- 
caule they had groſs ceremonial mixtures, and openly corrupt members, the 
Jewiſh church ct which they were members being a goſpel- church & eſlentially 
the lame with the chriſtian, it Maſter Cobbc: lay truez tor if this were a reaſon, 
the New-Engl:24 Eiders do ill to admit godly perſons to the ſeal with them, 
which came from: Pariſh-church in England, in which were the like mixtures, 
and corrupt members without like repentance: nor doth it appear that thoſe Jewes 
had any hand in thoſe ceremonial adminiſtrations; and though they ſinned a 
great fin in crucitying Chriſt, yet it wa through ignorance, As 3, 17. In 
a word ere it granted Maſter Cobbet that Peter did require repentance for any 
of theſe reaſons, yet the argument is no whit infringed thereby, that bare in- 
tereſt in the covenant dorh not give title to bzpticm without repentance, fith it 
did not give title to theſe Jewes, even then when no: withſtanding their offence, 
and the corruptions in their church, yet the promiſe was aſſerted to belong to 
them le praſenti in reſpect of external right and adminiſtration, if Maſter 
Cobbc:» expoſition hold good, which is directly oppoſite to the requiring of re- 
pentance to baptiim by realon of a ſuſpention of their right to the ſeal by rea- 
ſon of offence and corrupt mixtures. But let's hear Maſter Cobbet 3 little fur- 
ther. | 

And partly, ſaith he, becauſe it was now requiſite, not onely to acknowled 
the promiſed M. ſſiah of Abrahams loynes, = he alone, which by his — 
ſhould, come actually, as well as virtually, to ratifie the covenant of grace, vi- 
ſibly made with them, as they did in receiving the ſeal of circumcilion, but 
Tz that 
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that they own the Lord Jeſus, who was crucified by, and among them, as he 
which alone did thus : which amongſt other teſtimonies baptilm witneſſeth, 
therefore more was now required of the adult Jews than formerly, which yet 
was not requircd of their unripe children, ; So 

Anſ. I deny not circumcifion to have had this uſe, that it might ſignify, that the 
piomiſed Meſſiah ſhouid come out of Abrahams loynes, and I take it as cer- 
rain that bapriſm was appointed, that thereby the baptized ſhould own the Lord 
Jeſus, and witneſs that he was the Meſſiah, and that this wasth e reaſon why e- 
ven the Jewes circumciſed, what ever their intereſt in the promile ſhould be, 
were bound to witncis by baptiim Chriſt to be come: But this though true, 
and ſuch as ſhewes a maniſeſt difference between ci cumciſion and baptiſm in 
their uſe; and confirmes the neceſſity of faith or owning of Chritt by the bap- 
tizcd at his baptiſm, yet is not pertinent to the intent of Maſter Cobber, fith 
thereby neither is the argument from Pctcrs requiring repentance to baptiſm in- 
fringed, which arguzs that therefore covenant - intereſt is not lufficient title to 
boptiſm without repentance, nor is thereby any reaſon given of repentance be- 
ing required by Peter afore baptiſm: Nor is there any proot in Maſter Cobbet 
why more ſhould be required to baptiſm of rhe adult Jewes, then of their un- 
ripe children, oncly he tels of their practice in New England, that when any 
are received to fellowſhip with them, though they being as tranſient members 
by vertue of communion of churches, are admitted upon their tormer church- 
ingagement, yet defirous to be fixed Members, they require teſtimony of their 
repentance of their former church · ſins and pci ſonal ſcandals thercin committed, 
not ſo of their children not ſui juris, nor capable of perſonal ſatisfict ion, ſo it 
was with them, A#s 2. being to be incorporated into a purer company, ex- 
bibiting the ordinances of Chriſt in a more perfect Evangelical way, But ſet- 
ting alide the queſtion,whether this courſe in Ne England be juſtifiable and by 
what rule they require more of. the fixed member then of the tranſient, the de- 
flement being alike in both. 1. It is not true that it was ſo with theJewes and 
their children as with fixed and tranſient members ia N. E. For neither was 
the church of the Jewes then an Evangelical church leſs perfect then that of th: 

Apoſtles, but op:nly oppoſite to Chi iſt and the chriſtian church: Nor was that 
which thoſe Jewcs perplexed did propound, that they might be of their church 
as a purer church, but what Peter and the Apoſtles would adviſe them to do 
to free them from the guilt of crucifying Chritt, Nor doth Peter at all as an 
Elder aſſign repentance to them for admiſſion to outward Church-priviledges, 
but as an Apollie preacheth to them repentance for remiſſion of ſins and eaſing 
their conſciences, which was an act ot doctrine, not of juriſdiction. 2. If it 
had been ſv, yet neither doth this prove that the Apoſtle required more of the 
aged Jewes to baptiſm then formerly, nor that he did it becauſe they were to be 
incorporated into a purer company exhibiting the ordinances of Chriſt in a 
more perfect Evangelical way, nor that he did require morcof the Fathers then the 

children to 52 nor is the argument infringed, that if covenant-intereſt 

intitle to baptiim of it ſelf without repentance the Father to whom the promiſe 

i as well as the child, yea, in priorityto the child, who det ives his title from tte 
Eathers covenant . intereſt, then it ſhould much more intitle the Father to bap- 

tum without repentance ; Idem qua idem ſemper facit idem, ſo that after ſo ma- 

ny ſhifts, ablutdicices, unproved djRatcs, vain dreames of making the caſe of 
the 
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the Jewes like perſons received into fellowſhip in N. E\ and the overweening 
conceit of the puriry ot their church, and exhibition of the ordinances of Chritt 
in a more perfect Evangelical way, there is nothing yet produced to invalidate 
the argument from Peters requiring rep:ntance of the Jewes afore baptiſm, à- 
ainſt the connexion between covenant- inter eſt and right to baptiſm, 

Maſter Cobbet goes on thus: nor mult that needs follow, that becauſe it's 
ſaid, they were added to the church, that therefore they were not of the church 
before, but after Peter ſpake thoſe words, v. 39. the promile is to you, &c. 
for this is as well ſpoken atter that expreſſion that they were baptized, as after 
that mentioned, ot their receiving the Word gladly, and yet will our oppofitcs 
conclude, that therefore they were not ci the church, nor in the covenant be- 
fore they were baptized, but came into that eſtate by baptiim . It bap:iſm 
were the form of the church, or that which they ſo much urge wholly failed, 
that a perſon muſt be firſt diſcipled, and fo in covenant and Church-eſtate before 
he be baprizcd. 

Anſ. Either I underſtand not the force of words. or elſe it is a cleer argu= 
ment, Act, 2. 41. And there were added in that day fouls about three thou- 
ſand, v. 47. And the Lord added the ſaved daily to the church, and theſe 
were of the Jewes, therefore Jewes were not of the church before that day, and 
that addition. For what is addition ro a company but a joyning or bringing 
one more to them then was before? even as in arithmetick addition is putting 
to another member then was before reckoned. And this argument ſeems to plain 
to me, that I count the denial of it as the denial of a common notion . That 
which Maſter Cobbet antwers is to the argument tramed thus, they are not (aid 
to be added till after Peters ſpeech v. 39. therefore they were not of the church 
before; and I conſcſs the argument fo framed is not fo cogent, fith hiſtorians 
do not alwaics relate things in order as they: were done. Net ſuppoſing Lukes re- 
lation orderly (of which there is no cauſe to doubt, ſith the — Fythen v. 
41. ſhew it) the argument is good, after Peters words it is ſaid, then, and that 
day were added, therefore they were not before of the church. Nor do I know 
any abſurdity in it to ſay they were added by bap:ilm to the church, it being 

Vne means of addition to the church, and though I ſay not that baptiſm is the 

form of the church, but that there may be a church without baptiſm, nor the 
onely way of adding to the church, for the preaching of the Word is allo a 
means of adding to it, yet this I (ay, that neither is a church regular, nor the 
addition as it ſhould be without baptiim, And though I ſay a perſon is to be 
diſcipled afore he be baptized, yet he may be baptized afore he is in ſome ſenſe 
in covenant and churcſ-eſtate, meaning in covenant by Gods promiſe to him, 
and in chnrch-eſtate, that is, ſo as to be reckoned a member of a viſible church 
in compleat fellowſhip of other ordinances with it. 

Miſter Cobbet proceeds thus. Nor is that cogent, which is urged againſt the 
childrens right in the promiſe, and unto baptiim, that they ſhould be ſo privi- 
ledged, when they came to be effectually called, and to be turned from their 
ſins, as if this were quoad bomines, their onely rule of judging of perſons 
yilble intereſt in the covenant of grace, or viſible right to the initiatory ſeal 
thereof: or at leaſt the onely way of having ſuch a viſible intereft in the yiſible 
Churches cour*, For beſides that it was not ſo of old, in applying of cixcum - 
ciſion, as Gods appointed ſcal of the parties viſible covenart-eltare and fight : 
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even With us alſo it is not the rule in foro Eccleſia; for then none are by the 
church to be by rule admitted to baptiſm, but ſuch as are effectually called, and 
then ohn which knew, that the molt of them, which he baptized, would be 
as chaffe in the floor, he kept not rule in baptizing of them. Or if calling be 
taken for external inviting in the Word preached, and ofter of Clriſt, that 
I (ſuppoſe will not be pleaded; for then every hearer ſhould be torthwith baptized, 
albeir an Indian or Black more; but calling as taken in reference to baptizin 
unto remiſſion of fins, ſeemeth to be rather calling into viſible covenant, an 
church- eſtate; unto which ſome, whoſe was the promiſe intentionally, yet 
were afar off trom that eſtate actually at preſent, but when called to it, they 
were then to be baptized, 35 
Anſ. The objection anſwered here by Maſter Cobber (if this paſſage here re- 

late to my Examen, as it's likely it doth) was thus formed, Exam. pag. 60, 
61, 62. Exercit. (et. 4. the promiſe, Aﬀs 2. 39. is neither to fathers, nor 
their children, nor thoſe afar oft without calling, therefore nor to infants, who 
are not called by the Lord, and this calling I conceive an. effectual calling to 
the fellowſhip of his Son Jeſus Chriſt, as the Apoſtle ſpeaks, 1 Cor. 1. 9. Ma- 
ſer C obbct doting on his own frivolous expoſition of the being of the promiſe 
in reſpect of external right and adminiſtration, propounds the objection as if 
the objectour agreed with him therein, and then the abſurdities I confeſs would 
follow, which Maſter Cobbet drawes from the objection as thus interpreted 
[ The promiſe is in reſpe& of external right and adminiſtration, to none but the 
effectually called] that the onely rule to judg a perſons vitble right to baptiſm, 
and the onely way of having ſuch a right is effectual calling, But Maſter Cob- 
bet might have underſt ood that I ill diſclaimed this, that right to baptiſm is 
trom intereſt in Gods prowiſe or covenant, and have aſſerted; that is onely 
from the perſons own profeſſion of Chriſt and covenanting to be his Diſciple, 
and for the promiſe, As 2. 39. I underſtand it of Chriſt ſent for — 
of ſins, and thus it is moſt true, that the promiſe is neither to father nor child 
uncalled; what therefore Maſter Cobbet refutes is not owned by me, yet his re- 
futation I count not valid. For that which he allegeth, it was not ſo in cir- 
cumciſion, therefore it muſt not beſo in bap ĩſm, procceds on this miſtake that 
the rule of circumciſion is a rule about baptiſm, And for that which he ſaith, 
that ohn knew that the moſt of them which he baprized, would be as chaffe in 
the floor, I conceive not true, nor doth it appear that Fobn did admit to bap- 
tiſm thoſe he knew were hypocrites and — Parcus, Co um. in Aatth. 3. 3. 
non ad haptiſmum indignos admiſi, and of all others me thinks a New England 
teacher ſhould not alledge that, which, iſ it were true, wouldcondemn their ſtrict- 
nels in admiſſion of members into their churches, excluding them whom the 
are not ſatisfied to be truly regenerate, ſo far as they can diſcern. For doubtlel 
whom Fobn baptized they may and ought admit to Church-memberſhip. And 
this plea is made by Maſter Norton, Keſp, ad Apollon. c. 1. propeſ- 1. for the 
New England ſtrictnels that ohn Baptiſt repelled hypocrites from baptiſm. 
Now to the objection as I conceive it in the anſwer js inlufficient, Maſter Cobbet 
denics that the words as many as the Lord our God ſkall call] do circumſcribe 
[to you and yourchildren] as well as [all that are afar off, Acts 2. 39.7 But 
then he would have it to be meant of calling into viſible coyenant , _-_ 
| Churc 
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Church-eſtate, in which he would have infants included: But the Scripture 
ks of no ſuch calling, and both that conccit, and Muſter Cobber, expoſiti- 
on conformable to it, have been ſo fully refuted before, that I ſhall add no 
more. Onely whereas he ſaith, that it calling were taken for externa! inviting 
in the Word preached, and offer of Chriſt, then every hearer ſhould be b prized 
forthwith, al beit an Indian or Blackamore. I conceive it will not follow, ſith 
they that would have all outwardly cailed by the offer of Chrilit baptized, it's 
likely do mean it ot ſuch a calling as is with effect, fo as that the perſon called 
be brought to outward profeſſion at leaſt of the faith of Chrilt. 

Maſter Cobbet addes three conſiderations to prove, that infants not capable 
of actual repentance, were not in defect of that repentance, excluicd from the 
promiſe mentioned, Ads 2. 38, 39. which I might grant under ſtanding it 
of the promil: of remiſſion of fins before God and of ele& infants, and yet 
no proof thence for infant-baptiſm. But becauſe Maſter Chet takes the pro- 
de in refp:& of external right and adminiſtration, and that from it 
there's a title derived for infant- baptiſm. I ſhall conſider what he ſaies. 

1. Such a ſuppoſed excluſion of their babes had been, to lay an occaſion , 
and addition of more cumbers and trouble to the darkened diſquicted ſpirits of 
his hearers, then to clear and eaſe them, ſuppoling, as is undeniably evident 
that their with againſt their poor children, prefled them ſore, as well as other 
uilt. It wa, all along thitherto, a received truth, that God was a God to 
their ſoed externally, by vertue of Abrahams covenant they were his adopted 
children, Exck, 16. 21. and the churches children, which the bare to the 
Lord, v. 20, ſee Pcut. 29. 29. and it was evident, by Guds own appoint- 
ment of circumciſion, to be the initiatory ſeal, not to a blanck, but to his co- 
renant of being a God to them whileſt babes, and before circumciſed in heart, 
ſo as actually to repent, Deut. 30. 6. this their babes had external right unto 
whileſt thcle their parents were convinced or unwrought upon, remaining uncut 
off by cenſures from the church, as of old, Exck. 16, 20, 21. is mentio- 
ned of thoſe Idolaters. Now if not ſo when their Parents are wrought upon 
by Peters Sermon, as the parents were thus far loſers, by Chriſt and his Goſ- 
pel, and the efficacy thereof, loſing that precious parental priviledge which 
they had before this of their childrens federal iniereſt, and priviledge of Abra- 
hams covenant, ſo allo their children are loſers too, by their Parents coming ſo 
far on to Chriſt, coming now thus to be excluded their former Covenant=ri.;ht 
and neither Parents nor children to have any Covenant-right and priviledge in 
lieu hereof, How ſuch doctrine might well tumble, and trouble ſuch Patents. 
let any ſober and judicious mind judgʒ to be ſuie they have a load of guilt, and 
given a deadly wound unto their poor Babes, by that curſe of theirs: now if 
they are as Pagans, ſtrangers trom the covenant, then there is no hope, in retfe- 
rence to ordinary and revealed grounds and wayes of hope and life, Epbeſ. 2. 
11, 12,13, 

Anſ, This long tale hath more of childiſh affe&ion then manly realon , 
ſetting aſide the new language of initiory ſeal ſer to a blanck, chi rens fede- 
ral intereſt, precious parental p:iviledge, cavenant right, and ſuch like gibberiſh 
according to the Pædobaptiſts ſupoſitions about the imagined covenant to fa- 
ther and child, right of infants to the firſt ſeal thereby, and this a grear privi- 
ledge without which no revealed grounds ordinary of hope and life, this is the 
ſub- 
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lobſtance of the tale, that if Peter had told them their infants were not to be 
baptized, who before were circumciſed he had added more grief to the ſpirits 
#f the Jewes preſſed with the ſenſe of their wiſh againſt their children, Matth. 
27. 25. . and therefore he is to be conceived, Atts 2. 39. to have told them 
of their infants right to baptiſm. Now ſurely in my apprehenſion if Peter had 
told chem ſuch a tale, as Maſter Cobbet imag ins he didz even then when ſo 
great perplexity of ſpirit was upon them by reaſon of the horrid fin of crucify- 
ing Chriſt, and their imprecation on them and their children, they being then 
indiſpoſed to laughter, muſt in all likelyhood have been much moved either with 
grief, or anger againſt ſuch a Doctor, as would mock them with ſuch a receipt, 
as was no more to their diieaſe then the promiſe of a feather to weare is to 
revive a man almoſtdead with the pain of the collick. For what comfort could 
this be to them concerning themſelves, who expected the heavieſt wrath duc to 
them for their fin, or concerning their children on whom they wiſhed a moſt 
heavy curſe, to be told of a priviledge for them and their children, which as 
it was to them before, was painfull in the uſe, ſo was it a heavy yoke in the ob- 
ligation, to be continued in an other rite which of it (ſelf was but waſhing with 
cold water, and in the fruit of it before Gad yielded no benefit wichout faith 
and repentance, and in the church yielded at beſt but a title of church-mem- 
berſhip, by which they had no benefit, but what they might have without it, 
nor would ſtand them in any ſtead for church-communion without their actu- 
al believing? It is clear, Act, 2. 39. is an encouragement to the duties, and 
expectation of the good mentioned, v. 38. Now what encouragement is it to 
repent, to be told that the promiſe was already to them in external right and ad- 
miniſtration, and to their intants, though not as yet penitent or belicvers? ſuch 
a motive might rather have tended to keep them in impenitency being in fo 
good caſe already in the eſtate they were in. And for baptiſm into the Name of 
Chriſt, ſuch a motive tended rather to diflwade them from it, as might fill their 
mindes with high conceits of their and their childrens covenant- tight, even by 
verrue of their being in the Jewiſh church without faith in Chriſt, or joyning 
to the chriſtian church. And for the good of remiſſion of ſins before God which 
they needed, what aſſurance could they have of it by telling them of their and 
their childrens having the promiſe already as Jews, without pe ſonal faith and 
repentance in external right and adminiſtration before men? As for the falſi- 
ty of the ſpeech as expounded by Maſter Cobbet, it is ſnewed before, what he would 
burden his oppoſites with, as it denyeng infant-baptiſm, they counted them as 
Pagans, ſtrangers from the Covenant, withour hope, in reference to ordinary 
and revealed grounds and ways of hope and life, Epbeſ.2.11,12.1 3. is a meer 
Calumny. For letting aſide their talk of initiatory (cal, and external covenant 
(which they cannot [ay aſſure life to the infants of believers without election) 
we aſſure as much by the covenant of grace, juſtification by Chriſts bloud, 
and ſanctification by his Spirit, which is effe&ual calling, and they can in trueth 
alſure no more, nor any other way, though to uphold their credit, and to win 
the affections of credulous parents, they befool them with idle talk of a cove- 
nant which the Scripture never mentions, and of ſealing that covenant by bap- 
tiln, which the Scripture is ſilent of. The texts Exck. 16, 21, 20+ Deus ; 
30. 6. will be examined afterwards, Why he bids fee Deut. 29. 29. I know 
not. unleſs it be that we may diſcern his weakneſs in alledging the Scriptures 
imper- 
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— ſith it cannot be meant of inſantt to whom tho revealed things 
not belong, that they may heare them and do them in —_— 
The ſecond conſideration is in brief this, that the Apoſtles who as yet 
not for the aboliſhing-of Moſaical rites; but were indulgent to the 
Act 1. 20, 22, 235 24, would not give fach maniſeſt and juſt 
offence to them as to hold forth an excluſion of their babes from right in that 
covenant of Abraham itſelf, whereof circumciſion was a viſible (cal, as the 
es quoted in Gen, 17. 11, 13. and As 7, 8. declares im 
To which I anſwer, By my expoſition there is no excluſion of babes from 
the promiſe, Act. 2. 39. though it bo reſtrained to thoſe who art effectually 
called, th babes may be (aid x0 be. effectually called h the Spirit af God ac 
cording to election: not doth my expoſrrion exctude the Jewes infants from 
the Covenant, Gen. 17.7. ot circumciſion; or in the leaſt manner meddle with 
that point, Nor do I think the promiſe, Gen. 17. 7. to be the ſame with 
that, Actr 2. 39. If it were, yet hom it may be underſtood otherwiſe then 
Maſter Cobber conceives is ſhewed above. ALE 11 
Tube third conſiderations ferring uſide hit phraſeology is this, that if Feier 
thould intend roexclude infants from baptiſm, it were io hi ctoſi to Pauls do- 
ctrineo, Rom. 15. 8, Omas it Cheiſts end not to evacuste, undermine, 
or aboliſh by his coming, { tbe promiſes] indefinitely made 20 the fathers. whe» 
mer in, Cen. 17, 7, or Deut. 30, 6, or the like, or reſpefting parents or 
children, but to conſimm the ſame, Ibid. But how: tis conſequence is made 
I cannot conceive; but da deny it, and egpect a proc of it a4 Grac 
„ vp. oe s Mel UF] it *53i22:531 ; wr 
.> Maſter Cobbes conclude the. er with an anſwer to the objection, that 
if rhis were granted of thoſe Jewiſh children, what is this to our childrens fe» 
ders} intereſt in the dales of the Goſpel ? and he anſwers, 1. Thar it proverb 
thatby the Apoſtles tinge Chrifts aſcenſton, this tenent of the children of vi- 
ible members of the churetiare viſibly intereſſed in the covenant of grave 48 
dige authority, and in humane invention. AA l 
Anf. 1. In the objection, the conceſſion” was that thoſe Jewiſh children 
were never before denyed to be viſibly in Abrabams covenant, which Maſtet 
Cobhet alters, thus Care viſibly: intereſſed in the covenant of grace] now it 
may be granted rhoſe-Zewiſh' chikiven were viſibly in Abrabams covenant, and 
yet denyed, that they are viſibly intereſſed in the covenant of grace, the co» 
venants being not the ſame overy way, and ir being cettain, as inthe caſe uf 
Saldand others, a pafſon may be'vitbly intereſſed in che covenant of Abtabam 
ind yet not in. the covenant oi grack. 2. Infants viſibhle intereſt in the coves 
nant of Abrabam I knO no otherwiſe, then by circumciſion, and this ſure 
the Apoſtſes taught of no other then tho · Je wiſn children. 3. The text, Ade 
z. 39. ſpesks not of yiſible intereſt· in the covenant of grace by external ad- 
miniſtration. 4. If it did, yet it ſpzaks of: none other children, but Jewiſh, 
ind ſo nat of! ours, and therefors the cement may be an humane inverition/not- 
wihitanding this text and the conceſſion of the objectour. | 
2. Saith Maſter Cobber, theſe Jewes are by the. Apoſtles, as perſons 
to pattake of priyiledges of a Church of Chriſtians, as was. baptiim; and 
therefore what extent of federal right and priviledge is granted by :the Apoſtles 
o them and theits an that way is equally belonging to Gentiles in a like way. 
V Aal. 
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the Tewes were not tyed by the Apoſtles to partake of baptiſm without 
— —— of each =— to be baptized, nor Ok 5 the Apoſtle made a 
federal right and priviledge,but a duty to which the proniiſe did encourage, nor 
is the promiſe ſaid to be to chem or any of their children, but the effectually cal- 
led, ſo that were the concluſion granted Maſter: Cobber, yet his purpoſe is not 
gained that the Gentiles infants are to be baptized. g 

3. Saith be, to luppole God by A cal ratification, to allow to children 
of Jewiſh parents coming on to Cbriſt, &c. a ——— e then to Gentile 
parents, as came on to hriſt, &c. is to make a reſpector of perſons, 

Anſ. 1. It is not yet proved that the Apoſtle allowes to children of Jewiſh 
parents the priviledge Maſter Gobber means. 2, the Jenes, A#s 2. 39. were 
not conſidered as coming on to. Chriſt, but as guilty of cruciſying him, and 
under horrour of conſcience fox it. 3. The priviledge of baptiſm or the promiſe 
in reſpect of external right and adminiſtration (as Maſter Cobbers phraſe is) 
could not belong to the Jewes at that preſent, & therefore the Apoſtles ſpeech had 
been falſe in Maſter Cobbers ſenſe, Fot he cannot aſſert they were then come 
to Chriſt, but coming on to Chriſt, nor is it certain that many of them ever 
came to Chriſt Burt [the promiſe is de præſenti in reſpect of external tight 
and adminiſtration, which is Maſter Cobbers ſenſe] is falſe of perſons which 
were not come to Chriſt, except he will have the Apoſtle aſſert a = bape 
tiſm to them without faith, 4. The Jewiſh parents children bad then a largg 
priviledge then the Gentiles in the firſt offer of the Goſpel, as they had larger 
priviledges before, Rom. g. 3, 42 J. and they ſhall have larger priviledges at 
their ade hereafter if I underſtand the Apoſtle, Rom. 11. 24, 25, 26, 
27 28. And berein · God is not ſuch a reſpector of perſons as Peter, As 10. 
34. denies him to be ſo, as not to accept a Gentile who ſeareth him and woll- 
eth righteouſneſs as well as a Jew. Acts of ſpecial grace undue to ſome perſons, 
not to others, argue not unjuſt reſpect of perſons in God, but acts of judg- 
ment awarding good to one that fears him and works righteouſneſs, becauſe of 
ſuch a Nation, and not to another, who doeth the ſame,becauſe he is not of that 
nation, contrary to his declarations, promiſes, lawes, by which he hath bound 
binaſelf; would argue unjuſt proſopolepſy, his declarations, promiſes, and lawes 
being general, and ſo the being of that Nation extirnſecal to the cauſe, 

Saith he, the force of the words ſeem to carry it, that the ſame promile 
which was to thoſe Jewes actually in Church and Covenant-eſtate, was inten» 
tionally to theſe afar off, which were ſtrangers actually from a like eſtate, whe» 
ther thoſe of the ten tribes, or rather thoſe of the Gentiles, and ſhould be actu- 
ally io them, when they came to be called actually into the fellowſhip of that 
covenant and Church-eſtate. Now what promiſe was that ? verily a 
which carried nh it a partial reference unto their children · The promile is to 
you, and 20 your. children: And the ſame is unto thempfar off, whom God 
ſhall call, Scil. in reference to their children alſo. | 

Anſ. There is no colour from the words that, A#s 2. 39. the promiſe is 
meant to be actually to thoſe Jewes, and intentionally to thoſe afar off, no 
doth. this conceit agree with Maſter Cobbets expoſition, who will have it to be 
de praſenti to belong to the ſperſons recited, and conſequently actually to all 
there named; Nor do I know how to make true ſenſe of this his ſpeech, For 
zhe-promilc is either ſaid to be in reſpect of the act of the promiſer, or of, 

5 thing 
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thing promiſed. In the former ſenſe the meaning of Maſter Cobbet ſhould- be 
this, that God had made the promiſe to the Jewes already actually, but he 
had not made the promiſe to thoſe afar off, but intended to do it after wards. But 
this ſenſe agrees not with Maſter Cobbers and other Pædobaptiſts conceit, who 
would have the promiſe to be that to Abraham, Gen. 17. 7. But that promiſe 
was made almoſt 2000 years before, not made to thoſe Jewes then; nor to a- 
ny afar off afterwards that can be ſhewed. In reſpect of the thing promiled, 
whether it be (as I ſay) Chriſt manifeſted in tbe fleſh for the remiſſion of (ins 
before God, it is not true that it was actually then to the Jewes mentioned, 
Act z. 39. For they were not yet repenting believing perſons, or it be meant 
of remiſſion of fins in w—_— external right and adminiſtration, it is not 
true that the promiſe was ly then to them, in external right, they had 
no right then to claim — not then belieyers, neither had they the 
promile in external adminiſtration de preſenti , for they were not actually bap- 
tied (which I think is the external adminiſtration meant, I cannot imagine 
Maſter Cobbet would be ſo vain as to conceive Peter told them, they were cir- 
cumciſed) but Peter exhorts them to be baptized, and therefore the promiſe 
was no more actually to the Jewes then preſent, then to thoſe afar off. Nor is 
it true that the Jewes preſent were then actually in Church and Covenant- 
eſtate, if it be meant of the Chriſtian Church, and Covenant of grace in 
Chriſt, for they were not tepenting believersʒ and if jt be meant of the Jew- 
iſh Church, and Covenant-cſtate which they had as, deſcended from Abrabam 
by natural deſcent, and by reaſon of circumciſion, ſo the Gentiles were ner 
yer called or to be called actually into that fellowſhip. of that Covenant, and 
Church-eſtate, but rather out of it: Nor if they. had been called into it, 
had that Church and Covenant-eſtate at all conduced ro their intereſt into the 
Chriſtian Church and Covenant of grace, but rather to the captrary, And 
for the promiſe it is true, there is a refetence to their children, but nor becauſe 
they were believers children or their children, hut by vertue of Gods call, and 
it is true the promiſe is to Gentiles childten and Jewes when called of God, 
and no otherwiſe, and conſequently no. Birth-priviledge to either intitling to 
beptiſm. And thus is that "magnified chapter of | Maſter Cobbet ahundamly 
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ly Sidenhams notes an Acfn 2. 39. in hu exercitatton ch. .5., are. confrder= 


Shall adde à conſideration of what Maſter Side nbam notes on At 2. 39. 
that I may at once ſhew the impentinency of its 2 connexion be- 
4ween the cevenant and bap.iſn, and infants of yeas coyenant-intereſt 
upon that:conbderation.I agree with him that the promile is of remiflion of ſins 
and fo of ſalvation. Nax do I deny it to be ſuitable to what is promiſtd, Gen. 
17. 7. uuderſtanding it not, as Pzdobaptiſts and among them Maſter Siden- 


lum conccives, 83 a ptomiſe to ecch believer and his natural ſeed, but as a pro- 
V2 miſe 
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miſe to f#brabem as theBither of believers, and his ſptritual feed by the fallow, 
ing of his ſaith-of righweoufneſs before God repeated ar large, Ferem. 31. 34. 
or do I miſtake his making it the ame with the promile of Chriſt, and the 
Spirit, as, O. g. 14. is meant including juſtification, ſanctiſication, and 
al graces. And'his wards 1 concave very oppoſite to overthrow Maſter Cob. 
bers and others obntelt of ent and adminiſtration, when. he ſaith, 
it would be # Sree nes a:/wounded ſoul ſor to tell him of à pramile 
of gifts, riot of ſpi itual grace, and the Holy Ghoſtis a better Phyſician then 
to imply ſach a raw im ifter to a wounded heart, which would 

heal the skin, this profidiſe is bwught in as a Cordial to keep them from fairit. 
ing, and to give them ſpirits to believe, and lay hold on Jeſus Chriſt, And 
truly no ocher promiſe bat ther of Free- grace, in ordet to Salvation, can be 
imagined to give them Comfort in that congition.. And uſter, and it muſt nerds 
have been a niiphry dow, and diſproportionable way of per[wakion:, to put 
them upon ſuch high things in the former verſe, and to encourage them onel 
by the natration of ſome temporary gifts in the followiag, when their eye — 
heart was ſet on remiſſion of ſint, and ſalvation by Jeſus Chrilt ; and nothing 
but a promiſe holding-fotth theſe mercjes could have been conſiderably to them. 
Not do 1 deny that thechildren as well as the Parents are included in this pro- 
miſe; nor do I deny but chat alte children are invited to baptiſm hy the promiſe 
as well as the parents. But I deny, 2. Thar the mention of the promiſe to them 
and their children was alluſtve to the expreſſions in the Old Teſtament, when 
Godfaid to Abraham I will be the God of thee and thy ſeed , Gen. 17. 7. a 
that, Tai 44. 3. und ſuch like, nor hath Mr. Sideubam proved it, and there 
$5 this reaſom agaſnſbir,* For in choſe expreſſions the Fathers are mentioned 8 
Y{ohireous perfons, and believers: bur here the parents could not be canfider- 
erf as tighteeus and Digg ee for they were not ſuch, but, then 
ged by Feier, and at the rimeunder the ſenſe of the great (in of killin Cin 
nd admonjfhl to repent of it, and therefore rhe words have clearly this ſenſe, 
The promite is to-you, and your children as bad as you have been, and the men- 
tion of their children is not alluſve to Gods in the Old Teſtament, 
bur do their on eurſe on them and aheir children, Auth. 27, 25. and ſo can 
not note a priviledge to them and their children as perſons better then orhers,, 
bnt an aſſurance to them of that good which they feared their fin debarred 
Them dr, "by telttng them-of Gods inrent for good -according to his .promile, 
though they meant it for evil, as the ſame Apoſtle doth, As 3. 17, 18, 19. 
and Foe did, Gen. 45. f. und 50. 20. 2. I deny that the children are in- 
vited to baptiſm by the promiſe as giving title to baptiſm of ir (elf, for the pro- 
" note s @ plea-. whereby they might claim, 


not 28 ef already actgined "but zs att imablk, not befbte; bar upon thelr te- 
Penta and baptiſm, neither to mi, £ Ee eiten, 
- . Is thei: chiſcken, and A star off as many as the Lord ſhould 
call. 3. He doth not invite them to baptiſm, but ſo 2s that he firſt puts them 
in minde of tepentante. No If rhe prowife had been alledged as giving title 
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t ir ſelf to baptiſm, he had left out repentance 2 But putting it in firſt, he 
plainly ſhewes, that — ofthe promiſe was as wellto move them to re- 
pentance as to baptiſm, and to repentance , then to baptiſma 3 nor is a- 
ny other courſe taken with the children then the parents, the promiſe and duty 
uur declared in like manner to both. And therefore Maſter Sidenbams talk of 
ter: ſpeaking in the know dialect of the Old Teſtament, that jf he had not 
meant their believing and baptiſm without any other conſideration of 
Godscalling or their repentance the childreu to be in the promiſe, he bad decei- 
red them, and that there was no other intent in mentioning the promiſe but 
to intimate that as the Jewes and their infant males were ciccumeiied by ver- 
gue of the prowiſe, ſo it ſhould be to them in baptiſm, is but vaih without 
proof, and without truth. "I 
But Maſter S idenham aſſerts on words Cas many as the Lord ſhall call Icæn 
in no ſenſe be referred to the formet᷑ part of the verſe, either to parents or chil- 
æenz which if true, then according to his own interpretation ot the promiſe 
the Apoſtle aſſerts, that che 22 of remiſſion of ſins and of the Spirit in- 
cluding juſtification, ſanctification, and all graces, was to them and their chil- 
dren, whether called or no. But let's view his reaſons for this audacious aſſer- 
tion. For, ſaith he, 1. He changes the ſenſe in both parts of the verſe ; in the 
fk part unto the Jewes, 8 praſenti, of the preſent application of 
the promiſe z repent you and be baptized 3 for the promiſe is to you and 
your children: even now rhe promiſe is offered to you; and they were then 
under the call of God; But when he ſpeaks of the Gentiles, becauſe they 
were yet afar off, and mot at all called, be ſpeak de futuro, as many as Gol 
ftmll call, even uf them alſo 3 which is the firſt hint of the calling of che Gen- 
tiles in all the Acts of the Apoſtles, N 
Anſ. The Apoſtle changeth not the tenſe of the ſame vetb in either part of, 
v. 39. For there are but two verbs in the; verſe iciy and roogrnaienras, 
and neither uſed above once, ſo that he might have ſaid, he uſeth two verbs 
4a wo tenſes, but neither change ih in one or both parts of the verſe the ſame 
verb or the ſame tenſe of the ſame verb. But what if he had changed the tenſe, and 
tad ſaid, the promiſe is to you and your clũldten whom he calls, and the 
Promiſe ſhall be to all that are afar off as many 8s God ſhall call even of them 
allo, did it follow that in no ſenſe the words (as many as the Lord ſhall call) 
«an be referred to the Former part of the verſe, either to parents or children? 
Surely if I have any underſtanding, the contrary followes, that if the meaning 
were. the promiſe even now is offered to you, and they were then under the 
icall.of God, but not yet called; che words may be referied da the former part 
of rhe verſe to parents and children, thus the promile of remillicn of fins is 
now offered to you and your children under the call of God to be attained by 
as many as the Lord our God ſhall effectually call at this time, and heceafter. 
But how ſtands it with other Pædobaptiſts applications of this ar a8 if 
the promiſꝭ did de preſenti belong to the children in external right and admini- 
"ſtation, and a covenenr-right in them, and title to the imtlal ſcal, aud [yet 
— Ay onely offered to tham, nnd they not called, but under the call of 
Goc. It the offer of the promiſe, and a call in fieri which is not in facto eſſe 
be lufficient to intitle men to the promiſe in external right, and to tlie initial 
ical, then had rhoſe Jewes whictr believed not, Acta 28. 24. and the Atheni- 
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ans, Aﬀs 17. 32. ſuch right and title. Maſter Sidenbam will have 
by the words [your children] will he ſay the promiſe was then offered to tl 
aud they then under the call of God ? If he did, he ſhould tell how that we 
might underſtand it. And there is need he ſhould ſhew ſome reaſon and 
of thathisparaphraſe, which is not yet done, ere his Reader (if he be wiſe) will 
receive it, ＋ for what he ſaith that in that verſe there is an exact diſtributi · 
on of the world into Jew and Gentile, the Gentiles being uſually thoſe afar off, it 
requires better proof then this ſith neither is the term Jew expreſſed, nor the term 
[afar off] uſel of the Gentiles that I know but, Epheſ , 2. 13. where it 
is &; 70% WT paxgs.y , which may be queſtioned whether. it be the 
ame with d. Tots (it uasegv in the text. But Maſter Sidenban 
addes. 

2. How unequal would the diſtribution be of this verſe, not ſuitable to rhe 
lawes of —.— among rational men ? It as many as the Lord ſhall call, 
ſhould be a limitation to the former part of the verſe, the word children, muſt 
needs be redundant and ſuperflaous z for Jewes and Gentiles comprehend all 
the world. Now children muſt either be one part of the world, or com 
under one or both names, or bea diſtin& world by themſelves, neither Jewes 
nor Gentiles: And this muſt needs follow on ſuch a reading of the words; 
for the deſign of the Apoſtle is to hold forth the freeneſs of the promiſe to Jew 
and Gentile, and their children, to theſe Jewes at preſent, to the Gentiles and 
their children when God ſhall call the parents, as he did theſe Jewes, 

Anſ, Maſter Sidenham bath printed here ſuch a toy as might pleaſe himſelf, 
but is fit for nothing but to be {lighted.. For, 1. He —_ that [you and 
thoſe afar off] is as much as Jewes and Gentiles, which is not proved. 2. He 
ſuppoſeth conſequently [you and thoſe afar oft] to comprehend all the world, 
becauſe Jewes and Gantiles comprehiend all the world. But this followes not, 
though the term [you.] note Jewes, if it note onely ſome Jewes, to wit, thoſe 
to whom Peter then ſpake. 3. That if [as the Lord ſhall call] ſhould be al 
miration to the former part of the yerſe, the word children, muſt needs be te- 
dundant and f ous, for Jewes and Gentiles comprehend all the world, 
Which indeed followes on his conceit that here is an exact diſtribution af the 
world.into Jew and Genrile. But this is manifeſtly falſe, for though [ they afar 
off] ſhould be the Gentiles, yet all the Gentiles are not therein comptehended 
but thoſe that are called; and if the term [you] note the Jewes, yet in notes 
not all the Jewes, but ſuch as were parents, and therefore the term {children} 
is neceffary being not comprehended under the term [you) and it is alike ne- 
ceſſary to expreſs them diſtinctly, whether the limitation [as many as the Lom 
hall call] be m_ to the ſormer part of the yerſe or to the latter onely, ſo 
that I can yet ice no reaſon of Maſter Sidenbons conceit, that ſuch a reſerti 
of the limitation [as many as the Lord our God ſhall call] to the firſt part 
the v. as I make, would cauſe the diſtribution of this v. to be ſo unequal 18 
not to be ſuitable to the lawes of expreflion among rational men. Agd to what 
he addes further I fay {children} were one part of the world, and comptebhend- 
ed under Jewes, but how this muſt needs on ſuch a reading of the words 
as puts Cas many as the Lord ſhall call] to the firſt part of the verſe any more 
then to the latter onely I ſee not? nor it it did, do I know any abſurdity in it, 


no nor any oppoktion to what he makes the Apoſtles deſigneʒ. Bur Jer's ſee iy 
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he makes of all this to his purpoſe. He tels us, now put children by themſelyes 
a third party, and add, whom the Lord ſhall call, and you pe he 4 them from 
being etiher Jewcs or Gentiles, and ſo excommunicate them from any hopes of 
calling, or being ſaved. To which 1 (ay, if I doated li Sidenham, ma- 
king | you and thoſe afar off] ſynonymous to Jewes, and Gentiles in general, 
when her terms note onely ſome in particular, and put [children] by themſelves 
as a third party, I hould.exclude from being Jewes or Gentiles, whether 
1 added.to the firſt part of the v. the words [as many as the Lord ſhall call} 
or dld otherwiſe. And if I made all that are called and ſaved to be compre- 
bended under [you and thoſe afar off] as Synonymous to Jewes'and Gentilas in 
General, and excluded [children] as neither I excommunicate them 2s 
de ſaith. But that either any ſuch thing followes on the limiting of the formec 
part of the v. by thoſe words [as many as the Lord our Gad (ball call Þ ot a- 
ay other of my ſayings, is neither proved by Maſter Side nham nor any other, 
nor ever will. 

But Maſter Sidenham goes on : Now this is, 1. Contrary to that known 
rule in Logick, That Omuis bong diftributio debet eſſe bimembris 3 onely of two 
members, and thoſe oppoſite one to another z to bring in a third marres all 
This then he imagines that if [your children] be a third party, and not either 
{you or thoſe afar off] a Logick rule would be broken, But whoſe Logick rule 
is that he mentions? I confels there have been Logicians who have affected di- 
chotonic, but when they have tyed themſelves to it, they have been cenſured 
as guilty of accurate vanity by Burgerſdicius Inſt . log, I. 2. c. 5. Keck, $yſt, 
Log. I. 1. part. 2. c. 3. and others, Scheibler Top. c. 29. 1. 36. bounds it 
with ſundry cautions, And indeed we muſt caſhicr many received diviſions if 
that rule hold as e. g. in morality of good into honeſt, ant and proſita- 
ble, in divinity of the law into moral, ceremonial and judicial, of the divine 


| 1 Son and toy Ghoſt, of the Bookes of the Old Te- 
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t into Moſes, the P s and the Pſalmes and ſo blame Chriſt him- 
felt. What Maſter Sidenbam infers, ſo that it is moſt clear the words muſt be un- 
derſtood, as they are tranſlated, is not denyed by me, and yet the words, [ Aﬀr 
2. 39. as many as the Lord our God call] limit the firſt part of the v. 
Nor do I deny the promiſe is to you Jewes, and your children at preſent, to 
expreſs the Apoſtles meaning in the ſenſe I have given, nor do I gainſay what 
he addes, aud to thoſe afar off alſo and their children, when God ſhall call them, if 
he mean it of the calling the chileren as well as the parentszhough withall it is 
to be noted, that in the text there is no mention of the children of thoſe afar off. 
But what he ſaith fucther, elſe (that is, if the be not to the children 
of thoſe afar off when God ſhall.call the parents) calling can with no ſenſe be 
applyed to any tittle of the former part of the yeric, without you make it mon- 
frous, and unlike it ſelf, is either falſe or unintelligible by me. For though 
the promiſe ſhould not be to the children of thoſe atar off, when God called 
the parents, yet this is in — — ood ſenſe, The promiſe is to you 
being called, and to your children being called, nor is any monitroſity or un- 


"likeneſs to it ſelf more in this ſenſe then if the term [called] were applyed on- 


ly to the latter part: But there would be non - ſenſe, if the diſtribution were 
reduced todichotomie as Maſter Sidenbam would have it, and the propoſition 
would be falſe, that the pcomiſe (which Maſter Sidenham makes to wa re- 
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mi ſſion of fins, Chriſt and his Spirit, juſtification, ſanRification, and all 
— is to them or their children without calling, or though God ſhould 
not call them. " 

—— is ſome mot of the like ſtuff in that which followes. 2. It's againft 
another rule about diſtribution which is, that partes diuiſionis ambulent equa- 
li paſſu, that the parts of a diſtribution ſhould be equally ſer together. Now 
here will be a mighty incquality, as to the communication of the promile z 
if the words ſhould be taken in their ſenſe, the Jewes will have a greater pri» 
viledge then the Gentiles, if children be not equally added to both, the Jewes 
had the promiſe made to them, ard their children at preſent, theſe afar off 
ſhall onely have the promiſe to themſelves, but not their children. | 

Anſ. It is one of the vexat ions that befals men that write booles that they 
are neceſſitated to anſwer ſuch filly ſcriblings: But ſo we muſt do or elſe the 
world will be befooled with that which is moſt vain. The objection to which 
this Author anſwers is, that the latter clauſe,as many as the Lord ſhall call, is 
a limitation of the verſe, and no more are under the promiſe, and ſo children, 
if God ſhall call them, ſhall alſo enjoy the promiſe 3 now that which he cons» 
tends for is, that [children] is to be added equally to both parts of the v. (which 
was not in queſtion) but ſhewes not the promiſe to be to the children if God 
call them not, which is the thing in queſtion. And as he ſhootes beſides 
the mark,proving what was not to be proved, ſo his argument is nothing to 
that he takes on him to prove. He ſets down a rule in Logick, which I find in 
Scheibler, top. c. 29. 1; 39. with this explication, boc eſt,ſumantur ex codem gene- 
re, But in this ſenſe it ſcemes this Author meant it, that the thing divided be 
communicated equally to the parts of the diviſion, it is not true. For then 
the diviſion of being into ſubſtance and accident, God and the Creature, with 
many more, were not right diviſions. But were his rule right, as he means it, 
(as it is not) yet itis nothing to his purpoſe, He would prove , if children 
be not equally added to both parts of the v. A#s 2. 39. then the Jewes will 
have a greater priviledge then the Gentiles (which might be granted without 
abſurdity) for there would be a mighty inequality, as to the communication 
of the promiſe, which is againſt the rule of Logick he mentions, as if the pro- 
miſe or the communication of the promiſe wele a whole divided into parts, 
and one part were the Jewes and their children, and the other were the Gen- 
tiles and their children, which were ridiculousz nor do I know any other way 
he can underſtand his arguing from this Logick rule, but chat it will appear a« 
like frivolous, But the Reader (I doubt) will think I inſiſt too much in anſwers 
ing ſuch trifles. I go on therefore. e 

3. Saith he, conſider, how comes this word (your children) to be kept in, 
for what end and uſe, if it were not to ſhew ſome ſpiritual priviledge they have 
with their parents, when God calls or converts the parents? what Rands it for 
but a ſtone of offence to conſciencious hearts? 

Anſ. 1. he aſſerts in this paſſage that (your children) is kept in to ſhew 
ſome ſpiritual priviledge they have with their parents, when God calls or con- 
verts the parent? but a little before he obſerved a change in the tenſe in both 
pats of the verſe; in the firſt part unto the Jewes, he ſpeaks de praſeurt; of 
the preſent application of the promiſe, and uppoſeth under the call of God 
already; here (your children) is to ſhew a ſpeciall priviledge, when God cells 
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or converts the parent, which intimates that he had not then called or conver- 
ted the parent. and therefore the one paſſage croſſeth the other, 

2. He had ſaid before, that (as many as the Lord ſhall call) can in no 
ſenſe be referred to the former part of the verſe either to parents or children, 
and yet here he refers it in a neceſſary ſenſe, as he conceives, to the parent. 

3 - If the ſpecial priviledge to the children doth ſupple the parents call, 
why not alſo the childrens call 

4. Yea the ſpecial priviledge in the Text to the tather and child is the pro- 
miſe, and that Maſter Sidenhaw mates to be of juſtification , ſanfificarion, 
and all graces, and can he imagine this — to be to a child barely on the 
parents call without his own perſonal calling by God ? I think he durſt not 
aſſert it: If he did, I am ſure it is falſe as being contrary to Roni. B. 30. and 
therefore of neceſſity ro make his own expoſition good, we muſt limit the 
former part of the verſe, in what is ſaiJ both of parent and child by the words 
La miny as 8be Lord onr God ſhall call]. As for his queſtions, why [ your 
thildren] is in the verſe, it hath been anſwered, becauſe of their imprecation, 
Matth. 27. 25. to which he replies thus: : 

To ſee the [a4 ſs of errour ts wonder ful: Can any man imagine, that 
the parents could doubt more, or ſo much of their childrens being accepred, 
and ſæved, when God ſhould call them who were innocent, and only under 
the ſudden raſh curſe of their parents, when they ſzw that the promiſe was 
io themſelves, who were the actual murtherers of the Lord Feſus. 

An(w. To me who am ſo well acquainted with the ſhifts of Pædobaptiſts, 
it is not wonderful to ſee the ſhifts of errour, This very reply what is it but 
a vain ſhift ? Por he ſuppoſeth the children were innocent, which he can- 
not prove, and that the curſe was ſudden and raſh, which ſeergs rather to 
have been deliberate, and that the) ſaw the promiſe war to 1Mmſelves, and 
Chriſt offered pardon to themſelves, when there was nothing but horrour on 
their conſciences for crucifying Chriſt till after Peters ſpeech to them, and 
that if the parents were not imagined to doubt more or ſo much of their chil- 
drens being accepted and ſaved as themſelves, then there was no reaſon to 
. Inſert ¶ your children] by occafion of the imprecation, Matth, 27. 25. wheree 
as if they doubted any whit, yea if for the preſent they did not think on 
that curſe , yer might afterwards as there was cauſe they ſhould , there was 
reaſon enough for Peter to inſert thoſe words whether they tended to take a- 
way a preſent, or — fear in them concerning their children. But there 
is more of his trifling yet behind. 

2. Saith he, Such a conſi ſcration would rather ſadden them then refreſh 
them, to mention the calling of their children: For they might more doubt of 
that, then of any thing, whether God would call them or no, and be as far 
10 ſeek as ever they were, that they would have but cold com fort upon 
this account z this was enough to break their hearts if that were in their 
eye. 

Anſw. The phraſe C and be as far to ſeek a5- ever they were] intimates 
the Jews had attained ſome comfort before this ſpeech of Peter (which is 
© manifeſtly falſe from the Text) and thar telling them that the promiſe was 
their children if called by God wonli rather (adden them then regte them, 
X q; 
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3# warf cold comfort, enough to break their hearts if that were in their eye: 
which is in effect all one as if a man ſhould ſay, when a man is in a {woon 
hot water will rather ſadden him then refreſh him, or when a man is (ad, it 
is cold comfort enough to break his heart to give him a cup of Sack, But Mr. 
Sidenham will not be thought ſine ratione deliraye. For, ſaith he, they 
might doubt more of that, then of any thing, whether God would call them 
or no. What ? was it likely they ſhould doubt more of their childrens cal- 
ling and pardon, if they were called, then of their own pardon , who were 
then under horrour of ſoul for their own grand crime of killing Chriſt ? or 
if they did thus doubt, would it break their heart to be told that there was a 
poſſibility and hope that the promiſe was to their children, who might be 
called? 7 have heard that if it were not for _ the heart would break: but 
I never heard that the telling of a perſon of a thing of which there was hope, 
4 he might doubt of it, would break his heart. But Maſter Sidenham 
addes. 

The old way of conveying the promiſe # cut off, no promiſe but to called 
ones: our poor children are uncalled, and God knows whether ever they may 
be called of God: thus might they reaſon, 

Anſ. Its true, they migl t thus reaſon: But that they did, or by Pecterswords, 
as expounded by me, were likely to reaſon thus, is againſt reaſpn to imagine, 
The old way of conveying the promile I imagine he means the giving the in- 
itial ſeal to their infants, that is, Circumcihon. Now will any ſober man 
think that in tha: perplexity they were in tu ough conſcience of their guilt, 
and danger of wrath impending on their children by reaſon of their impious 
curſe, When Peter tells them to ſtay them from deſpair, that yet in Chiiſt 
ſent the progic was fulfilled for remiſhon of fins to them and their children, 
if cach of them were called of God, that is, did repent and believe, that they 
would repel this comfort by queſtioning the loſſe ot Circumciſion, and be- 
moaning the want of it to their infants? I know the Jews were zealous 
after for Circumciſion and the Law, even thoſe who became Chriſtians, yet 
ſure in that perplexity there was not the leaſt thought of ſuch a poor priviledg 
as an initial Lal, but of the freedome of ti emſelves and children from their 
guilt and curſe. But ] would know where this dectrine is, that Circumcifie 
on conveys the promiſes, or ij the old way of conveying them, and what Scri- 
pture ſaith ;he pramiſe (of remiſſion of fins here meant, as Maſter $idenham 
himſelf expounds it) 7s to any but called ones. Paul ſaith, Rem. 8. 30. 
whom he hath called, them he hath juſtified. Hos & non altos, faith Augu- 
ſtine, and Orthodox Proteſtants, as from the Text may be evinced,, fith 
all theſe agree to the ſame perſons to be predeſtinate, called, juſtified, glorifi» 
ed. Is this ſuch doctrine as were enough to break their hearts? But let's 
hear him our, 

But when he inclulcs them in the ſame promiſe with parents, and exhorts 
the parents to repent upon this ground , that the promiſe is to them and their 
children; this ſavours like a Goſpel comforting-exhor#ation , and could not 
be but of great efficacy upon thcir ſpirixs. 

Anſw. Me thinks it ſhould be comfortable to them, that the promiſe was 
to them and theit children upon condition of calling, that is, ſanctification, 

| repentance, 
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intance, believing : It is Antinomian doftrine, not Goſpel, to ſay, ju- 
Rification is to a perion uncalled, that aſore he believes he is juſtified aQu- 
ally before God, even while he lives in the height of ſin, It is true the pro- 
miles of the land of Cangan and other benchts were to Abrabams natural 
ſeed : but the Goſpel-promiſts vt remiſſion” of fins and everlaſting life in 
Chriſt, were never to Abrahams or any believing parents naturf ſeed as ſuch, 
but only to Abrahams ſpiritual ſeed clect and true believers. Maſter Siden- 
ham addes. 

4. What ſtrange myſterious tautologies would be in this one verſe ? if that 
laſt ſentence ſhould refer to all the former expreſſions, we muſt read it thus to 
make ous thcir ſenſe. The promiſe is to you parents of the Fews, when God 
Pall call you, (and they were then under call) and to your grown children, 
when Gol ſhall call them; and to all which are afar off, when God (ball call 
them : Can any man with his underſtanding about him think the holy Ghoſt 
ſhould faulter ſo much in common expreſſion of his minde, when there was no 
necd of adling of calling to any part, but to thoſe that are af.r off, who 
never were jet under Gods Goſpel call? 

Anſw. There's neither tar.cology, nor myſtery in limiting the promiſe ta 
the called of the Jew parents and children, nor doth any thing meke it ſeem 
ſtrange , but ignorance, Tautology is not, ſith the Propoſitions are three 
diſtinct ones in words and ſenſe, it is not the ſame to ſay, the promiſe is to 
you called, the __ is to your children called, the promiſe is to all that 
are afar off called, you, your children, all that are afar off being different 
tearms. Myſtery is no more, if it be added to the former part cf the verſe 
then to the latter. The calling in the latter part of the verſe can be under- 
ſtood of no other thin effectual calling, whether inward onely, or both in- 
ward, and outward, for to none other of the Gentiles is the promiſe of re- 
miſſion of fins. And for the ſame reaſon the limitation is neceſſary to be ad- 
ded to the former part of the yerſe ; nor can any good reaſon be given why 
the promilc ſhould be ro the Jews and their children without calling by God, 
and not to thoſe afar off without it; The Jews were then under call, bur 
were not then called, nor doth Mr. Siſenham ſay they were, and therefore Pe- 
ter might aptly enough ſay to them, The promiſe is toes many of you as the 
Lord our God ſhall call. The manner of expreſſion is uſual to put after a 
diſtribution of perſons the limitation in common. There is the like, As 3.24, 
where as many 45 hade ſpoken limits the Prophets from Sa nucl, and thoſc that 
follow after. Had Mr. $i{enham underſtanding in him of theſe things, he 
had not charged my expoſition with making the Holy G haſt faulter in co men 
expreſſion of his mind. Such cenſures ill become ſuch a ſmatteting ſcriblex. 
But who ſo bold as blinde bayard ? It follows 

Laſtly , ſaith he, the word, children, may an! muſt he un er ſtonſ of little 
ones, infants,not of adult an grown te. ſons, for theſc reaſons, b 

Anſw. Boldly ſaid like a young hotſpur. Belike then when perſcns are ten, 
twelve, or more years old, they ceale to be their patents children and ſeed. Bu: 
I am willing to hear reaſon : 1. ſaith he, the word here (74 porg ) properly 
ſegnifies an off-ſpring, any thing bronght forth, though it be but of a day, of 2 
monent old: Th when 4 woman is ſaid to be in pain, and to bring forth this 
word is uſed, Fohn 16. 21. Luke 1.31, Matth.1, 16. Luke 1.57. 
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Anſw. How heedleſly did this Authour ſcribble when he ſaid, this word 


{which can be no other then 76xy81s ) i uſed, John 16. 21. Luke 1, 31. 
Matth. 1,26. Luke 2.57. when it is uſed in none of thoſe places, though the 
verb whence it comes is uſed in them. But were it uſcd there, yet the reaſon 
is frivolous ; vin ſigniſies a thing brought forth, ergo Thxyors children, 
As 2. 39. may not, muſt not be underſtood of adult and grown perſons, He 
mi ht as well have ſaid, it muſt be underſtood but of thoſe that are in this mo- 
ment brought forth, not of an infant of a day old, and that the perſon brought 
forth is only the mothers 74xyoy , or child, becauſe ſhe only brought him 
forth, not the father. I did think till I met with this new Maſter, that the 
Holy Ghoſt ſpake properly when he called perions grown to ripe age their fa- 
thers Ti or children, Epheſ.6.1, Col. 3. 21. Cc. 

2. Saith he, Its an indefinite word, and therefore may not be reſtrained tg 
grown children, except God had expreſt it in a peculiar — 

Anſw. Mr. Sidenbam alters the concluſion he undertook to prove, and con- 
cludes that which he findes not denied: His reaſon is as well againſt his own 
concluſion : Its an indefinite word, and therefore may not be reſtrained to 
infant children except God had expreſt it in a peculiar phraſe. And indeed 
the reaſon is good only thus. Its an indefinite word, therefore its to be re- 
ſtrained as the ſubje& matter directs. But Mr, Sidenham ſhifts as it may 
ſerve his turn. His concluſion ſet down at firſt excluded adult children, be- 
cauſe he knew the promiſe had not then been to them without calling, and ſo 
his project of drawing thence a priviledge for-infants intituliog thera te 
baptiſme had failed, but here his proof coming ſhort he alters the concluſion 
iuto that which might be granted fim without dettiment to the cauſe. 

3. Saith he, It muſt needs be eſpecially meant of little ones, becauſe they 
ere diſtinguiſhed from themſelves, who were men of years. Now when we di- 
ſtinguiſh between men and children, we ſuppoſe the one adult, the other under 
age, and not grown up; and it is contrary to all ways of expreſſion to think 
otherwi(e, 

Anſw. Belike then we muſt think that where it is ſad, Math. 10. 21. 
the fathers ſhall deliver the children t death, and the children ſhall riſe up 
againſt the parents, and Luke 1.17. to turn the hearts of the fathers to the 
«bildren, it muſt be eſpecially meant of little ones, becauie they are diſtin- 
guiſhed from themſelves who were men of years, and to think otherwiſe if the 
Dr. of New-C aſtle ſay true, is contrary to all ways of expreſſion, which you 
may imagine he knew, R 

4. Saith he, It canndt be rationally conjectured otherygiſe, becauſe the Apo- 
ſtle doth join them with their parents in the ſame promiſe, and nos leave them 
10 ſtand by themſelves, as grown perſons muſt. 

Anſw. Belike then if any underſtand the promiſes to Abraham, and his 
ſeed, to David and his ſeed of any other then infants it is net rationally con- 
jectured. I have done with this Writer about this Text, of which he vainly 
talks, as he doth.in the reſt; ſo that all things weighed, this text of Scripture 
if there were no more, holds forth ( not tobe ſeen) the ſameneſs of the pro- 
miſe to believers of the Goff el, both Few and Gentile and their children, 4 
cver it was ta Abraham and bis natural ſeed, 
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SECT. XXV. 


Mr. Marſhal's Reply to my Examen about his fert Coneluſ.on is reviewed, and the 
Covenant Gen. 17. ſtill maintained to be mixt, and that Gentile ſelf juslicia- 
ries though reputed Chriitians arc not termed Abraham's ſced, nor Gal. 4. 29. 
proves it, and th. u the diftinftion of ourward and inward Covenant is not 
right, 


$ 7 Now reaſſume the Review of Mr. Ms. Reply to my Examen of his Ser- 
Imon 3 Next, faith he, come we to examine the truth of the Antecedent, 
which I manitcited in thoſe five Concluſions opened in my Sermon. But 1 
ſnppoſed he had intended to prove by his five Concluſions not onely his Ante- 
cedent, but alſo his Conſequence. If I app:chend him rightly, there are none 
of his five Concluſions but the two firſt that ace for proving of the Antecedent. 
But let's view what he writes. 

The firlt whereof is this, That the covenant of grace for ſubſtance hath al- 
ways been one and the ſame both to Jews and Gentiles. The fiſt Concluſion 
you grant, and :herctate there were no need to have Rayel the Reader any ſur- 
ther about it, were it not that ſome of your Exceptions do almoſt recall your 
grant, If it be in ſubſtance the ſame, though you ſhould reckon up a thouſand 
accidental and local differences, it were nothing to the purpoſe, 

Anſwer, It is true, I granted this Conclution underl anding it — 
to the Explication in his Sermon, pag. 9,10. in theſe words, That the new an 
living way to life was firſt revealed to Adam immediately after his fall, and 
that bleſſed promite concerning the ſeed of the woman often renewed, and the 
Patriarchs faith therein, and lalvation thereby plenzifuily recorded in Scri- 

ture: But the ſirſt time that ever it was revealed under the expreſs name of a 
gue or Covenant was with Abraham; who becauſe he was the firlt expli- 
cite Covenanter is called the Father of the Faithfull; and ever fince clearly 
kath all the world. been divided into two diſtinct bodics and families, the one 
called the Kingdom, City, Houſhold ot God, to which all who own the way 
of life were to joyn themielves; and theſe were called the children of God, 
the ſons of Abraham, the children of the Kingdom; all the reſt of the world, 
the Kingdom of che Devil, the ſeed of the Serpent, ſtrangers from the cove- 
nant ot grace, without God in the world, &c. The ſubſtance of this cove- 
nant of grace on Gods part was to be Abraham's God, and th: Gol of his ſeed, 
to be an all-ſutficient portion, an ali-ſuthcient reward tor him, to give Jeſus 
, Chriſt to him, and righteouſneſs with him both of juſtification, and ſanctifi- 
eation 3nd — lite, Gen. 17.1, Kc. Gal. 3 15. Rom. 4.3. John 8.56. 
On Abraham's part the ſubitance of the covenant was to believe the promiſed 
Meſſiah, to walk before God wich a perfect heart, to ſerve God according to his” 
revealed will, to inſtruct his family, &c. Gal.3.16, Gen. 17. 1. & 18.19. Gal. 
347,19. In which patlage I did conceive that Mr. M. meant by the ſub- 
Rance of the covenant of grace the promiſe as it is purely evangelical, which. J 
conceived to be the ſame with the new covenant mentioned H<b.$8.9,10,14,13- 
& 10.16,17. And this I was ſure was not made with all Abrahams natural po- 
&city, much leis with any þclicving Gentiles natural poſterity as ſuch, — 
\ one 
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onely ſo many of either 88 are ele and believe, as Rom. 9. 6, 7,8. Gal. 3. 19. | jt 
is determined, and ſo none of a believing Gentiles children are in this coe. | keel 
nant, but they that are believers, or elected to faith in Chriſt, But then this It 
would not ſerve Mr. Ms. turn. And therefore notwithitanding thoſe words in Þ wa 
his Sermon, yet in his Defence pag. 90. he ſaith, The covenant of grace } ny 
Iy1 
the 
if 
the 


contains not onely ſaving grace, but the adminiſtration of ir alſo in out ward 
ordinances and Church- privileges: but in what ſenſe he means it contains 
them he declares not, That which is contained in a covenant is either the pro- 
miſe or the condition. The ſeal, writing, writer, pen, and iuch like adjungy 
are never called the covenant, nor contained in it, though they be inſtrument] 
to hold forth the covenant, Now where any p:omile is of outward ordinances 
and Church-privileges, or how they ſhould - ea condition of the promiſes 1 
underſtand not. He diſtinguiſheth pag 106. of rhe covenant of grace thus, 
The covenant of grace is ſometimes taken ſtrictly, ſometimes largely: ast 
ij conſidered ſtrictly, it is a covenant in which the ſpiritual benetts of juſtii. 
fication, regeneration, perſeverance, and glorification are freely promiſed in 
Chriſt. Secondly, as the covenant of grace i$ taken largely, it comprehends all 
evangelical adminiſtrations, which do wholly depend upon the free and gracious 3 
appointment of God, and this adminiſtration is fulfilled according to the coun» . 
ſel of Gods will; ſometimes it was adminiſtred by his appointment in types, Þ 
ſhadows, and other legal ordinances ; this covenant of adminiſtration God di 
ſaid Zachary 11.10. he did break with the people of the Jews, and at the death di 
of Chriſt he did wholly evacuate and aboliſh, and in ſtead thereof broughtin Þ at 


the adminiſtration we live under, where alſo he rejected the Jews, or broke them h 
off from being his people in eovenant, and called the Gentilcs and graffed them at 
in ramorum de fractorum locum, into the gjace of the branch, and broken off 48 1 
your ſelf, pag. 65. do with Beta tightly exprels it. n 

But herein Mr. M. confounds what in his Sermon he diſtinguiſhed the con- n 
nant of grace and the adminiſtration of it. He ſaith, The covenant of grace t 
largely taken comprehends all cvangelical adminiſtrations 3 and ſaith, This ad- c 
miniſtration is fulfilled, By the evangelical adminiſtraticns he means the old t 
legal ordinances afore Chriſts death, and the adminiſtration we live under a 


which is __— and the Lords Supper, pag.120. he ſaith, Our Divines os 
the outward adminiſtaation of the covenant under the notion of fædus eng 
num, the outward covenant. 

Now if there be ſenſe in theſe paſſages, I muſt necds charge my (elf with 

: dulneſs, who cannot diſcern it. Is it ſenfe to call that a covenant without 8 
Trope, which is neither a promiſe nor a condition of a covenant ? to ſay that 
the covenant contains or comprehends evangelical adminiſtrations, and yet ta 
call it tht adminiſtration it ſelf ? to ſay, this adminiſtration was adminiltred, 
and not ſomething by the ad mini ſtrat ion adminiſtred ? 

But let us conſider what others make of this diſſinct ion of covenant Rrifly 
and largely taken, or which is all one, the inward and outward covenant, I 
have met with none that ſpeaks more diſtinctly than Mr. Anthony Burges in 
his Book entituled Spiritual Refining, $:&,8, Serm.64. pag.; 93, Who was on 
of the Aſſembly, 5 . 

The external covenant is that whereby in an outward viſible manner God 
doth own a people, add they cxternally profeſs their owning of him; but Ye; 
. 
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9. | their hearts and ſouls they do not ſtedfaſtly cleave unto God, and faithfully 
e keep this covenant in the conditions thereof. The internal or inward covenant 
is | isthat whereby God doth in a ſpiritual powerfull manner take a people to him 
in Þ working in their hearts all thoſe gifts and graces promiſed in the covenant as 
ce generation, remiſſion of ſins, adoption, and the like. And in this ſenſe one · 
ly the truly godly are in the covenant, and they are onely Gods people, and he 
their God. This diſtinction of a covenant into outward and inward is not a 
iſtin&ion of a genus into its ſpecies, ſo much as a diſtinction of a thing into 
the ſeveral adminiſtrations and diſpenſations of it. 

In this paſſage there is want of clcarneſs as well as in M. Marſhals, He tels 
vs negatively, that it is not a diſtinction cf a genus into its ſpecies, yet with 
ſome mincing of the mzitcr (ſo much) 25 if it might be the diſtinct ion of a 
genus into its ſpectes, though not ſo much, which is an expreſſion of a man 
who would ſay {ſomewhat bnt cannot well tell what to ſay. But if it be not a 
diſtinction of Fgenw into its ſpccies, what diſtinct ion is it? Is any man the 
| wiſer for a meer Negative? It is, laith he, a diſtinction of a thing into the ſe- 
yeral adminiſtrations and diſpenſations of it. 

But this tells us not what jort of diſtinction this is, whether nominis of the 
word or rei of the thing. If he had meant to be a diſtinction of the word he 
- ſhould have ſhewed where the word is ſo taken, if of the thing, what kinde ot 
diviſion or diſtribution it is. To me i: ſeems againſt all Rules of Logick to 
divide thus. A covenant is either the outward or the inward adminiſtration 
and diſpenſation of it or the inward, which without Trop of ſpecch (which 
ſhould be abſent from men that ſhould rationally explain things) is non: ſenſa, 
afhrming one covenant to be one adminiſtration and another another, whereas 
the coyenanx is one thing and the adminiſtration another thing. But his 
meaning is this, one covenant is outward being 3 or ad- 
miniſtring outward things, another inward adminiſt: ing inwardly or inward 
things. But neither is this right ſith the covenant doth not adminiſter but the 
coyenanter, nor doth he do it by the covenant but by ſome other act accorc ing 
tothe covenant, the covenant is oncly an zg eement and promile to do it, the 
adminiſtring is the keeping of the covenant, not the covenant it ſelt. 
But let that be yielded that the covenan: doth admĩniſter, yet the deſcrip:ion 
of the external covenant as made by Mr. Burges doth nct include adminiitrati- 
on. For God may in an outward viſible manner own a people, and they exter- 
nally profeſs their owning of him, and yet neither adminiſter one to another 
any thing promiſed, or it the vwning be adminiſtration, the people adminiſter 
to God as well as God adminiſters to them. Beſides his deſcription makes an 
external profeſſion of owning God requilite to the external ccvenant. If that 
be right, no infant is in the external covenant till it profeſs owning God, and 
in what outward viſible manner God doth own intants except by baptizin 
them (Which God doth not but the Miniſter, nor ever commanded or declar 
his approbation of in) I know not, and then the outward covenant is nothing 
elſe but baptizing, and an infants being in covenant is his being baptizcd or to 
be baptized, and the argument from the covenant comes to this ridiculous tau- 
tology, all infants of believers are in the outward covenant (tor they dare not 
lay they are all in the inward) that is, they are in the outward adminiſtration, 
which is no other than baptiſm, and ſo the antecedent is equipollent to — 
, ey 
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they are or are to be baptized ; and the concluſion is, ergo, they are to be bapti. 


zed. 

But Mr. Marſhal it ſeems conceives the outward Covenant, as he deſcribes it, 
meant Zach. 1 1. 10. where the Prophet ſaith, And I took my ſtaff even Beauty, 
and cut ir aſunder, that I might break my Covenant which I had made with all 
the people. And he interprets it thus, that at the death of Chrilt God brake 
his covenant with the Jews, wholly evacuating and aboliſhing the legal Ordi - 
nances, and bringing in the adminiſtration we live under. 


But if this be the ſenſe, then this Propheſie doth not foretell any thing penal 


to the Jews; fot the aboliſhing of legal ordinances was a mercy to t hem, they 
being a yoke intolerable, Acts 15.10, whereas the Text ipeaks of it as an evil 
that ſhould befall chem, 

Piſcator in his Analyſis, Eventus fuit deſertio Fudaorum, v.9,10,11, C14. 

Diodati and after him the New Annotations in Zech. 11. 10. My Covenant] 
the peace which I had granted to my Church, that ſhe ſhould ot be aſlaulted 
no more, nor be moleſted by any ſtrange Nation, which was verified trom the 
Maccabees time, untill a little before the coming of Chriſt. 

Grot. Annot. in locum. Abſluli protefionem illam ſpecialem. Irritum facere 
ſædus ſuum Deus dicitur, cum ruptis à populo federis conditionibus, ipſc quoqus a 
ſua par ie promiſſa non implet. 

Mr. Aſs. conceit is, as if by the Covenant were meant legal .Ordinances, 
and ſo the breaking off is meant eicher de jure onely, and then it is not a Pro- 
pheſie of what ſhould happen 3 or elſe de facto, in the event, but chen it is not 
true; for the Jews retained the legal Ordinances of the Covenant he made 
with them, and do {till at this day even circumciſion, and as many other of 
the legal Rites as they can in their preſent diſperſion. It is true, God brake of 
the Jews from being his people in Covenant, and called the Gentiles and graf 
ſed them in ramorum de fractorum locum, and how this is to be underſtood I haye 
ſhewed before at large in the firſt part of this Review. But without a Trope to 
call outward Ordinances Gods Covenant is without example of Scripture (the 
Covenants Rom. 9. 4. ſay Bega, Piſcator, New Annes. c. are the Tables 
of the Covenant) and can hardly be acquitted from non-ſenſe. Oncly perhaps 
ic ſeems Mr, A. for a ſhift, as v. g. pag. 103. he faith, God makes good his 

omiſe ſealed in baptiſm in which he engageth himſelf to be the God of be- 
zeving Chriſtians and their ſeed; which in his Sermon pag. 10. he makes the 
omile of ſaving grace, yet when it is proved that cannot be true of Gentile 
lievers and their children he runs to this vain ſhiſt, that the outward Cove- 
nant belongs to them (which is nothing to the promiſe Gen. 17. 7. in which 
outward adminiſtrations are not promiſed) though not the inward. Nor is it 
Mr. Ms. manner alone but the common courſe of Pzdobaptiſts in their wri- 
tings toplay-faſt and looſe with the ambiguity of the term Ccyenant and 
Covenant of grace, as hath been formerly ſhewed, and may appear more in that 
which follows. But to keep to Mr. A. 9 

He tells me, If the Covenant of grace be in ſubſtance the ſame, though you 

uld reckon up a thouſand accidental and local differences it were nothing to 


e. 
0 To which I reply; Though I grant the Covenant of grace be always the 
amcin ſubRance, meaning thereby that the elect are ſzvell in all Ages by the 

ame 
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ſame promiles of evangelical grace, that is righteouſneſs, regeneration, adopti- 
on in Chrilt, and the promile Cen. 17.7. bath an evangelical ſenſe, which js 
this, that God will be a God to Abraham and bis ſpiritual ſeed by election and 
faith, and am unjuſtly charged of ſpoiling all infants of. all intereſt in the 
Covenant of grace, and confining the Jews promiſes to earthly and temporal 
bleſſings, of which I have acqui ted my (elf in my Letter to Mr. Baily, Sc, 
1.2. yet I never granted that the Covenant with Abraham did contain no 
other than cvangelical p:omiles ot grace in Chriſt, nor that theſe very promiſes 
Gen. 17 4:5;6,7,8. were all evangelical promiſes, nor any of them in that 
ſenſe, which is obvious to the underſtanding, according to common Rules of 
Gamo, but onely according to the A poſtles Expoſition, who never ſo ex- 
poanded the promiſe, Gen. 17.7. as. if it were made to any mans ſeed bu: 
Abrahams, not to every believing Gemile and his natural ſeed. And certainly 
this difference between the covenant Gen. 17. and the covenant of grace will 
be much to the purpoſe to ſhew the Covenant, Gen. 17 not to be to a belie- 
ving Chriſtian and his feed 3 and that though circumciſion of male intants 
ſhould have its reaſon barely from the intereſt of rhe circumciſed in that Coye- 
nant ; yet ſuch a Covenant intereſt not belonging to our children who are ot 
the Gentiles cannot be a reaſon to entitle them to baptiſm though it ſhould be 
granted (which is not) that our bapꝛ iim ſucceeds their circumciſion, and ſeats 
the covenant of grace as theirs did that made with Abraham. 

This mixture of the Covenant, and the inference thence, that Circumcifion 
did not belong to all believers and their children, but as in Abrahams family is 
obſerved by Mr. Allen and Mr. Sheppard in their Detence ot the Anſwer to 
the nine Poſitions, chap.8. and becauſe their words are appoſite to my purpoſe, 
though otherwiſe applied by them, I ſhall recite them. 

ow that we hold the right proportion in the perſons may appear, firſt, in 
that (as was granted) Circumcition ſealed the entrance into the Covenant, 
but this Covenant was not (imply, and onely the Covenant of grace; but that 
whole Covenant that was made with Abraham, whereby on Gods parc they 
were aſſured of many ſpecial bleſſings (whereof Lot and others not in this 
Covenant with Abraham were not capable) and whereby Abraham and his 
ſeed, and family were bound for their part to be a people to God, and to obſerve 
this ſign of the Covenant, which others in the Covenant of grace were not 
bound to, Secondly, (as is granted) it was Abraham and his houſhold and 
the ſeed of believing Jews that were to be circumciſed, and therefore not viſible 
believers, (as ſuch) for then Lot had been included; fo by right proportion not 
all viſible believers as ſuch, but ſuch as with Alrabem and bis tamily arc in vi- 
ſible Covenant to be the people of God, according to the inſtitution of 
Churches when and to which the ſcal of Baptiſm is given; and therefore as 
all family-churches but Abraham being in a new form of a Church were ex- 
cluded, ſo much more tuch ar are in no viſible conſtituted Church at all. 

In which it is expreſly yielded, that the Covenant with Abraham was mixt 
in my ſenſe, that Ci cumciſion did not belong to all vitbly in he Covcnant ct 
grace, that it belonged peculiarly to the Church in Abrabims family, that Ba- 
priſm follows the Chriſtian Church conſtitution (which ſure is much different 
trom the Jewiſh) and therefore not the Covenant made with A. But 
Mr. N. jcerhs to be ſenſible of this, and endeavours to pcven: it in ther which 
tollows. : /Y Bu; 


| 
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faith hen the firſt doth almoſt recall it, wherein you charge me to 
a—_— the Covenant made with Abraham, Gen.17. as if it Fran, 
ly contain the Covenant of grace in Chriſt 3 whereas it is apparent (ay you) 
out of the Text, that the Covenant was a mixt Covenant conſiſting of tem- 
beneſits, rhe: multiplying} of A brab4yrs feed, poſſeſſion af Cana, the 
ixth of 4/auc, hehides the ſpiritual bleſbngs,- dy 
Io which I reply, I meant fo indeed, and ſo I plainly exprefled my ſelſ, that 
all the difference betwixt the. Covenant then made with ' Abraham, and'the 
Covenant made with us, lies onely in the manner of adminiſtration of the 
Covenant; and nat in the Covenant it (elf. - The Covenant it ſelt in the ſub» 
ſtapce of it holds out the ſame anetcies both ſpiritual and temporal to them and 
do us. * 2 * * 5 | 
Anſwer. By mixt Covenant I mean a/Covenant conſiſting of ſome tem- 
al bleſſings proper onely to Abrahams nrural poſterity and ſome ſpiritual 
eflings common with him to all believers whether Jews or Gentiles. And l 
fay, thoſe promiſes of temporal bleſſings were of the ſubſtance of the Cove 
nint made with Abraum, x hat they cannot in any fit ſenſe be called the manner 
of the adminiſtration of the Covenant, that the Covenant it (elf in the ſub- 
Rance doth not hold out the ſame mercies both ſpiritual and temporal to them, 
and to us. And all theſe things I thus proye. 

1, Thoſe promiſes were of the. ſubttance of the Covenant, which are in 
Scripture called the Covenant it ſelf, without mention of the ſpiritual promi - 
ſes ; bnt this is true of the promiſe of the Land of Canaan, ee. Pſalm 10x; 
$:9,10,11. Nehem. 9. B. Gen. 26.3. C 28.3,4,13314. 1 Chron.16.1 5516,17 
18, c. In which places the Text expreſly faith, God made a Covenant with 
Abtaham 3 and then recites the Covenant, that it was to give the Land of the 
Canaanites, c. which were temporal mgrcies not now promiſed or performed to 
us. Ergo, To deny thoſe promiles to be of the ſubſtance of the Covenant, and 
to call them adminiſtrations, which the Scripture calls the Covenant it ſelf ſo 
aſten, ii it be not to thwart the Scripttire, ſure it is unwarrantably to alter its 
exprcfhions : God himſelf ſo expreſly calling the giving of Canazn his Cove- 
nant, Exod. 5. 45. 8. refutes this conceit, 

2. Thoſe promiſes are of the ſubſtance of the Covenant made with Abra 
ham, which are — parts of the Coyenant. But thoſe promiſes of temporal 
bleflings are integral parts of the Coyenant made with Abraham. E gos the 
major is in it ſelf manifeſt, for the Covenant is — but a promile or an 
aggregate of promiſes 3 and ſo if a Covenant have any ſubſtance in it, it muſt 
be the integral parts. The minor is apparant from the very words, Gen. 17.6 
= where God having in general terms told Abraham, My Covenant is with 
thee, he expreſleth to the 9. verſe, wherein his Covenant was with him, and 
2 is ſet down in thoſe peculiar bleſſings to Abrahams natural poſterity, Verſe 

8. 

3+ The promiſe of Canaan can be called no other way the adminiſtration of 
the Covenant of grace than in that in the hidden ſenſe under that promiſe ſpi- 
ritual good was intended to be ſhadowed, But this very thing ſhews that the 
promiſe of an earthly inheritance was in the firſt place thercby intended to 
Abrahams natural poſterity, and the other onely as an additament gr appendix 


to the promile in its fucſt meaning, Now then if the promiſe of Canaan oa 


m 
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get ſenſe be not of the ſubſtance of the Covenant, neither is the promiſe onely 
implied myſteriouſly in the more hidden ſenſe, which js but an appendix to it, 
of the ſubſtance of the Covenant. | a 

4. —— —— 5 _ A ——.— not — the ſame mercies both 
ſpiritual and temporal to Abrahams natural poſterĩty and to us. Ergo, there is 
Tie difference than in the adminiſtration:' The ' Antecedentivvpperant4 for 
the promiſe of the Land of Canaen, the birth of Tſaue; Chriſt to come of him 
according to the fleſh, c&c. are not made to us, Ergo, 

Zut Mr, A. thinks to prevent this by telling us; Godlineſs having all the 

iſes both of this life and that which is to come; and that they and 

no of right to all theſe promiſes upon the ſelf ſame condition. | 
” *Artfwer. Theſs things are manifeſtly falſe 3 For though godlineſs have the 
— of rhis life and that Which is to come, 1 T. 4.8. yet the ptondifts, 

fr. 26.5, Cc. are not made to every godly man, that he'ſhall ly down and 
hone ſhall make him afraid, that he ſhall chaſe his enemies, c. bur rather aſ- 
ſurance is given that he ſhall be perſecuted, 2 Tim. 3. 1 2. Mark 10.29,30. Nor 
have they promiſes upon the ſame condition; for E xd. 34.24. it is promiſed, 
thut none ſhonld deſire the Nr eittes Land white they did appear thrice in the 
year befart'rhe Lord, bat'ts ds chere is not that promiſe nor upon that condĩ- 
—_ 5 ho 

But, faith he} earthly things indeed were to them promiſe mort diſtinctly 
and fully, heavenly things more generally and ſparingly than chey bre now to 
us; and on the contrary, ſpiritual things are more fully and clearly promiſed 
to u than to chem; and earthly promiſes more generally and ſparihgly. 
Auw. This is not all the Arcferenet; fot I have ſhewed thar to us an corth- 
ly reſt is nor promiſetl it all, but the contrary affured to us, v6 wit, ſuffering 
perſecution. 

Me. M. adds, And that theſe temporal benefits which you mention, vx. 
multiplying of Abrahams feed, the birth of Iſauc, and poſſeſſion of Canaan, 
were all of them adminiſtrations of the Covenant of grace, they were hgures, 
ſigns, ind types of fpirttual things to be enjoyed both By them and us. Theſe 
things | not onely aſſerted, ut proved in my Sermon. I you mean no more 
than this, that all theſe temporal! Mlefficigs were promiſed and given as flowing 

the promiſe of Chriſt, and were ſubſervient to it, or were types and ſha- 
dows of it, you mean no more than whit we all grant, who yet deny any more 
mixture in the Covenant made with Abraham for the ſubſtance of it, than 
chere is in that made with us; and that the difference lies onely in the manner 
of adminiſtration, 4 
Anfwer. I deny not but chat the poſſeſſion of Cann, birth of Tfaac. mul- 
tiplying Abrahams ſeed were bgures, figns, and types of ſpiritual things to be 
enjoyed by ele, Jews and Oentifes according to the my{ticaFhiddenienle of 
the wortls 3 nor do I deny that they were ſubſervient to the promiſe of Chiiſt, 
whether it be to be ſaid they flowed from the promiſe of Chriſt, or tended to the 
fote-Gznifying of Chriſt to come; the grace of the Goſpel, aud the heavenly in- 
beritance and reſt is a doubt. Surly they Howed from Gods ſpecial love to 
Iſrael aboye any othcr people, Heut. 7. 6,7, 9. And 1 grant that C ircumciſion 
ratiſied ſpirdua! bleſſings chicfly, that is as the chicf thirg p omiſed; yet in 
the ſenſe in which I think Gamerd# meant it, Theſs 78. de iriplici ſædere prima- 


Wa rily, 
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rily, chat is acedrding · ta the firſt and manifeſt ſenſe ot the words it lealed earthly 
promiſes peculiar to Abrahams natural poſterity, and that Ciacumciſion of in- 
lants was ſpecially for that reaſon, to wit, the peculiar promiſes to Abrahams na- 
tural polterity.; not do I ſec cauſe to miſl ike Grotius his ſpeech Annot. in Luc, 
1.59. Infamium autem c ircumc iſio oiendebat fædus eſſe gent ilium. 

And this mixture of, the Covenant with Abraham, to wit, that it contained 
not onely promiſes common to all believers, but alſo promiſes ſo peculiar tg 
Abrahams natural poſterity, that all of them were not according to the Law to 
be made good to any Gentile though a Proſelyte circumciſed, namely, the inhe- 
ritance x the Land of Canaan, of which none but the natural progeny of 
Iſrael were to be inheritours, is ſo manifeſt, that the denial of it I can hard] 
impute to any thing but dulneſs or meer pertinacy. Yet why thele promiſes ſo pe- 
caliar to them ſhould be denied to be of the ſubſtance of the Covenant made 
with Abraham, I ſee no reaſon they being integral parts. Chriſt it is true jg 
the ſubſtance of the things promiſed as * were Types; yet the things pro- 
miſed in reſpect of their natural being had a ſubſtance beſides, and in relation 
to the Covenant were as much the ſubſtance or ſubſtantial parts of it as the ſpi 
ritual promiſes; yea, ſith thoſe ſpiritual promiſcs (if L may ſo ſpeak) did ſubb 
in the expreſſions of temporal bleflings; it follows in my apprehenbon, that if 
the promiſes of the ſpiritual bleſſin s were of the ſnb{tance of the Covenant, 
then ſurely the promiſes of temporal bleſſings, which 'zboſe very promiſes did 
expreſs, and under the ſhadow of which they were made ſhould be much mace 
of the ſubſtance of the Covenant. Nor do I conceive any groſneſs in it to 
imagine of God, that he ſhould in a Covenant of grace founded in Chriſt ins 
tend in the ſeal of it to ratifie temporal bleſlings, when be intended to aflure 
ſpiritual bleſſings under the covert of words in the firſſ ſenſe weden en 
temporal. As forthe terming of the adminiſtration of the Covenant ot grace 
it is neither according to Scripture, nor is it very handſom ſenſe, ſpegially ac- 
cording to Mr, Ms. docti ine, who calls Circumciſion the old adminiſtration 
of the Covengnt, and if it were an adminiſtration of the promiles, which 
were adminiſtrations of the Covenant of grace, then Circumciſion was an ad- 
miniſtration of an adminiſtration. 

But Mr M. ſpeaks to me thus. Id efirc to know of you what Scripture ever 
made circumciſion 4 ſeal of Canaan. we have expreſs Scripture that it ſealed 
the righteouſneſs of faith whereby be was juſtified, but I no where reade tha i 
fealed the Land of Canaan, | | 

Anſwer. Togratific him I tell him, that I read Circumciſion called à te- 
ken of the Covenam, Gen.17.11. which Covenant was the Covenant menti- 
oned before in that chapter, and in that v. 8B. the promiſe of the Land of Ca- 
aan is made, and Act, 7.8. Stephen calls it The Covenant of Circumciſion, 
which he ſneus not how it was otherwiſe fulblled in that ſpeech but by bringing 
them out of Egypt, and placing them in Canaan, in which he fulfilled his pro- 
mile to Abraham, verſ.6,7,16, It is true, the Apoſtle calls Abrabams Cite 
cuniciſion A ſeal of the rightcouſneſs of faith which he bad zct being uncircun- 
«fed, Rom 4.31; Byt 1 finde not this ſaid of any ones Circumciſion but 
Abrahams : ſurely it cannot be ſaid truly of any ones Circumciſion but a be- 
levers. As for what, he ſaith, That we have now carnal promiſes, and theres 
fore our govenant may be aß well mixt as that with Abraham. | 
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Lavſwer it is true, Me have promiſe of the li je that now i and that which is 
to coe; and ſo our Covenant is in a ſort mixt of ſpiritual and temporal pro- 
miſes: but theſe promiſes are common to all godly p:rions both Fews and 
Gentiles, not proper onely to Abrahams natural poſterity inheriting, in which 
ſenſe I called it a mixt Covenant, Exercit. pag. 2. Seit. 1. J grant, we have 
au wurd privileges and ordinances, as Baptiſm and the Lords Supper, and that 
many now are members of the viſible Church, and partake of them who are not 
elect nor true belicvers, But none but ele& perſons have the promiſes of the 
new Covenant made to them; none but an cle&- perſon hath the promiſe, that 
God will write his Laws in his heart, be his God, c. And therefore none but 
ſuch in truth are in the covenant of grace, though others may be in ſhew in it 
and accounted ſo by us. 

Mr. ꝓoſiah Church in his Book forenamed pag. 41. interpoſeth thus, 1. Spi- 
ritual and temporal promi(es may be ſald ty make 4 Mi © ouerant , but not 4 mixt 
Evangelical Covenant 3 for a mi Gel Covenant is 4 Covenant partly of 
works, and partly of grace, and «he Coucrant of which Circumciſion was the ini- 
tial Sacrament was not mixed After that manner; for the Lam was not given 
untill four hun red and thirty years after i:, ani the n it was not mixed with it, 
but onely annexcd to it, Gal. 3.17. 

Anſwer. Mr. Church his Confeſſion, tha: ſpiritual and temporal promiſes 
may be ſaid to make a mixt Covenant, is as much as I nced to juſtifie my 
ſpeech Excrcit, pag 2. who did not call the Covenant made with Abraham 
mixt in any other lenſe. 

Bur, ſaith he, 2. the difference war onely in the diſſenſation, and not in the 
ſubiance of the Covenant : the Covenant of wich Circumciſion was the inivial. 
Sarament was as pniely Evangelical as this, whereof Baptiſm is. the initial 
Sacrament : for the Golpe! is ſuid 10 be. preached unto them 45 well as 10 us, 
and the temporal promiſes were Evangelical and belonged to belicvers, as ſuch 
for becauſe of unbelict many obtained them nut, Heb. 3. 19. Alſo there are tem- 
per al promiſes in this diſpexſauion, and the people of God have Chrift and all 
ath.r chings by the ſame charicr, Maith.s.5. & 5.33. Rom, 9.3 2. Exck.36. 
25,30» 

nfo, If there were difference in thepromiles, there was difference in tho 
ſubſtance of the Covenant made with Avraham and ours, It is proved from 
Gal.3.8. that the covenant made with Abrabam was Evangelical, but not 
purely Evangelical. It is not true, that the temporal promiſes Gen. 17-495 ,6,75 
8, belonged to belie vers as ſuch, For though many through unbelief entered 
nat into C naan, Hcb.z.19. yet neither all nor onely believers entered in. The 
Goſpel was preached to them 44 well as to us, Hcb. 4. 2. but not either by to 
purely Evangelical a covcuant, nor in ſo perſpicuous a way, Me have temporal 
promiſes now, but not the ſame, nor by the ſame charter. 

As for what he adds, 104 tbe promiſes ſeated in the former diſpenſation were 
principally ſpiritual. I grant it, but deny it any abſurdity, to ſay, that no pro- 
miſe was (calcd to many circumciled intants, that their ſouls were not profited, 
nor any benefit to them by circumciſion, though there was protit by it attains 
able and attained by many ; more than which to the preſent purpoſe is not g; » 
thered from Kom 2.1,2. a 

I return to Mr. M I take his grants pag. 99. That Circumciſion was 1 
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hentled in bis, cc. 4s belonging to the manner of adminiſtration af the Cove. 
nant together with ſacrifice», and thut the Covenant of grace was adminitired by 
ſacrifices and other types before Circumciſion was int/izue!! 3 and ſo blot our 
my lecond exception againſt his firit concluhon, oncly it is to be obſer ved that 
pag. 189. he doth croſs himſelf, For whereas here he grants it to belong to the 
manner of adminiſtration, not to the ſubſtance of the covenant, there he will 
have it to belong to the ſubſtance of the Covenant nor an @ part of it, but # 
means of applying it. And this is in effect all one as in his language to ſay, ir 
belongs not to the ſubſtance of the covenant, for of it onely are the parts, bur 
to the adminiſtration, For how doth it adminiſter it but as a means of apply- 
ing it ? 


But my third Exception requires more reviewing, Mr. A. in his Sermon . 


pg. 14. had mentioned beſides Chriſt and true belicyers a third ſort of Abta- 
hams ſced not born Jews, but made Proſelytes, who were Abrahams ſeed by pro- 
feſſion who ſought juſtificat ion by the works of the Lam did not ſubmit themſelves 
10 the righteouſneſs of Go; and alleged G 4.4 29. for it. 

Againſt this I exccpted 1. that I thought he dould not ſhow where in Sctis 
prure ſuch are called Abrabams ſeed, | 

To this he replies, 1. That he named not Proſelytes to add any ſtrength to 
the ar gument, it bad been enough for his purpoſe to have ſaid, Some in the Church 
of the Jews were viſible members, yet not inwardly godly, and theſe were calted 
Abraham's ſecd as well ag others. 

Anſw, 1ſhoull have yielded to call ſuch, if they were Fews by birth or na- 
ture, Abrahams ſeed 3 but not ſo of any Proſelyte, and ſo Mr. M. had not his 
uw rr applying the term [ Abrahams ſeed] to Geniles who were believers 
onely in proſeiſion, much leſs to Gentiles who did not ſo much as profeſs faith 
in Chriſt, bur ſought righteouſneſs by the works of the Law. 

2. He ſaith, He never expected to have met with a quarrel for calling them, 
who joyncd to the Church by that common name whereby the Church-members were 
called, viz. the (cel of Abraham or the chil {ren of Ilrael. 

Anſwer. There was no quarrel in my words : but if Mr. Af. did not ex- 
pect that, his ſayings in that Scrmon would be fifted to the bran; it was his 
overſight, They that doubt ed of the divine warrant of Pædobaptiſm had very 
great cauſe to diſcuſs that Sermon being preached and printed at that time by 
luch a man, and taken to be the ſenſe of the Aſſembly of Divines then farting 
at Weitmindler, 

He ſays, The ſced of Abraham or the children of Iſiael were the common 
nme ij which Church-members joyned to the Church of Iſrael were called: bit 
he proves it nar, and till he do prove it, Licje it. 

3. Saith he, And could no place of Scripture be produced where Proſelytes art 
expreſly called by this name, the matter were nor Tanti. 

Anſwcr, It would follow then that the promiſe Gen. 17. 7. of being God to 
Abraham's ſced is not meant of Gentile Proſelytes, who were onely by profeſs 


ſion Gods people, not in reality; much leſs of their natural ſeed, and this 


would make molt of rhe infants baptized unbaptizable by Pædobaptiſts own 
p inciplcs-3 for ſare the do not take the natural infant children of them that 
are not Abrahams ſeed to be in thefcoyenant, Gen. 17.7. and therefore muſt 
conicis them unbaptized. 


4. Saith 
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4. Saith he, But if it were & thing of am mgmens, it would be no bard mat” 
ter to produce cuidence fuſicient 10 prove that Profelytes were called Iſraelites 
and the you of Abraham, « Ad 2.10, & 22. compared Ads 13.26. compa- 
red wiih v.43. bus I for bear. 

An. Ot what moment it is, hath been (aid. I think it would be a very bard 
matter out of thoſe Texts to prove any Proſelytes, much leis ſuch as were onely 
viſible Church- members ob the Fews, ſeeking juſtification by works, not ſub» 
mitting to Gods righteouſneſs, Abrahams ſced. In the former of the Texts is 
not the term Abraham ſeed, which was the term in queſtion, nor do the Verſes 
compared prove that the Profclyzes mentioned v.10. are called u 22. Men of 
Iſracl, any more than Men of Judea and dwellers at Jeruſalem, v.14. nor 
doth it * they were called Men of Iſrael, v. 22. in any other ſenſe than as 
Iſralire y generation, 

The later Text mentions the children of the ſtock of Abraham, v.26. but 
ſo called by natural generation oppoſite. to the Gentiles, as v.46. ſhews, not 
Proſelytes called Abrahams ſeed, though ſelf-julliciaries and Gods people onely, 

fo far 4s out war d profeſſion, yea, children of the ſtock of Abraham are there di- 
Ringuiſhed trom thoſe among them that feared Gol, that is, Proſelytes. 

I told Mr. M. that he joy ned with Arminius, in calling ſelf-juſticizry Pro- 
ſchtes Abraham's ſeed : which Mr. Bayn denied, 

He ſaith, He joyned not with Arminius, that I miſ-allege Arminius, jon 
with Servetus. 

To which I reply no more than I have done in my Apology, pag. 22. Seck. 5. 

To acquit himſelf from what I charge him with, that Mr. Bs oppoſeth 
him, he brings words fix lines before of Mr. Bayns, that ſay [children of the 
fleſh] in ſome ober Scripture doth note out juſticiaries, and iba theſe words clear 
bim, and that I was guiliy of negligence or falſbood. 

But ſure I muſt continue ſtill this charge ag2inſt Mr. M. and add further an 
imputation of negligence at leaſt, if nor of Riihood, who heeded not that the 
words of Mr. Bayn which I alleged ſay as much, thut the term ¶ children of the 
fleſh] elſwhere ſignified ſclf-juih c iaries though not there; yet the ſeed of Abra- 
ham without any 4tjoyncd is never ſo taken. Now I did not charge with this 
that he had no Scripture to prove ſelf- juſticiaries to be called children of the 
ficſh ; but that he had no Scripture to prove. ſelt- juſticiary Proſelytes called 
Abrahams ſeed, which M. Bayn ſaith, 3 never ſo taken, and therefore Mr. 
Bayns words clear him not but condemn him. 

Mr. A. ſays, I fpeak of Abraham's feed by calling, and that the promiſe LI 
will be the God of thy feed] was male good in the calling the Gentiles, all which 
were not partakers of an inward calling, and therefore yield a ſeed of Abraham 
onely by profeſſion, But that which I ſay I mean not of a meer outward calling, 
nor of all the Gentiles who are outwardly called. 

I excepted alſo againſt Mr. Blake for making ſome Abraham's ſecd in the bo- 
ſom of the Church now, who are born after the fleſh, and thereby have 4 Church= 
intereſt or a birih- right to Church-privileges : and that he groſly alleged for this 
G4l. 4.29. 

Aud Mr. M. in his Sermon pag. 1 4. faith, We have alſo ſome (meaning in 
the Church) who are 6nely 4 holy ſeed by external profeſſion, Gal. 4 29. 

What Mr. Blue replied hereto in his 4n{wer to my Letter is anſwered in the 
Poſt ſcript 
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Paſtſcript to my Apology, Set.5. what he hatbdald in his V indic. Fed. cap gr, 
ee in the ſecond part of this Review Seck. 18. 


Nr. M. - wonders as my calling thoſe paſſages very groſs, and tells me, 
1. That it is apparant Iſhmael and the civil jnſtictaries, of which he was Type, 


bad a viſible ſtanding in the Jewiſh Church, and were the ſame of men Paul 


cake, Rom. 10.3. and that in the ſame place Paul himſelf (atth, Even ſo it i 
= (even in — of Galatia 4: w4«. jo). and Paul by bi dectrine pl ries 
to make them better) I fee not why Mr. Blake nigſi not vſe this as an argument, 
that ſome have a viſible Church-memberjtip, and ought 10 partake of outward 
Cburch-trivileges, not withſtanding they will not have the inheritance of children 
unleſs they repent. 

Anſwer. If this had been all Mr. Blake :inferred from Gal.4.29. J ſhould 
have granted the concluſion, though I deny his Expoſition, and the propoſiti. 
on he raiſeth from the Text. 

But it is another thing that Mr. Blake and Mr. A. in his Sermon pag. 14. 
would have. Mr. M. that Gal 4.29. There i mention of ſome who are onely 
holy ſeed by external profeſſion, and here cxpounds Leben ſ it i nom] inthe 
Church of Galatia, there is a different ſced of Abraham, one which is hi ly onely 
by external profeſſion, ſecking righteouſneſs by the works of the Lam, and baue 
therchy a viſible Church-memberfy1p, and ought to partake of out ard. Church 
privileges, which is clean beſides the meaning of. the Apoſtle, who doth not 
ſay, Even ſo it is now in the Church of Galatia, but fimply [Even ſoit i 
now] that is, it ſo happens in the world, they that ſeek the righteouſneſs by 
the works of the. Law per ſecure them thut are born afier the ſpirit, that is, who 
#brough the ſpirit do wait for the hope of tbe righteouſneſs which 3 by faith: 
which was true in the Fews, who perſecuted the Apoſtles and other Chriſtians 
out of xcal for the Law. Now theſe had no viſible ſtanding in the Chriſtian 
Church, nor is the term ¶ born after ibe feſhj] taken in the better part ſo as to 
import a privilege a holy ſeed; by external proſeſſion, but in the:worler part, for 
an unholy ſeed by external profeſſion and practice perſecuting the Chriſtian 
faith and hope. ' 

Mr. Blake exponds [being born aftor the fleſh] as if it imported a privilege, 
whereas it imports a curſed eſtate appolite to [ being born after the ſpirit] and 
would have derived a title to Church- intereſt of tome in the bas of the 
.Chriſtian-Church, paxticularly believers infants ; whereas to be horn after the 
fleſh is applied there to perſecuting unbelievers, who were not in the Church, 
but caſt out, nor had any Church-intereſt by virtue of being born aſter rho 
Feſb, but had an-oppoſing enmity to it thereby. Nor is it ſaid of infants that 
they were born after the fleſb, but of ſuch as perſecuted them that were born af- 
ter the ſpirit ; nor is there a word intitling them that were born after the ficſh in 
that reſpect Abrahams ſeed, though [/Fmacl their Type, and the Fews his Anti- 
zype were Abrahams natural ſeed, So that M Ai. is miſtaken in conceiving that 
which offends me in Mr. Blakes expreſſion is, that he thinks there ij 4 fleſl ly 
Sead of Abraham for I grant the Fewiſh ſelf juſticiaries were ſuch, But I 
conceive a groſs abſurdity in Mr. Blake, that he takes [being born 2 the 
Heſb] in the better part, as importing the privilege of Church- intereſt to in- 


fants of belicyers, and calling ſuch as are born aſter the fleſh Abrahams ſeed by 
way ef. privilege derived from that birth, importing the ſeed of ſuch to be viſi- 
| ble 


88 2 


mY 


W en. ca — . >. a rene WTO © tbtaew 


r m:wu OAX w mh os 


(169) 

members in the Chriſtian Church, of which I ſtill conteive I peſſed a righ 
— in my Examen for the Reaſons given, however Mr. Naarn his Se- 
conds take it. 


* — 
2 —_ — 
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the mixture of the Covenant Gen. 17. as by me aſſerted i vindicated from 
Mr. Blake's Exceptions, Vind. Fœd. c.26, 


Ut I am neceſſitated to have mone work with Mr. Blake, of whom I may 
BY (whatever his worth be, and bow cxcellent focver his Treatiſe be ac» 
counted of by thoſe who have commended it in their Epiſtle, and others in 
- other reſpe&s) that not onely in his Preface to the Reader he doth unchriſtian- 
ly accuſe me r and diſreſpe?t, of falſiſicaion⸗ ſuch as a man night th 
I bad as once call off all regard exther of conſcience or reputation without cither 
caiſe or hem of proof, bus alſo of 4 high ſpirit, of bloudy revenge, of uttering re- 
uling words again the Church of Chritt, baving the ſame ſpirit with ibe Fe- 
ſuits, from thoſe things which were innocent of any ſuch ſpirit, and one grain 
of charitable candour with a little heed of my carriages and ſpeeches might 
haye freed me from, who do not any where charge him or my Antagoniſts with 
ſuch kinde of accuſations, though I cenſure their arguings ſomewhat more 
freely than they think meer, who are got to be judges in their own cauſe, 
And for the Book throughout there ate ſo many miſconftruions of my 
words, and ſo many ſatyrical quips and taunts inſtcad of any clear diſputing, 
that I can diſcern little or nothing of any brorherly affe&ion to me, or Nudy of 
truth in that part of his Vind. Fed, wherein he oppuſeth me. In his Preface 
X Reader after thoſe hard ſpeeches of me forementioned, after his venting 
dee that whercin he eth me wers of lea uſe in regard ibat 

joint to great ſatis faction bath been ſpoken to at large. of which I with he had 
told in what patt, and by whom ſuch ſatisfaction is given, that I might have 
found it in his, Mr. Bs. or others writings, who yet finde no cauſe to recede 
from this opinion, that they have perverted the truth, and inſufficiently handled 
the argument of infant-baptiſm) and having contemptnouſly mentioned me; 
As one generally lockt upon low enough under batches, faith thus, I muſt aſſert 
the ſpirituality of the old Covenant, and maintain that the Goſpel was preached 4s 
well to them as to us, that they ate the ſame ſpiritual meat aud drank the (ame ſpi- 
ritual drink, and here by him I am oppoſed, 

To which I anſwer, In chis charge I may ſay truly in words of meckne(s} 
having anſwered this very crimination in my Addition to my Apology in an- 
ſwer to Mr. Baily, Scct. 2. that I am impudently belied, ſuppoſing that by the 
old Covenant he means the Covenant made with Abrabam, Gen. 17. which is 
termed the promiſes, ihe Covenant that was confirmed of God in Chrifh before the 
Law four hundred and thirty years after, and diſtinguiſhed from it Gal. 3, 
16,17,18,19,30,21. And this Mr. Blake might have diſcerned, yea, I conccive 
did diſcern, when he from my words E xercit.pag.z. conceived my meaning to 


be that Alrabam had promiſes of bliſs and in reference to eternal OR, 
2 Lind. 


(179) # 

- Find. Fed. c. 16. pag. 18 1. But that I may vindicate my ſelf and the truth 
_ fully — I. Blakes injurious dealings I ſhall take a view of that 
—_— Blake ſaith ſalſly of me, that I am loth to yield to ſo much truth gg 
to confeſs the old Covenant (meaning that Gen. 13.) to be a Covenant — 
cal, when as I grant Exercit. pag. 2. lome of the promiſes were Evangelical, 
and that the Covenant hath denomination from the promiſes. Then he ca. 
lumniates me in his ſpitefull faſhion to make me odious and my writing ſu. 
ſpeed, as if I went in company with Feſuits, whom he calls my old Friend. 
and ſaith untruly I glean ſo much from them in this cont rote / fc; and adds that 
I caſt infants out of the Covenant and Church-memberſhip, and ſo exclude them 
from Baptifm : whereas I have often acknowledged they are many of them in 
the Covenant of grace truly ſo called, and the inviſible Church of the ele, 
which Proteſtants aſſert againſt Papiſts to be moſt properly termed the Church 
of Chriſt 3 nor do I exclude infants from baptiſm becaule they are caſt out of 
the Covenant and Church-membcrſhip, but becauſe they are not Diſciptet 
whom Chriſt appointed to be baptized, Matth. 28. 19. 

Next he excepts againſt me for ſaying, The Covenant made with 4brahan 
is not a pure Golpel-coyenant, but mixt; concerning which, 1. Mr. Blake 
ſaith, This — of My. T. is very untoward, and ſuch that will bear no fa 
ſenſe without the utter overibrow, even of that difference between the Covenant, 
which he would build on this diſtinction. The untowardneſi * in denying purity of 
Goſpel the firſt Covenant and affirming a mixture. That which is n pure but mim 
% a compound of pure and impure 3 ſuch that bath ſome ingredients ſuch as they 
ough:, and others ſuch that make all adulterate; as filver mingled with droſi, w 
wine with water, Tſai 1.22. 

Anſwer, Mr. Blake me thinks ſhould know that there are mixtures which 
do not adulterate. There's a natural mixture defined by 4riſtotle, The union of 
bodies miſcible altered, as in mixt bodies compound of the four Elements x- 
duced to a juſt temperament, without adultetating all. There's an artificiy! 
mixture in Medicines, of Wine and Sugar, of divers Metalls in Bells caſt, in 
which and many more there's noſuch impuity as that there are ſome ingredi- 
ents, ſuch as they ought, and others ſuch as make all adulterate; and therefore 
there's no untowardneſs in the expreſſion; yea, the expteſſion is ſo uſual in 
morality, as when voluntary is divided into purely voluntary and mixt, in N. 
vinity the ſtate of grace is either pure or mixt, &c. that 1 preſumed none 
would have quarrelled with it, if my meaning be right. Let's fee what M 
Blike ſaith of my meaning. {3.4 | 

He tells us, that the falſe Teachers (St. Paul's Adverſaries) preach ſuch t 
mixt Goſpel, 4. compound of that which was pure and inpurtʒ when they uroed 
with ſuch ebemency a mixture of works, But do 1 ll any where the 2 
mixt? or do I preach any ſuch mixture? Mr. Blthe himielt acquits. me, 
when he ſaith, I his ſure is not bis meaning. What then doth Mr. Bl be take m 
meaning to be? I will ſet down bis own words, that the Reader may judg'of 
his dealing with me. What then can be his meaning but that Abraham had pre- 
miſes, not oneiy of -bliſs,- and in reference to eternal ſaluatiohr; bur he had pre- 
mi ſes alſo of earthly concernment, as that of the Land of Canaan, and 
plantation there ? This ſeems to be his meaning by the words that * fol- 
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low: The Covenant takes it s denomination from the promiſes, bat the promiſes 
we mixt; ſome Evangelital, belonging to thoſe io whom the Goſpel belongeth;z 
ſome are domeſtick or civil promiſe-, ſpecially reſpecting the bouſe of Abraham, 
ard the policy of Iſrael, to this I readrly agree. 

Anſwer. If Mr. Blake readily agree to that which in his own conceit ſeemed 
tobe my meaning, with whac conſcience or with what face could he fo falſly 
charge me, as 0 poſing him in theſe things, that ſpirituality of the old Covenant, 
the preaching 7 the Goſpel as well to them as to us, their en ing the ſame ſpiri + 
nul meat, and drinking the ſame friritual drink, as he doth in his Preface, 
and here of untowardneſs in my expreſſion, and ſuch as will bear no fair ſenſe 
without the vverthrow, even of that difference between the Covenants which 
I would build on this diſtinction. But let's conſider his Reaſon of this laſt 


Te ſaith he, I readily agree, and then his diſtinction falls to nothing. 
Anſwer. I ſhould rather have imagined that the contrary follows, that if 

Mr. Blake do readily agree to my explication of the mixture of the Covenant, 
that my diſtinction comes to ſomtthtng, being confirmed by Mr. Blukes ſuf- 
ings, unleſs he take it for nothing.” * — 1 | 

ut let's follow Mr. Blike, Sering in Goſpel. times, in New Teſtament days, 

this will denominatc not 4 pure but mixt Goſpel, we ure und#r ſuch a Geſp.l. 
Anſwer, 1. Mr. Blake alters the term diſtinguiſhed, I did not diſtinguiſh 
of a pure Goſpel and a mixt Goſpel, as he intimares I did, but of a pure Cove- 
nant. and a mixt Covenant, and aſſerted not che Goſpel preached ro A brgbam to 
be mixt, but the Covenant made with hrabam. 2. It is falſe, that we ave 
under ſuch a mix Goſpel, as he imagined I 4ficrted ; but Me. Blake confirms 

his Aſſerticn thus. 5 

I know not bow we could pray in faith, Give us this day our daily bread; in 
edſe we were without 4 promiſe of theſe things, or how man could live by every 
word that proceeds ou of the mouth of God, in caſe we had no word from 
God, 

Anſwer, A believer may pray for” daily bread in faith truſting on Gods 

nels, as he is a Creatour, as our Saviour argues Matth. 6.26. as he is a 

ather in Chriſt, Mt 7,11. as he hach made general promiſes, Mark 10 30. 
Mar:h. 7. 7. 8. as he hath made (pecial promiſcs, Prov. 10.3. Pſalm 34.10, con- 
firmed by conſtant experience, Pſalm 37.25. by the great aſſurance of the git 
of Chri;t, Rom.8.32.. though the ſpecial promiſes domeſtick or civil ſpecially 
relpe&ing the houle of Alralam and the policy of Tfracl, belonging not to 
him The word, Pet. g. 3. I take to be his word of power or command, ſuch as 
that Pal 33.5. not his word of promiſe 3 yet if it be meant of his word of 
promile, there are other promiſes by which the Parriarchs afore Abraham, and 
the believers ſince have lived without the domeſtick or clvil promiles ſpecially 
reſpecting the houſe of Abraham, and the policy of Iſrael. 

Zut Mr. Blake adds, The Apoſtle tells us, Godlineſs hath the promiſe of this 
life, and that which is to come, 1 Tim.4.3. It would trouble many a perplexed 
man in caſc he coul not make good, that thoſe words, Verily thou ſhalt be fed, 
Pſalm 37.3. dil not at all belong to him. There is no believing man in am re- 


* Ution but be bath Goſpel-promiſcs in concernment to that relation, as appears 


in that ſpeech of Paul's encouragement of Servants, Epheſ.6.8, It _—_ 
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with all forts, had not they their domeſtick relation-promiſer. 

A e Al this is true, and yet it is true alſo that the — + de- 
meſtick or civil ſpecially reſpecting the houſe of Abraham and policy of Iſrael 
belong not to every believer. Tok) 

+ Mr. Bl.ſaith, I place great confidence in my proof ibis mixture of the Covenant. 
And ſets down my words Apslog.1 27. averring ny proof ſo full as that I won- 
der Mr. Af. Mr. Blake,and others, are not aſhamed to exccpt againſt it,that%yhat 


I deliver is plain according to Scriptuze, that there were ſome peculiar promiſes 


made to A brabam, Gen. 17. which are not made to every believer, that the words 
1 Tim.4.8.is not to the preſent purpoſe, for it doth not follow therefore that god. 
lineſs hath the promiſe of the Land of Canaan, or that Chriſt ſhould be every 
godly mans ſeed. And then addg,I think ſhall more gratifie the Realer in leæui 
this to bis ſmile, than in giving any refutation of itʒif be could aſſume that there 
no earth but that of Canaan, or at leaſt that no other E of carth but that wil 
ſerve to make a mixture, then he |pake ſomewhat to the purpoſe 3 otherwiſe it will 
be believed,that our promiſes under the Goſpel of 9 þ of earth as well ſerve ng 
wake up A mixture 45 Abraham's promiſe of the Land of Canaan, : 

p + an Whether Mr. Blakes talk or mine be ridiculous the Reader may 
judg. My ſpeech is to es aimed at by me, to wit, the enervat ing the arꝑu · 
ings frem Abraham Covenant and Circumciſion for infant- baptiſm, by ſhew- 
ing that the Covenant Gen.17. was not a pure Goſpel-covenant, that is, ha- 
ving no promiſes but what belongs to every believer, and conſequently Baptiſm 
not ſealing the ſame covenant every way which circumciſion did, and therefore 
there is not the ſame realon from the covenant why infants ſhould be baptized 
though they were circumciſed, And this purpoſe I doubt not to attain thonghF 
grant there is other earth than that of Canaan, and that there may be other pro- 
miſes of earth befides.that which will ſerve to make a mixture, and yet the pto- 
miſes of things of earth as now extant under the Goſpel do not as well ſerve to 
make up the mixture I aſſert in Abrahams covenant, promiſing the Land of 
Canaan to be in the covenant of pure Evangelical grace as now it ſtands, ſich 
thoſe promi ſes of carth and this life are made to every believer or godly man 
now, whereas the promiſes of Canaan and other things ſpecially reſpect ing the 
houſe of Abraham and policy of Iſrael Gen. 17. and elſewhere were not made 
to Let and other godly believers it is likely then living, nor to Gentile-believers 
now under the Goſpel. Mr. Bl. goes on thus. 

2. Anh — is untoward, ſo taking bim at the beſt his frerf is weak, 
that the Covenant takes iss denomination From the promiſes ; but the promiſes 
are mit. The moſt eminent promiſes (which contain the m irvow of all) give ibe 
denomination, and not ſuch that arc annext 4s appendants to them, 

Anſw. Though the moſt eminent promiſes may give the denomination d 
the covenant to be an Evangelical covenant, yet to denominare it a pure E van- 
gelical covenant ir is necgſſary that not onely the moſt eminent, but alſo that 
all the promiſes be Evangelical: as though a man may be termed a Saint from 
the habitual purpoſe and bent of his heart, and the conſtant courſe of his acti- 
ons, yet he is not denominated purely a Saint but from the entire and unĩver- 
{al purpoſe, bent, inclination of his heart, and entireneſs of holineſs in his 
actions without the leaſt inconformity to it. 

Mr. BY, procegds thus, Such 4s js the promiſe of the Land of Canaan #1 
ti 4; . #þ- 
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append ant to the great Covenant made of God with Abraham, &s Chamier with 

warrant from the Text Gen 17.7,8. calls it lib. de baptiſ. cap. Sect. The 
Covenant being made of God 10 be a God of Abraham and bis ſeed (which might 
have. been made good whereſet ver they had inbabiicd er ſojourned) the premiſe of 
Canaan i over and above added to it. The reaſon given by M. T. ſer bis liſte of 
Chamicr's expreſſion, calling it an Appendix to the Covenant, is litile to purpeſe, 
Plalm 105.10,15. The gift of the Land of Canaan i called a Covenant, and 
therefore not an appen ſant to it. By the (ame reaſon Circumciſion muſt be 
the Covenant, and rot 4 ſeal appendant to it; ſeeing Circumcifien is called 4 
Covenant, Gen 47,10. Mr. T. is not ignorant of theſe Script ure Metony- 


mics. 
. Anſw. I finde Chanicr lib. de baptif, cap. 10. Sccf. 23. ſaying, That t& fre- 
miſe of Canaan # not tbe Covenant, but an Appendix to the Covenant. 

But I finde not that he produceth any warrant from the Text Gen.17.7,8. 
to call it ſo, nor that he doth any other way go about to prove it, but that the 
words Gen. 17.7. I will be thy God and of thy ſeed. Which be calls the cove- 
ant, is ill explained of earthly happineſs, either as the chief or onely happineſs, 
there mcant which he proves from Maith,22.32, Nor is there any force in this 
Reaſon, The promiſe of Canaan is added, v. 8. over and above the Ay 9.7. 
therefore it was an appendix and not the cove nant. For if this reaſon be good, 
it might be laid, The promiſe v.7. is not the covenant, but an appendix to it, 
cauſe it is added over and above the promiſe, u. 4. Add as for me, behold my 
corenant is with thee, and thou ſhalt be a father of many Nations, which is 
termed Gods covenant with him, Gen. 18.8. yea, me thinks the argument is 
good to the contrary, the promiſe Gen. 17.8. was added over and above the 
promiſe v. 7. and cloſed with this Epiphoneme, And I will Be their God 3 
therefore it was a part of the covenant, yea a main part of it, Nor becaule the 
promiſe v. 7. might have been made good whereſoever they had inhabited or ſo- 
journed. Doth it follow that the promile v.8. was not a part of the covenant, 
for by the ſame reaſon neither the promiſe v. 4. that Abraham ſhould be a father 
of many Nations, had been a part of the coyenant, fith the promiſe v.7. 
might have been made good Gough he bad been father of one Nation onely. 

Mr. Blake doth not rightly form my Reaſon from Pſalm 105.8,9,10,1r. 
thus, The gift of the Land of Canaan is called a covenant, and therefore not 
an apyendant to it, but thus it is in my Exzmen part 3. Sect. 2. the Plalmilt 
calls the promiſe of Canaun the covenant made with Abraham, Pſalm 105.8,99 
10,11. therefore it is a part of the covenant, and nat onely an appendix, Nor 
doth ir follow that then circumciſion muſt be the covenant, for it is confeſſed! 
called the covenant G:n.17.10. by a Metonimy, and v.11. ſhews it where 1 
is ſaid, And it ſhall be the token of the covenant between me and you, But it 
cannor be expounded by a Metonimy Pſalm 105.8,9,10,11. | 

For, 1. Thegift of the Land of Canaan was not a fign of the coveriant, 
nor can with any good ſenſe be called the covenant according to any other (ort 
af Metonimy beſides that of the thing ſignified for the ſign. 

2. If it could, — the phraſes uſed ſhew it cannot be underſtood Metonimi- 
cally 3 For it is called as well, the word which he commanded to a thouſand 
generations, the covenant which he made with Abraham, the oath unto Iſaac, 
which he confirmed to Facob for a Law, and to Iſrael for an everlaſting cove- 

nant, 
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alot $ and when it is retited the Plalmiſt prefixeth v. 11. 5 which or 
Tranſlation reade, Aying, Fintizs, Piſctior, dicendo, which doth directly tell uy 
wherein it was that the covenant he made did formally conſiſt, which he is ſaid 
to remember v.8. which thing is ſo clearly expreſſed Nehem,g.8. Gen. 26. 3. & 
23.334z13314, &c, that 1 ſhould wonder Mr. BI. ſhould perſiſt in this wran- 
gling courſe to queſtion a thing ſo plain, but that T ſee him tenacious of ab- 
turdities he vents though never ſo groſs, as from his expoſition and inference 
from Gal.4.29, and 9 paſſages hath been made appear. 

Mr. Bl. adds, 3. As his proof is weak, to make the covenant not a um 
Goſpcl=covenant, but mixt; {o in the third place, he is not conſtant to himlelf, 
pointing that out which he makes pure Goſpel, (Gen 1. 5. Gen.12.3. Gen, 
13.18. illuſtrated by ſome New Teſtament — Rom.4.17,18. Gal.z' 
8,916. Ads 3.25.) he oblcryes; yea it is tobe noted, that thoſe promiles 
which were Evangelical according to the more inward ſenſe of the Holy 
Ghoſt, do point at the privileges of Abrahams houſe in the outward face of 
the words, and thereupon' raiſes a doubt, whether any covenant made with 
Abraham be ſimply Eyangelical? And ſo he can finde out Evangelical promi. 
ſes in the twat of thar cbveriarit, which is non-evangelical in the outward 
face; ſo Bellarmine, with whom de fo much (to ſpeak in his own language) 
ſymbolizeth, can finde Out ſpiritual Evangelical promiſes in that which he 
concluded to be of another nature; denying that the promiſe made to Abres 
ham in the letter, was appel e of ſorgiveneſs of fins, but of ſpecial protecti- 
on and government, and carthly happineſs 3 yet confeſſeth that in a myſtical 
ſenſe they were ſpicitual promiſes, hoth ot pardon of ſin and life eternal, and 
that they belong to us, Hellar. de vacram. Bast. lib. 1. cap. 4. whereof C ham 
obſerves, that which is p omiſed myſticatly God in covenant doth promiſe3 
but Heaven is here promiſed myſtically ; therefore in this covenant here isa 
1 of Heaven; ſo the inward and outward face will be all Evanye- 
ical. 


I Anſw. Mr. Bl, miſ-recites my words; 1. in ſaying, That I point out in 
the Texts G2n.17.5, & r5.J. & 12.3. & 18.18, that which 1 make pure 
ofpel 3 tor my words are, that was Evangelical which we reade Gen. 17. 5 
7c, not that it was pure Goſpel, * 

; 2+ That raiſc a doubt whether [any] covenant made with Abraham be 
pl Evangelical? whereas my words are, wlience it may be well doubred, 
Whether [this] covenant made with Abrabam may be called ſimply Evangeli- 


cal, not whether [any] which is the ſame with that ſpeech forccited Sect 25.'6f 


„ All:n, This covenant was not Gmply and onc.y the covenant of grace. 


But what inconſtancy to my ſelf giving and taking, not knowing what to de- 


termine, is in thoſę ſpeeches, or in that other which he moſt excepts a ainſt: 
yea, it is to bo noted, c. I am yet to learn. Do J eicher by ſaying that the 

omiſes were Evangelical ſay that they were purely Ev ngelical not mixt) ot 
y doubting whether they may be called ſimply Evanglical revoke What I (aid, 


* that they were Evangelical? I think Mr. Blake will as ſ50n extract waret out 


| of a Flint as ſuch inferences from my words. Young F do nom chat 


* 


to argue a difo ſecuntum ut! ad diflum ſimpliciter is callacious. As for my 
fpecch which he ſaith (ymbolizeth with Bellarmine, if it be true, it is not the 
worle for that: nor did T blame Mr, A. for ſymbolizing with Arminius in 3 

trut 


1 
4 
4 
. 
: 


(175) 
woch, bur ſor agreeing with him in that explication which doth undermine the 
que explication of Rom. 9. B. which the Contraremon@rauts prove from the 
Text. If Bellarmine did by myitical ſenſe mean the ſame which I did by 
te more inward ſenſe of the Holy Ghoſt, and by the Letter what I expreſs by 
the outward face of the words, I ſee not that either Chumier or Mr. Bl. have or 
an prove it falſe,” The ſenſe in the outward face of che words I call that which 
a Linguift who knows what words ſignifie wou'd conceive upon reading wich- 
at any ether revelation from the Holy Ghoſt. But I cannot believe that any 
Linguiſt without other revelation than what the bare words hold forth would 
wet have underſtood theſe promiſes, A father of many Natious have I made 
thee, I will be a God to thee and thy feed, Thus Gentiles as well as Fewsſhall 
believe in Chriſt, Iwill juſtifie, raiſe thee up, and all that are my Elect, or who 
believe as thou doſt ro eternal life. I grant Chamiers concluſion, In this Couc- 
um here is 4 promiſe of Hetven, and yet deny that the outward face of the 
covenant Gen.17. is all Evangelical, nor is there a word in Mr. Blakes that 
es it. 

Mr. Blake proceeds thus, Laſtly, Mr. T. yes knows nos how to bring any 
thing bome (exe all granted) 10 ſerve his intereſt, And then ſets down What 
he conceives to be my meaning, which he thus oppoſcth. 

Firſt, that orthodox Divines both ancient and modern have made Circumciſion 
ts be of the ſame ſignification and uſe as Baptiſm, and till Anabaptiſts cloſed 
they had no A ducrſaries, but Papifts, who to advance their opus operatum in 
the Sacraments of the New Teſtament will have them as far to exceed the Old, 
Heaven doth Earth, and the ſubſtance doth the ſhadow 3, and then cites a 
ſpeech of ( hamter Panſt. Caih. tongs lib. 2. cap. . ſecl. 38. and profecures bis 
calumnies of my borrowing my we ons I uſe againſt intant-bapriſm from the 
Jeſuits, to all which I anſwer, 

1. That 1 grant that Circumciſion and Baptiſm are in part of the ſamę 
ſgnification and uſe, nor did I ever deny it; but in as many and more things 
they differ, which I have ſnewed E xercit. Sec. 2. Exumen part. 3. Sec. 9. in 
this part of · the Review, Sec. 11. and thoſe diſparities I prove out of Scripture 
and the beſt learned and approved Proteſtant Writers. Nor do I agree with the 
Jeſuits in holding Baptiſm to confer grace ex opere orerato, nor do I under value 
ie Covenant with Abraham and his feed as no Goffel-covenant, nor do I deny 
Circumciſion to haue been the ſeal of 4 Goſpel-promiſe, As Mr. blake doth ca- 
lumniate me, ind to make odious doth fa {ly and injurioutly ſuggeſt took from 
the Jeſuits, But this I confeſs 1 hold &xercit, Scct. 1. that there is got the 

ſame feafon of Circumit iſion and Baptiim, in ſigning the Evangelical Cove- 
nant; nor may there be an argument drawn from the adminiſtration of the one 
to the like manner of »dminifiring the other, of both which ſpeeches I have gi- 
ven an dccopnt in that place which I finde not yet invalidated ; and if they 
hold,” the analogy between infant-circumciton and infant-baptilm is evacu- 
ated, there being difference between the covenant made with Abraham and the 
new coyenant though both be in ſome ſort Evanegclical 3 and therefore the 
mixture of the covenant will ſerve my intereſt in this point. 

2. It is falſe which Mr. Blake ſaith, That my con ferm ity with the Feſuts 
about the difference between Circumciſion and Baptiſm to maintain the opus ope- 


ratum of the one tothe diſparagement of the other, as if Baptiſm exceeded - 
cumeiſ en 
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cumciſion as far a the ſubſtance the ſhadow, did put me upon it 10 affirm, that 


what all Proteſtant Divines defend againſt the Papiſts muſt be truth undeni. 
able is no undeniable axiome : for neither do I conform to Jeſuits in that 
point, nor was ſuch conformity any reaſon ot that ſpeech, bur the words of 
Mr. A. in his: Sermon, as the reading of the words, ot my Examen pag. 113. 
ſhew. And I ſay ſtill that ſpeech is a truth, and neceſſary to be avouched by all 
thoſe who aſcribe onely authentic authority to the ho. Scripture. Nor js it 
reaſonable to require that I ſhould ſhew any ſuch errour as is maintained by all 
Proteſtant Divines againlt Papiſts. | (os 

For, 1. it is not poflible for me to ſhew what all Proteſtant Divines hold 
againſt Papiſts. ; 9 : : ; 

2, Nor is it neceſſary to yerifie my ſpeech which avoucheth not any ſuch er- 
rour in act, but onely the poſſibility of it, which is lufficientiy made good by 
proring them not infallible, KS. | 
And to the demand how Popery ſhould be nn if that be no: Popcry which 
all Proteſtant Divines defend againſt the Papiſts. 


L anſwer. 1. it may be counted Popery and yet perhaps a truth which all 


Protettant Div ines oppole. f p 

2. What is Popery which we heve engaged our (clves to exti: pate is better 
kaown in the ways I (ct down Ap. p. 13351 34. Scct᷑. 13. than in Mr. Zlihes way, 

For, 1. it is not poſlible for any man no not the greateſt Reader in Con- 
troverſies roknow what all Proteſtant Divines defend againſt Papiſts. 

2. If that be the Rule to know Popery by, many things will nat be taken for 
Popery which are, there being many Tenents which are counted Popery which 
Proteſtants Divincs and thoſe of good noꝶꝶ have not oppoled, but have granted 
many things favourably to them, as not Mely the Collections of Brerely and 
ſuch like Papiſts, but alſo the Treatiſes of the Caſſandrian writers, and late 
Epilcopal Proteſtant do ſhew, which yet I do not approve of. 

I agree with Mr. Elke that there is leſs likelihood that the truth ſhould be 
with the Papilts than wich the Proteſtants, and yet there may be ſome truth 
which ſome Papiſts may diſcern which many Proteſtants do not. It is the ſay- 
ing of Dector Twiſſe Vind. Grat. lib. 1. part.z, ſcct. 25. digreſſ. 8. num.z , But 
I wauld not that thoſe things ſhould be rejecteſ of us, becauſe the Schoolmen hold 
them; fer neither do ihe Cretians fain all things, Auguſtires judgment was 
eſteemed better than the Pelagians as being the oracle of his time, yet he is 
cenſured as the hard father of infants for maintaining their damnation if they 
died unbaptize l. Calvin was in high eſteem as the great Light of the Pro- 
teſtant Churches, who have many of them followed him in the point about 
ulury, yet the Popiſh and Prelatical Divines are generally counted by our moſt 
zealous Preachers more right in that point than the tranſmarine Caluiniſts. 

It is a wicked calumny which Mr. Blake vents whe he ſaith of me, that I 
lep in upon the party of theſe ſons of Anak, meaning the Jeſuits. Had he any 
other than a malignant ſpixit towards pc, he would have judged that nc to fide 
with Jeſuits; but to kcep my Oath which I took in the folemn Covenant I did 
oppole infan:-baptiim, in maintaining of which he and the reſt of the Pædo- 
baptiſts have broken the covenant, whereby they bound themſelves to reform the 


worſhip of God after the Word of God. And for what he chargeth me with, 


Mas I berrow my e Hon the Feſuite, though my denial is enough to - 
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it me from it, there being none bur knows my actions better than my ſelf, 
and with men uot malcvolent to me I think my words at leaſt deſerve as much 
credit concerning my cn ations as Mr. Blakes, yet as I ſaid ſoI repeat it, it 
appears to be a icud calumry in that all along in my Examen, and now in my 
other writings al:nolt in eve y point I produce Proteſtants of good note concur- 
ring with me, not onely in the point about the extent of the covenant Examen 
feff4. pars.3 and the holineſs of children, x Cor. 7. 14. Exam. part. 3. ſect. 8. 

Exerc. ſect. 5. Rec ic art. i. ſcal. 22. but alſo about the inſtitution, Mat. 28.1 9. 

Rer iew part. 2. ſect᷑. 3. even in this point of the mixture of the covenant in the 

Section next before this. Yea, the Principle upon which I found all my diſpute 

is that which Mr. Cotton in his Preface to his Cialogue for infant-baptiſm con- 

feſſeth to be a main princ pe of purity and reformation. And though Proteſtant 
writers do many of them cppole my con.clution, yet they do agree with me in 
the premifies on wh.ich I build it, to wit, that Baptilm is to be atter the inſtitu- 
tion, and that ncither the inſtitution nor practice in the New Tejtament was of 

Px obap iſ n, and ail Pædobap: iſts whether P: esbytcrians or Independents who 

do hold that inf. nts beiong to the viſible Church as the poſterity of Abraham 

to the jemiſ Cluich co injuriouſly xecp them whele Baptiſm they ayouch to 
be good, aid to be vii. e Church member, from the Lords Supper for want of 
knowl.dy 3 as tor what he tells me, te can trace me out of ſume qeſuit in what 

I de'i. er t the Coenan! and Scat, though I do not yet believe it, yet there 

is no reaſon therctore to ieject it, as Doctor i wi e ſaith truly. 

Biſhop d erton in his Apel hath produced Popiſh writers and many of 
them Jcluits who deliver the ſame things which the Proteſtonts do; yet this is 
ſof.r f. om dilcrediciag their cauſe that it is juſtly counted a good plea for them, 
and why ſhould not the like plea be good on my behalf, fith Jeſuits ar. Adverla- 
ries to me, as well as others ? But enough it not too much in anſwer to theſe 
calumnies ſufficiently anſwered before, Poſt ſcript Sc. 13. 

Mr. Blake proceeds thus, Secondly, if Circumciſion have reſpect to thoſe pro- 
miſes that were no Goſpel-merctes, but civil domeſtical, reſtrained to Jews, and 
not appertaining to Chriſtians 3 How could it be 4 diſtinction between Jew and 
Gentile reſþc1.e to Religion, it might bv: made a civil diſtinction, and the 
want of it have bcen an evidence againſt other Nations, that they had been none 
of the multiplied ſeed of Abraham according to the fleſh, and that their intereſt 
bad not been in Canaan, But how could it have concluded them to have been 
without Chriſt, ſtrangers from the Covenant of promiſe, having no hope and with- 
out God in the world, as the Apoſtle determines upon their unc ircumciſon, 
Epbeſ.2.11,12. cannot be imagined. 

An f 1. Circumciſion did not make ſuch a diſtinction between Few and Gen- 
tle reſpect ive to Religion, as that every circumciſed perſon was of the Fewifh 
Religion: for if the poſterity of Iſmael and Eſau were not circumciſed as 
Mahometans at this day (which ſome. Hiſtorians (ay of them at leaſt for a 
time that they were) yet Abab and other worſhiperpy of Baal were of the poſtetity 
of Facob,and the Samarizans,as Mr. Ae lle in his Diſcourſcon Fobn 4. 23. were 
dircumciſed, yet were not of the Fewſh R. ligion, or at leaſt there was a diſtin» 
Rion in — — between them Foha 4. 22. Nor every one that worſhipped the 
lame God with the Fcws was circumciſed. Cu nel ius and many other Proſelytes 
of the gate owned the God and ſpiritual worſhip, and moral Law of the Jews, 
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though they were not circumciſed, as Mr. Mede proves in his Diſcourſe on Act, 

17.4. nor doth the Apoſtle Epheſ. 2. 1112. determine upon their uncircunciſi. 

on, that is, conclude them without hope, without God, barely from their uncir- 
cumciſion, as if he held all uncircumciſcd were without hope, without God: 
but he onely ſets thoſe things down as concurrent, not one the certain cauſe or 
fign of the other, 2 | 

2. Circumciſion did diſtinguiſh between Je and Gent. le reſpective to Re- 
ligion, not becauſe it ſcaled Goſpel-mercics, nor becaule it tealcd promiſes of 
civil or domeſtick benefits. but becauſe it bound to the obſervance ot the Law 
of Moſes, in reſpect of the obſervation of which the diſtinction in Religion 
was known by Circumciſion not by its ſealing rhe coycnant-promiles, either 
Evangelical, or civil and domeftick, 5 5 

3. If the diſtinction between cw and Gentile reſpective to Religion were 
made by Circumciſion as ſcaling the covenant, Gcn. 17. it might have made a 
religious diſtinction by my Tener, who hold it ſigned the ſpiritual promiles, 
though not them onely, as wel! as by Mr. Bl:kcs, 

The next thing which Mr. Blake urgeth againſt me from Fcrem. 4.4. Rom. 
2.28. Deut. 10.1 6. Deut. 30.6. Exck.q4.9. is that Circumciſion had relation 
to promiſes ſpiritual, which is not denied, nor any thing againſt the mixture] 
hold in the covenant, nor to evacuate any inference I make from it. 

In like manner the fourth tends to prove that Circumciſion did not reſped 
alone the civil intereſt of the Fews, which I grant. But the fifth thing urged 
by Mr. Blake needs ſome examination. 

Fifthly, ſaith he, How is it that the Apoſtle giving a definttion of Circumciſe 
on refers it to nothing rational, civil or dome$iick, but oncly to that which is purt- 

ly fbiritual, ſpeaking of Abraham, he ſaith, he reccivcil the ſign of Circumciſun, 

4 ſeal of the rightcouſneſs of the faith which he had, yet being uncircumciſed? 

The righteouſncſs of faith is a promiſe purely Evangelical, Rom. 3. 22. & 3.30 
& 10.3. Phil. 3.8. and this Circunciſion (calcl, the ſelf-ſ:me thing that our 
Sacraments ſcal. | 

Anſwer. The Apoſtle doth not give a definition of Circumciſion, Rom.g. 
11,12. For, 1. that which is to be defined is, ſay Logicians, a common term, 
but Circumciſion Rem.4.11. is not a common term, but a ſingular, or indivi- 
dual, to wit, that which Abraham had in his own perſon, it is that which he te- 
ceived, and the time is noted to be after he had righteouſncls by faith, which he 
had yet being uncircumciſed, for a ſingular privilege to be the father of believers, 

Ergo 2. There is no gc nus, nor dilkerence of Circumciſion from other 
things, therefore no definition, No genus, for the term [ {cal ] cannot be the ge- 
nus, it being a meer Metaphor, and ſo not declaring what it is, but what it is 
like, in reſpe& of the uſe, Beſides, Circumciſion is an action, but Szal is in 
the Predicament of relation, as being a ſign, or a figure in the Predicament of 

; —2 or an aggregate compound of a material ſubſtance, having a figure for 
ſignification. Bur the genus is in the ſame Predicament wich the ſpecies, and (9 
is not [ Seal] with [Circumciſion] Erge. For doth Sca! of the righteouſne(s 
of faith a ee to all Circumciſion, nor difference it from the Spirit of God; 
nor according to the Pædobaptiſts H DPorbeſis, from the Paſs- over, Baptiſm, or 
the Lords Supper, , 

Mr. Bleke adds, So that their extrgerdinary Sacraments arc cxpre ſiy affirmed 
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to be the ſame with ous by the Apoſile, 1 Cor.10.3. They eat all the ſame ſpiri- 
tual meat, and did all drink the ſame ſpiritual drink, fo are their appointed eft a- 
hliſhed Sacraments, C ircumc iſion and the Paſs-over. 

eAnfwcr. 1. The — aa 64 Sacraments are (aid to note the ſame thing 
with ours, not expreſly affirmed to he the ſame with ours, 

2* It is no where (aid in Scripture that Circumciſion and the Paſs-over did 
note the ſame thing with our Sacraments, much ls that they are the ſame Sa- 
craments with ours, 

Mr, Blake adds, Will Mr. T. with his old friend Bellarmine lib. t. cap. 15 
de Saramentis in genere, an. l Mr. Blackwood in his Kc ts the temh Objefion, 
deny that Circumciſion was an uniocrſal ſeal of faith, but was onely an indicf- 
dual (cal of the undividual faith of Abraham, and ſo all jalls to the ground 
which is (poken from that Tex! of the uſe of Circumciſion to the Jews. All that 
i there ſpoken, having reference oncely to Abraham in perſon, 

Anſwer. Mr. Blue teils me of an old triend of mine whom I never knew, 
and have hitherto mace him mine adverſary, although perhaps we may agree in 
ſome things, and I think Mr. BI Ae and he agree in mote than I do with bim. 
Ir ſtems not to me to be Bellr, opinion, or Mr. Blackwoods that circumeiſion 
was onely an individual Seal of the faich of Abraham, but Bellarmines opinion 
is, that his circumciſion did teſtifie not his individual faith, but his individual 
privilege to be father of the faithful], which Mr. Blke agrees with him in, 
when he lait h, This priority of receiving the faith and the ſign and ſeal, is proper 
to Abraham* And then he is as much his old friend 2s mine. 

Mr. Blackwood in his Reply to the ſecond part of the Vind. of the Birth-pri- 
vilege, pag. 47. ſaith thus, So that Circumciſion wa a ſeal of the righteouſneſs 
which Abraham had, not in perſona propria, bat in perſona relativa, it ſealed 
unto him not his own perſonal righteouſneſss which he had long be ſere, but ibe 
righteouſneſs of all belic vers. In which I diſſent from him, concciving it ſealed 
both: however his opinion ſeems to be otherwiſe than Mr. ble repreſents it. 
For my (elf 1 do not make it any ſeal of faith either univerſal or individual, 
nor know I well what ſenſe to make of cither, but this is my opinion, that 
Abrahams individual Circumciſion, and no others is made Rom. 4. 11,12. the 
feal of the righteouſneſs of faith to Abraham as the father of believers, and to 
all believers of all Nations as his ſeed. Now to this opinion of mine I finde 
nothing oppoſite, bur againſt another point that Abrahams Circumciſion was 
a ſeal of the righteouſncis of faith and of the Covenant to him oncly, which 
I dilclaim, and therefore let his arguments paſs without gain- ſaying, onely I 
requeſt the Reader to take notice that Mr. Blake hath many ways miſ-repreſent- 
ed my opindon in this Ch. but hath not at all overthrown the mixture in the 
Covenant Gen. 15. which I aflert 3 but where he ſets down my opinion right- 
ly ſaith 54g. 18 1. To this I readily agree, nor hath at all ſo much as brought one 
reaſon to ſhew that my diſtintion ſhews not my turn for which I bring it, 
Which he undertook to do, but leaves that thing and runs out in calumnics of 
me, and proving that which I deny not. 
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SECT. XXVIL 


The four firſt Chapters of Mr. Sidenham's Exercitation are examined, and bis 
vanity in h conceits about conſequences proving Infant-bavtiſm, the purity of 
the Covenant Gen. 17. Infants of Believers being Abraham's ſeed and in 
Covenant, is ſhewed. 


Think it neceflary for many Reaſons afore I review the diſpute about Mr, 

Ms. ſecond conclufion to conſider what Mr. Cuthbert Sidenham hath ſaid in 
the four firſt Chapters of his Exercitation. 

1. Heforeſtalls his Reader with things palpably falſe, that zherc is nothing 
in all the New Teſtament againſt the baptiꝭ ing of Infants, not one hint from any 
expreſs word dropt from Chriſt or his Apoſtles ; not one phraſe, which though 
never ſo much ſtrained doth forbid ſuch an aff, The contrary whereof is abun- 
dantly proved in the ſecond Part of this Review, Sect. 5. c. nor can any Px- 
dobaptiſt finde ſo much againſt infant-communion, Bell-baptiim, baptizing of 
dead perſons, Baptiſm of Midwives, the Croſs in Baptiſm, and many other 
— and Popiſh uſages as there is in the New Teſtament againſt infant» 

iſm. 

That all bis Oppoſites bave onely this to ſay, that they can finde no ſ) lali- 
cal precept or word of command in terms, ſaying, Go bapt e Infants, or any poſi- 
tive example where it is ſaid in ſo many words Infants were baptized, all that 
they ſay beſides is to quarrel with and evade their arguments, and that this argu- 
ment is built on this falſe principle, that no direct conſequences from Scripture ard 
mandatory : the contrary whereof is ſo manifeſt out of my Examen part,z. 
ſect. 12. Apol. ſect. 11. — Mr. Sidenham oſten quotes, and therefore can- 
not be ignorant of unlefs wilfully) and throughout all my writings; that a man 
can ay conceive but that he ſhameleſly vented theſe things aga inſt his own 
knowledg. And therefore I need not anſwer his Reaſons to prove the ule of con- 
ſequence. Let any Pædobaptiſt give me one good conſequence whercby intante 
baptiſm is proved, and I fhall yield, the conſequences of Mr. Baxter and 
. I finde to be meer fallacies, and have, and doubt not with divine aſ- 
ſiſtance to ſhew them to be ſo. 

That which he ſaith, pag.6. That where we have a promiſe lud as the founda- 
2i0n of à duty that is equiualent to any expreſs comman ; for as commands in the 
Gofpel do ſuppoſe promiſes, to encourage us to act tem, and help us in them; ſo 
promiſes made to perſons do include commands, eſpecially when the duties com- 
manded are annexed to the promiſes, as all New Tettament Ordinances are as 
well as old; is ambiguous, and in what ſenſe, it is true it ſerves not Mr, Siden- 
bams turn to prove infant-baptiſm. By foundation of a duty may be underſtood 
eicher a motive to encourage to a duty named, as when it is ſaid, Him that bo- 
noureth me I will bonour, this promiſe doth ſuppoſe it a duty to honour God, 
and is a motive to encourage to it, and ſo is a foundation in that ſenſe of the 
duty : or by foundation of a duty may be underſtood the Rule according to 
which that duty is to be performed, and this may be unde: ſtood either thus, to 
whomſoever there is a promiſe of that thing by which a duty is urged on others 
| they are bound to do 
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t duty, aud then it is falſe ; for Chriſt promiled Aarth. 
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19.19, 20. to the Apoſtles whom he bid prcach the Goſpel and baptiqe, that he 
would be with them, and Aſat:h. 1 8. 20. to two or three gathered together to be in 
the tuidſt of tbem, doth it therefore follow that every two or three gathered to- 

ether in his Name are commanded to preach and baptize ? or it may be un- 
Frſtood thus, that he to whom the promiſe is upan the doing of that duty is 
bound to do it; and this I grant to be true: but this will not lerve Mr. Siden- 
bams turn: for there is no m_ to infants that upon their baptizing them · 
{elyes they ſhould have remiſhon of fins, nor is Mr. Sidenham * abſurd as to 
make baptiſm infants duty, but their right : now as Mr. Sidenham would have 
it, that becauſe there's a promiſe ro infants, therefore others are in duty bound 
to baptize them, as having right to it, it is talſe, ſith the inſtitution of Baptiſm 
is not to whom God hath promiſed to be a. God, for that is according to his 
ele&ion which is unknown, Rom. 9. 6,7, 8. but to them who are Diſciples or be- 
lievers in Chriſt, Math. 28.19. Mark 16.15,16. There are ambiguitics in the 
ſpeeches that commands in tbe Goſpel do ſuppoſe promiſes, that promiſes made to 
perſons do include commands, that all the New Teſtament Ordinaxces are an- 
nexe d to promiſes, which would be too tedious and unneceſlary to unfold, it is 
ſufficient to ſhew they will not ſerve Mr. Sidenbams turn in the ſenſe they are 
wrue, and will as well ſerve to prove infants right to the Lords Supper, as to 


Baptiſm. 

That which he ſaith, Me have as much in the New Teſtament to prove in- 
fant-baptiſm, from the true principles of right to Ordinances, as they have for 
thoſe whom they baptize 3 for they baptige grown perſons on ſuch and ſuch conſi- 
derations 3 and we hall hereaſter ſhew we baptize on as ſtrong and equivalent 
grounds, is notoriouſly falſe : for we baptize according to the qualification re- 
quired in the inſtitution of Chrift,. and the Apoſtles and other Preachers ba- 
zing and direct ing the uſe of Baptiſm in the New Teſtament which are ac- 
owledged the true principles of right to Ordinances,and it is acknowledged 

even by Pædobaptiſts that they have neither precept nor example in the New 
Teſtament of infant - baptiſm, and therefore cannot have as ſtrong and warrant- 
able grounds as we who are Piſtobaptiſts, that is, baptizers of believers. Nor 
i it true that it iᷣ requiſite we ſhould ſhew them expreſacommand againſt Injant- 
baptiſm, it is enough that they cannot prove in its inſtitution. Infants never 
by droine warrant enjoyed Baptiſm, and for Circumciſion it was more unlike 
than lite to Baptiſm, and of it an authent ique repeat is eaſily ſhewed Acta 15. 
and elſewhere, 

In the reſt Mr. S ĩdenham ſhews not why infants ſhould not have been ba- 
*prized at firſt, as well as grown men if it had been Chri/ts minde 3 Iſhmael and 
all Abrahams males were circumciſed the ſelf ſame day in which Abraham was, 
Gen.17.26,27, and thereforegf Pxdobaprifts Hyporheſs, were right, infants as 
well as perſons of years ſhould have been baptized by the Apoſtles, which they 
lid not, for in that it is not expreſt, it is enough to ſhew it was not done, un- 
leſs we make the Spirit of God defeRive in what was ncedfull to ha ve been ſet 
down, and to ſay as Mr. Sidenham doth, There is enough to ſhew it ws done 
though not written , is with the Papiſts to maintain unwritten traditions 
Rule ef manners. There. is no hint left by Chriſt or the Apoſtles to deduce. 
as a infant-baptiſm from. And it is falſe which he ſaith , God bath al- 
ways ordained. ſome Ordinances in the adminiſtrationgoj which, for the moſt 
part, 
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fert, the ſubjedt bath been purely paſſive. He names nor can name any till the ins 
ſtitution of Circumciſion, which was not till after the world had been aboye 
wo thouſand years. The reſt of his ſpeech ſavours of this corrupt principle, that 
what we conceive fit in Gods worſhip is to be accounted his minde, This is 
enough in anſwer to the firſt Chapter, 

In the ſecond he ſaith untruly, that the Covenant Gen. 17. was firſt made 
with Abraham and his ſecd in the name of all believers and their ſced, both Jews 
and Gentiles ; nor is it true that if he ſhould finde the (ame Covenant reaching, 

entile belicucrs and their children as Abraham an4 bis they cannot be denied 
the new external ſign and ſeal of the ſame Covenant, that is, Baptiſm, 

And for what he ſaith, the Covenans Gen.17, was a Covenant of pure 
grace, I grant it ſo far as it was Evangelical, but deny it to be a pure Goſpel- 
covenant, nor do any of his Realons prove any more than I giant, that there 
were Goſp:I-promites meant by God under promiſes of temporal mercies proper 
to Abraham and his natural poſterity, and thole that joyned with them in their 
policy; which I have proved before, out of Scripture to be termed the Coyes 
nant it ſelf without a Metonymy, and God is (aid to keep that Covenant by 
eſtabliſhing the Tſraclitcs in Canaan, and therefore it is but vain talk that the 

romile of Canaan was but an additional, appendix ; added ex ſuperabundanti, if 

be mean it ot the Covenant Gen. 17. if he mean it of the Goſpel-covenant 
it is more true that was added ro the other as a more hidden ſenſe under the 
promiſes of civil and domeſtick privileges. I do not make a mixture in the 
Goſpel-covenant, but in the Covenant made with Abraham, Gen. 17. nor by 
mixture do I underſtand any other than a compoſition of various parts, not a 
mixture in the nature of it, or ſubſtance or circumſtances : but that the 
Covenant made with Abraham had promiſes of two ſorts , ſome promiſes 
in the firſt obvious ſenſe of the words proper to Abrahams natural poſteriy, 
ſome ſpiritual common to all believers in the morg hidden ſenſe of the 
words, which with what hath been ſaid before is enough to anſwer that Cha- 
, pterallo, proceeding _ miſtakes of my meaning in the term [mixt] in na- 
ny paſlages, and the reſt if not anſwered before, I let paſs, becauſe dictates widr. 
out proof. * 

* third, after he hath allowed the diſtinctions of Abrahams ſeed into 
carnal and ſpiritual, natural aud believing, he ſets down fix conſiderations. 

1. That Abraham”: ſpiritual ſeed were 45 mnch his fleſhly ſeed alſo, Iſaac # 
Iſhmael except Proſelytcs and Servants : which may be granted with theſe li 

mitations. 

1. That it be not underſtood univerſally, for Chriſtiin believing Gentile 
neither Proſelytes to Iſrael, nor ſervants to them, are Abrahams ſpiritul 
ſeed, yet not at all Abrahams fleſhly ſeed. ä 

2. That Iſaic was as much Abrahams fleſhly ſeed as Iſhmael according io 
the meaning Rom. 9. 8. as fleſhly ſeed is called from natural generation fimply 
conſidered: but not as Gad. 4. 23. it is meant of fleſhly ſeed called ſo from i- 

tural generation in ſome reſpect, to wit, as begotten in a baſer way. | 
The ſecond conſideration of Mr. Si ſenhum is this, [ The Covenant was ad- 
miniftred to all Abrahams natural and fleſhly children, as if they had been (p- 


orgs and before they knew what faith was, or could actually profeſs Abrahams” 
aith. | 
* 


* 
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If he mean by the Covenant onely Circumciſion I grant it of all Abrahams 
natural male children: if he mean the covenant of grace which is Evangeli- 
cal, though I deny not that it was adminiſtred by the mediation of Chriſt, 
and the work of the Spirit, to many elect infants aſore believing, yet I deny 
that it ever was or ſhall be adminiſtred to any but the elect of God, who have 
the denomination of Abraham: ſpiritual ſeed. For I know not how the Cove- 
nant which promiſeth remiſſion of (ins, juſtificaticn, regenerati on, adoption; 
eternal life is ſaid to be adminiſtred but by giving theſe, which ate given onely 
tothe cle, not to 4 brahams meer natural or fleſhly iced. Meer outward Ordi- 
dances id outward gifts and privileges as they are not promiſed in the Goſpel- 
covenant,which we call the covenant of grace, either as made to.4 brah1m,or con- 
firmed by Chriſts bloud, ſo neither are they adminiſtrations of it, but ariſe from 
Gods command or providence without the Covenant as Evangelical. 

His third conſideration is, II no contradifion in different reſpef?s to be 4 
ſeed of the fleſh by natural generation, and à childc under the ſame promi ſe made 
with the parent 3 for they both agreed in Abraham's caſe: which I grant, if 
meant of Iſaac and Facob, and ſuch othewHezrs of the promiſe, as the Scriptures 
term them, But I reje& that which follows, that none was a thilde of promiſe, 
but as he came of Abraham's fleſh: for believing Gentiles are children of the 
promiſe though they come not of Abrahams fleſh, yea it is not onely true to 
the contrary, but expreſly ayowed Rom.g.8. That none are children of the pro- 
miſe as they come of Abraham's fleſh, Nor is it true, that f became from 
Abraham's fleſh, ſo every one bad the ſeal of Gods Covenant on his fleſh; for this 
is not true of males under eight days old, or females, and therefore this infe- 
rence is vain : Thus 4 ſpiritual promiſc was made with Abraham and his carnal 
ced, 
ö His fourth conſideration is, There was no diſlinclion of Abraham's fleſhly 
ſeed and his ſpiritual ſecd in the Old Teſtament, but all comprebended under the 
ſame Covenant, till they d egencrated from Abraham's faith, and proved them- 
ſelves te be meer carnal, and rejected the promiſe. 

But this is manifeſtly falſe, Eſau was Abrahams fleſhly ſeed, but never his ſpi- 
ritual ſeed. The Apoſtle determines Rom g. ii. aſore he had done good or evil he 
was rejected, and with the Apoſtle a childe of the promiſe, and an ele@ perſon 
are the ſame, No man is Abrahams ſpiritual ſeed but an ele& perſon, or true 
believer : Scripture makes none gfe his ſeed ſpiritual Rom.4.1 2,16. C 9.728. 
Gal. 3. 29. * 8.39. This very Authour makes the diſtinctions of fleſhly 
and ſpirĩtual, believing and natural taken out of Rom. 9. 7,8 Gal. 4.23. C 3.16. 
moſt true. And if a perſon may be Abrahams ſpiritual ſeed a while, then the de- 
generate the ele, and true believers may fall away finally and totally, and if 
they that be Abraham: ticthly ſeed be under the ſame covenant with the ſpiritu- 
al till they degenerate, then a perſon may be in the covenant of grace, and be 
meerly carnal, having not the Spirit of God, then a man may be in the cove- 
nant of grace and not abide in it, then the covenant of grace may be defect ive, 
mutable, and if there be no diſtinction of Abrahams ficſhly ſeed and his ſpiritual 
in the Oli Teſtament, untill they rejected the promiſe, then there is no diſtinct ion 
of elect and reprobate till in time they embrace or reject the promiſe contrary to 
Rom. 9.11. He that holds this poſition muſt become an Arminian. 


His fifch is, There is 4 car nal and ſtirizual ſeed of Abraham, cven under the 
l New 
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New Teſtament, 4# our Oppoſites muſt acknowledg, as well as Infants ; ſo ere 
the moſt viſible Profeſſours which they buptide 3 which may have no grace; and 
many prove carnal Indecd, through the predominancy of their luſts and cor- 
TUpTIONS. 

Anſwer. It is ackdowledged that thete is a carnal ſeed of Abraham under 
the New Teftement in the Fewiſh Nation: but viſible Profeſſours of the Gen- 
tiles which are baptized although they be many of them carnal men (and fo 
are many of the congregational Churches not baptized) yet they cannot be 
termed the carnal ſeed of Abraham, being not his ſced either by nature or by 
believing as he did. f 

His ſixth is, when there i mention of Abraham's carnal ſeed in app ſition to 
ſpiritual ſeed, it cannot te meant primarily or ſolely of thoſe that deſcended from 
Abraham's fleſh ; for then Iſaac and Jacob were the carnal ſeed, yea Chiift 


bimſel f, who as concerning be fleſh came of Abraham; it muft be therefore of 


thoſe of Abraham's ſeed which degenerated and ſlighted the Covenant of the 
Goſpel, and theſe were preperly ibe carnal ſecd. 

Anſwer. The tiinGion of Ab?ahams carnal and ſpiritual ſeed is as the 
diſtin&ion of the Church into viſible and inviſible, in which the members 
may agree to the ſame perſons, though on the other fide alſo they may not agree, 
The — perſons may be of the Church viſible and invilible, and yet ſome 
— may be of the Church viſible who are not of the inviſible, and 
ome of the inviſible who are not of the inviſibl: : ſo ſome are Abrabams cat- 
nal ſeed ho are alſo bis ſpiritual, as Iſauc, Fecob, Chriii 3 ſome re his ſpititu- 
al ſeed but not his carnal, as Gentile believers 3 ſome his carnal ſced but not his 
ſpiritual, as unbelieving Fews 3 ſome neither his carnal nor ſpiritual ſeed, as 
unſound Profeſſours of faith of the Gentiles, who are no way Abrahams ſced, 
nor eyer called his carnal ſeed in Scripture. 

There are but two places I know in which the term of Abrahams fleſhly ſeed 
or childe is uſed Rom. 9.8. Gal.4.23. in both which is meant of his ſeed by na- 
rural generation, though in the later in a worſe way. In the former way, thofe 
that embraced the Covenant without degenerating from Abrahams faith, bcing 
deſcended from Abraham by natural generation, are as properly termed Abra- 
hams carnal ſeed as thoſe Iſraclites that did backſlide. 

I grant, Abraham was à natural father to many of theſe to whom he was 4 
ſpirirual father, as to Iſaac and Jacob and the godly of their poſterity, but not to 
85 He was a ſpiritual father to believing Galatians, though not a natural, 

3.29. 

But what Mr. S idenham ſaith, That all to whom Abraham was à natural fa- 
ther were under the Covenant, and had the ſcal untill they rejected themſelves, is 
in no part true: not the farmer, for Iſhmael was never under the Covenant, 
whether ir be meant of the ſpiritual promiſes or temporal, unleſs Mr. S idenbam 
means by b-i pg under the Covenant being circumciſed, which is all one with 
having the ſel, and then he uſeth an inept tautology in bis ſpeech without 
good lenſe. Nor is the later true of females and males under eight days old. 

I grant that both Abr ham natural and ſpiritual children were circumciſed, 
which Mr, Sidenham means when in the Pædobaptiſts gibberiſh he ſaith, The 
promiſe took in both relations, ar to ont ward adminifiration : but Rom. 3. 12534 


And 


ſpeak* ding of che ſpiritual childe of Abraham but the natural. 
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And for what Mr. Sidenham faith, And if men truly ſlate things, ' you may 
n gue as much againſt Abraham's natural ſee4 from enjoying tbeſe privileges, as 
belicucrs natural ſeed now, and with as much evidence of truth. 

I know not what he means by truly ſtating things, the privileges mentioned 
Rom.4.14243,4- ate Ciicumciſion, and the commiſiton ct the oracles gf God 
to them, and this later is reckoned as the Fews advantage and though it be 
true, that we have the benefit of the oracles of God, yet it is not true of our 
children in infancy, nor of any of us or our children, that to them were the 
oracles of God committed as to the Fews, And for Circumciſion it is true, we 
may argue as much againſt Abrahams natural ſeed from enjoying it as believers 
natural ſeed now, and with as much evidence of truth, fince Chrifi is come, 
Cicumciſion the ſhadow is to ceaſe, both to Fews and Gentiles; and me 
thinks Mr. Sidenbams arguing ſhould be the ſame with ours if he were a 
Cbriſti an (as I doubt not he was) and not a Few, Bur that which Mr. Siden- 
ham would have is, that a belicvers natu al childe ſhould be Abrabams ſced, and 
this is the true ſtaring of things, which perhaps he means. But afore 1 ſtate 
things after Mr. Si ſenhams minde, I. muſt ſee ſome proof, as yet I ſee no one 
proot to make good any of his (inconſiderate) conſiderat ions. a 

He takes upon him 80 weigh the Scriptures brought by his oppoſites to prove, 
that they onely are {brahams ſeed meant in the Covenant as it was Evangeli- 
cal Gen, 17. 7. to be true believers or elect perſons. 

The firſt is Kom. 9 6,7 8. in the ſetting down of the occaſion of which 
words he ſaith, Hcre (Kom. 9.4, 5.) is à catalogue of high privileges wil ich be- 
longed to the Jews, which they acre to be cut off from, which I j ou Paul's heart, 
and was like 16 fink him, But this is a frivolous conceit, for the privileges 
there reckoned are all or moſt of them of things already paſt, ſuch as they 
could not be deprived cf, for that which is already done cannot no not by God 
himſelt be not done, for it would imply 2 contradiction . ſo thole that were Iſ- 
raelites, whoſe were the f.uthers, who bad the giving of the Law, of whom as 
concerning the fle Chriſt cane, could / not be cut off from theſe privileges 
which were things paſt, yea to imagine that the Fews ſhould be deprived of 
thole privileges is to overthrow the faith of the Chriftizns, who belicve that 
Chriit came of the fathers of the ?ſr:clites according to the Heſh, of which the 
Fews could not be deprived but by making it falſe, And for the reſt of the pri- 
vileges though our Tranſlators reade [t whom pertains the adop ton ani the 
glory, not as Mr. Sidenbam, the adoption of glory] yet the Gree being 3 8 
zuohe ca, hich leaves out the Verb to be ſupplied, ic is clear that it ſtould be 
read whoſe were the ad«ption and eliry, aud the Conan and 1h" giving ibe 
Law, and the ſervice and the promiſesy and v. 5. whoſc were the fathers, as well 
as it is read from whom Chriſt came, though the Verb be net cxpreſlod, ſith 
ctherwiſe the ſpeech were not true. For to the preſent 1{raclites did not pertain 
the ad«p'ton, as if they then living were adopted or to be adepted chiidien of 
God : for the Apoſtle bemoans their rejection and cutting off, And tbc U 
being meant of the Ark, 1 Sam. 4. 21. or the cloud that covered it © xc. 10. 4. 
long before loſt, and the Covenant meant of the two Tables of the Law, being 
loſt, and the giving the Lam, to wit, the judicial Laws being an act cannot be 

expounded but of the time paſt, and fo the [crvice, to wit, the ceremonial wor» 
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jp now Chrift was come was no privilege to the preſent Fews, but a heavy 
— 8 yet it — a great privilege — anceſtours, and the Verb is to be read 
in the Præter · tenſe, and in like manner the promiſes were the Ifraelites, that is, 
they had them firſt given to them, and had the benefit of them, and according - 
ly it is to be expounded thus, whoſe, that is, to which 7 ſrael/tcs were the pro- 


miſes fi:ſt made, and they injoyed the benefit of them The thing then that 


afflicted Paul was, not that the preſent Fews. were to be cut off from thoſe * 
vileges, but that the people who had formerly ſo great tokens of Gods peculiar 
reſpect to them ſhould nor be broken off from the Olive-tree, rejected from be- 
ing Gods people, and hardned in unbelicf. ; 

Mr. Sidenham thinks this Text 4 weap2n mboſe 81g is turned againit theſe 
that count it their own, 

x. Saith he, The Apoftlc is ſadly troubled for bis kinſmen after the flcſb, for 
their rejeſlion; his reaſon is, becauſe of the Covenant and the promiſes made to 
them, becauſe they were the natur al feed of Abraham; which holds forth that 
the promiſes and privileges of the Covenant were indefinitcly 10 all the I- 
raelites. 

Anſaer. It is true, the Apoſtle was ſadly troubled for the Fews rejection, 
but rhe reaſon given is ſuch as is ſcarce competent to a ſober minde. For the 
reaſon, as he makes it, muſt either refer to his trouble or their rejcction. If it 
refer to Pauls trouble, the ſenſe is, that Paul was troubled becauſe of the Cove» 
nant, c. But this ſhonld be a matter of rejoycing to him, not of trouble, 
unleſs he were troubled that God brake his Covenant with'thcm, becauſe they 
were the natural ſeed cf Abraham 3 but ſute God never brake his Covenant 
with them for that reaſon, nor is it to be imputed te God without imputing un- 
faithfulneſs to him, which were blaſphemy to affirm, If it be referred to the 
Fews rejection, then the ſenſe is, they were rejected becauſe of the Covenant, 
Cc. But ſure they were not rejected becauſe of the Covenant made to them, 
but becauſe of their unbelief in not being ſtedfaſt in the Covenant, Rom. 11. 20. 
There's the like wit in the illation. 

For, 1. how were the promiſes made indefinitely, and yet to all the I, 
raelites ? [all] is not an indefinite note but an univerſal: 

2. What is the meaning of that expreſſion, the privileges of the Covenant 
were made to all? The making of privileges is ſomewhat an uncouth phraſe. 

3- What were the promiſes and privileges made to all the Iſraelites, he tells 
us not, and ſo the Reader is left to gueſs. 

4. How Pauls trouble or the — given ſhould hold that forth is another 
Riddle which needsan Ocdipzs, if ſuch nonſenſe ſcribbling be counted worth 
ones ſtudy to unfold it, 

2. Saith he, That it't a moſt ſad thing to be excluded from the outward and 
general adminiſtration of the Covenant. Why ſhould Paul thus break out in bis 
affections, for the loſs of outward privileges, af it were not ſuch 4 mercy to be un- 
der them ? 

Anſwer. It is I confeſs a ſad thing to be excluded from any mercy of God, 
much more to be excluded from though but an outward adminiſtration of the 
Covenanc of grace. But it is a ſad thing to me that I finde à Teacher of 1 
Church pretending ſo much zeal ſor truth to vent in p int ſuch a ridiculous 
conceit, as if Pauls great ſorrow and continual pain in his heart, by * 
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that, for the remedy whereof he could wiſh himſelf accurſed from Chriſt, were 
for the excluſion from outward privileges, which they might have and yet be 
damned, and might want and yet be layed, It the ou: wald privilege were Cir- 
cumciſion they had it, it Baptiſm they might have it, and yet be damned, 
And ſhall we think the Apclil: ſo fooliſh as to be thus troubled for ſuch a 
loſs ? 

3. Saith he, The Apoſile holds forth, that perſons may be under the outward 
adminiſtration of the Covenant, and yet not get the efficacy of it, vcrſ. 6. They 
gre not all Iſrael that are / Iirael 3 the Covenant was with Abraham and hi 

ed, all that were of him; and ct all were not Iitacl, that is, partakcrs of the 
award life and efficacy of the Covenant. 

An. That which the Apoſtle holds forth is not, as this man dotingly ſcribles, 
that perſons may be unter the ot adminiſtration of the Covenant, that is, 
circumciſed, c. and yet rc: get the efficacy of it, that is, have the Ci:cumcifion 
of the heart, juſtification and etcrnal lite: for though this be a truth, yet 
there's not a word in the Apultl.s anſwer v. 6, 5, 8. which gives any, colour tor 
ſuch a Paraphraſe, there being no mention of Circumciſion or any ſuch rite as 
they call the outwafd admiuiſtration of the Covenant, nor any words equipol- 
lent thereto. For t be of 1ſracl is to be deſcended of Facob by natural =_ 
tion, as in like manner v7. to be the ſee of Abraham, and v.. the children 
of abe fleſh : nor could ſuch an Anſwer have met with the Objection, which 
was not, it che Fews were deprived of the ourward adminiſtration, how co 
Gods word ſtand to be a God to Abraham and his ſeed ? But thus, if they were 
not his people to be juſtified and ſaved by Chriit, how could the word of God 
ſand, Gen.17.7. FJcr.31.36,37- which ſcemed to promiſe they ſhould be his 
people to be juſtified and ſaved by Chr ? And therefore to anſwer, they had 
the outward adminiſtration, though not the inward efficacy is to confirm the 
ObjcRion, which is, that chey had not that inward efficacy which the Cove- 
nant promiſed : nor doth the Apoſtle deny that thoſe ſaving mercies were in 
the promiſes, nor think the promiles ſalved by alleging that all had outward pri- 
_ though not ſaving mercies 3 but by ſhewing that the ſaving metcies in 
thole promiics were ne t aſſured to every natural childe of Abraham, or of Iſrael, 
but to the choice ſe:d diſtinguiſhed from the reſt by promiſe, and peculiar cal- 
ling according to election, whether of ce or Gentiles, and thereby made the 
Iirael of God, v. 7, 8,1 1,24. and ſo Gods words of promiſe ſtands firm to that 
ſeed of Abraham and Iſrael to whom it was made, though the natural ſeed of 
Abraham, and I(ra-l be rejected from being Gods people. It is therefore ex- 
prelly croſs to what the Apoſtle ſaith v. 7. which Mr. Sidenham ſaith, that the 
Covenant wu with Abts ham and his ſeed, all that were of him. 

And that which he ſaith, And ſo though they were under the outward _ 
ſation of the Covenant, yet God was not mutable, nor bis promiſe, though he rc- 
Jected them becauſe of their own degeneration 3 is directly contrary to the Apo- 
ſtles determination that they were rezecd mcerly out ot the abſolute liberty of 
Gods will, v.18. which the Apoſtle proves in the rejection of Eſau verſ. 1 , 
I2,13. afore he had done goo or evil, yea, afore be was born, and the ſpeech to 
Moſes, v. 1 5. and the har ening of Pharaoh, v.17, And indeed if this Para- 
Phraſe of Mr. Sidenbam were good then the Arminian doctrine of conditional 
reprobation were here exptelly tau. ht, that = rejefiqn was becauſe of their 

Bb 2 own 


— —— — 


* 


own degeneration, ele 
tiles muſt be, becauſe of their own believing, 
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and conſequently the election of the other, to wit, the Gen. 


and Gods promile to be a God to 


them muſt preſuppoſe rheir believing as the reaſon of his promiſe to them, 
which is the very dregs of Pelagianiſn founding the difference between the cal- 
led and rejected in mans will and not Gods. 

What Mr. Sidenha ſaith, thut the Cvenint was male in general with 
Abraham'- ſeed, to all that came from him, meaning by natural generation, is 
contrary to the Apoſtles reſolution v. 67.8. and would make God a breaker of 
his promiſe, (which was not of outwar4 privileges, but of ſaving grace) and 
ſuppoſes the Covenant and the election not commenturate, contrary to the 
Apoſtle, yea, to Mr. Sidenhans on words where he ſumms up the Apoſtles re- 
ſolution, when he ſaith, that none are the chiidren yi the promiſe (to whom 
the Covenant was made) reul ſaints but toſe that have the true effects of the 


Covenant in their hearts. 


And what he ſaith, to all children of belicvers the promiſ- viſibly belongs is 
them 4s to Abraham and his ſced, it's a piece of non-ſenſe gibberiſh, ſuch as 
Pxdobap:iſts uſe, according to their falle i{ypothejes, no whit agreeing either 
with the promiſe Gen.17,7, or the Apoltics 1 Rem 9.6, 7,8. ſo 


often refelled by me, that it is ſupeifluous to ſay of it any 


e now, 


As for what he adds, But here is nothing at all to demonſtrate that infants, be- 
cauſe children of the fleſh, are not under the promiſe. 

I ant it, but ſay, there is enough to demonſtrate that the promiſe of being 
a God en. 17. 1. is not made to every believers childe, ſith ic was not made to 
all Abrahams natural ſeed, but to the elect of them, which is enough for our 


parpolc. 


Mr. Sidenhams proceeds to the Text Gal. 3. 16. which he grants not to be 
meant barely of Chrilt perſonal, if, ſaith he, the promiſes were to Chriſt »y/ti- 
cal, then to all the cleft as in him, and ſo to infants as well as grown perſons, 
{which I grant) but thus the promiſe is canveyed under ground à it were, none 
knows the veins of it, which I alto grant, untill the calling ſhews who wee 
ele&, nor do I count it any abſurdity to yield it. 

But, ſaith he, cake the promiſe to be made to Chriſt, the ſced, as the Head of 4 
viſible Church, then ſtill is ſpeaks for us. . 

Anſwer, This is doughty diſputing, likely to turn the edg of our weapons 
againſt our ſelves, when the Antagoniſt muſt yield him what he would have; 
and me thinks he ſhould have brought ſome E xpoſitour or ſome argument for 
him, and not ſo pitifully beg what he ſhould prove. To the contrary I urge that 
by [Chrit Gal. 3. 16.] is meant either Chriit perſonal or Chriſt myſtical, or 
both, and not as the Head of a viſible Church. 

1, That #be promiſes ſaid to be made to Abraham's ſeed, that is, C briſt are 
of the bleſſing of Abraham, which is righrcouſneſ i and the ſpiri:, Gal. 3.8,9,14. 
the inheritance v.18, life v.21. not bare outward privileges. But theſe thin 
belong onely to Chriit and his myitical body, not his meer viſible Church. 
Ergo, they are not the ſeed there mcant. 

2. From the condition or means by which the promiſe is made good, and 


that is faith, v.14,22. But the meer viſible Church may be without faith, 
therefore the promiſe is not made to it. 


3. By the expre's determination of the Apoſtle y.7.”.Know ye therefore, that 
| 8 they 
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they which are of faith are the children of Abraham, ver(.29. And if je be 
Chrifts (that is by faith, v. 26,27.) then are ze Abraham's feed and heirs ac 
cording to the promiſe : which a man would think were enough to filence thoſe 
that make the promiſes to belong to unbelievers as Abrahams iced, 

4. The current Proteſtant ingerpreters of note, ſuch as Beta, Piſcater, Per- 
kins, c. go this way. 4 

Bu: Mr. Sidenbam tlunks to evince his pu: poſe from v. 14. where the bleſſing 
of Abraham is laid to come on he Gentiles 19r0ugh Chriſt, and this bleſſing of 
Abraham was not pcrſonal, but to lin ant lis ſecd, this very bleſſing is come on 
Gentile believers, 4s 6n Abraham 3 therefcre it muſt come on believer of the 
Gentiles and their ſced. For it cannot be called Abraham,s bleſſing, except it 
come on the Gentiles according tothe ſubſtantial terms of Abraham's Covenant : 
now this was the ab ſolute form of Abraham's bleſſing, 1 will be a Ged of thee 
and thy ſeed ; and this very bleſſing is come on the Gentiles through Chriſt, as it 
tame on Abraham 3 aud there fore it muſt be to belicving G.ntiles and their 
feed ; elſe tt will netiher be Abraham's' bli ſing in the ferm ner fatneſs of it; 
Abraham's being will deſcend on the Guntiles clipt half off, nos like it ſelf : 
and is muſt needs be à very uncouth ſ ing 10 all judicious ears, to (ay, thut Abra- 
ham's bleſſing is come on tbe Genti les by Chriſt, as it was on the Jews, by Abra- 
ham, and to exclude half the ſubjefts at once from any right to it; for ſo you miſt, 
if you caſt out the ſeed of Gentile believers. 
To xhich I anſwered, that had not the Aſſembly at Weſtminſter, Confeſſion 
of Faith, chap. 18. art.4. cited Gal.z.9,14. with Gen. 17. 7,9. to prove infant- 
baptiſm of a helieving parent, I ſhould not have tranſcribed ſo much of this ar- 
puing. The bleſſing of Abraham muſt come on the Gentiles, ſaith he, according 
io the ſubſtantial terms of the Covenant, Gen. 17.7. Ergo, on Gentile believers 
and their ſeed, Now what is the blefling of Abraham ? and what the ſubſtan- 
tial terms of the Covenant ? and what iced of Abraham did it come on ? 'and 
how ? a 
1. The bleſſing is plainly expreſſed v. 8.9. to be juſtification v.14. to be 
the receiving tbe promiſe of the ſpirit. The ſame Apoſtle Rom. 4 6,9. placeth 
the bleſſedneſs of Abrab n in the imputation of righteouſneſs through faith, 
Bea Annos. in Gal.3.14. Et ſpiritus nomine benediffionem æternæ ſpiritualis 
vite intelligo. Perkins Comment. on G4. 3.14. That the bleſſing of Abraham, 
that is, righteouſneſs and life everlaſting, Piſcat. Schel. in Gal. 3. 14. Ht be ne- 
dict io ills Abrabæ promiſſe (de qua ſupra v. 8.) ad Genies perveniret in Chriſto ; 
qaarenus nimirum ille Chriſto inſeruntur per fidem, Dicſon in Gal. 3. 14. bencdi- 
#io Abraba, id eſt, juſtit ia ꝙ vita æterna. 

2. The ſubſtantial terms of the Covenant Gen. 17.7. are thus ſer down by 
Mr. M. in his Sermon, pag. 10. The ſubſtance of the Covenant on Gods part was 
to be Abraham's God, and the God of his ſced, to be an all- ſuſſe icnt portion, an 
all- ſuficie nt rewar for hin, ro give Jeſus Chriſt to him, and righteouſne(s with 
him, both of juſtification, and of ſanfification, and of everlaſting lije. On 
Abraham?s part the ſubſtance vf the. Coucnant was, 10 belicuc in the promiſed 
Meſſiah, to walk before God with apcrfeft heart, to ſerve God according to bis 
revealed will, to injiruf bis family, exc. Not one that I know that makes the 
bleſſing or the ſubſtance of the Covenant to be an initial ſeal, viſible Church- 
memberſhip and ſuch like meer Eccleſiaſtical privileges. * 
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2. The ſeed of Abraham to whom the bleſling is promiſed is his ſpiritual 
ſeed, and it onely. Diodati Annot. on Gal. 3. 14. of Avraham] namcly, pro- 
miſcd to Abraham, and 10 bis ſpiriruat poſteri one. Tratp. comment on Gel, 
3.14. v.14. The promiſc of the ſpirit] that i, zbe | pirtcuas promiſe made to 
Abraham, and bis ſpiritual poſterity . The Text it ſelf C 4.3.7. Know ye 
therefore that they which are of faith, the ſame arc the cbi.dr.n of Abra- 
ham. | : : ; 

4. The means is through faith, Gal.3.14. So then they which be of faith are 
bleſſed with faithjull Abraham, vcrſ.g. From which I inter, that he that would 
conclude from hence that the bleſſing of Abraham comes upon ihe G ntiles, fa« 
thers and infant-children, and that this is according to the ſubſtantial terms of 
the Covenant, Ger.17.7. muſt hold that all children of Gentle believers ate 
elect and belicyers, and that they are juſtified as Abraham was, which Mr, . 
and Mr. G. diſclaim, and indeed is munifeſtly falſe being contrary to Scripture 
and expcrience. But Mr. Sidenbam thinks to infer hence a meer Eccleſiaſtical 
privilege of right to an initial ſeal, which is not at all meant G4. 3. 14. by the 
bleſſing ot Abraham, nor ever meant by the Covenant Gen. 12. 7. nor would the 
— be true, if meant of itz for many of Abtrabams ſeed had no right to 
Circumciſion or viſible Church-memberſhip. Surely according to Pædobaptiſts 
Hypotheſes all the poſteriry of Abraham by 1ſhmaet, the ſons ot · Keturah, Eſaus 
_ excluded; and therefore the word of Gods promiſe ſo cxpounded had been 
falſe, | 

As for Mr. Sidenhams Reaſons, there's no force in them. The firſt may be 
retorted, The firſt is come on Gentile believers, as on Abraham 3 therefore it 
muſt not come on believers of the Genit/es and their ſeed alſo univerſally, for 
it came not on Abraham and his natural ſeed univerſally, nor is it true this vc- 
7y bleſſing is come on Gentile belicvers as on Abraham, for it is come on Abra- 
bam not ſimply as a believer, but as a father of believers, not as father of men, 
oo comes on no Gentile as father of believers, but as Abrahams childe by 

aith. 

The next alſo may be retorted, if the hleſſing come on the Gentiles according 
to the 7 7 mr terms of Abraham's Covenant, then not in a meer outward 
Eccletiaſtical privilege, for that is no part of the Covenant, Gen.17.7. much 
leſs the ſubſtantial term of it, it is neither Abraham's bleſſing in the form nor 
farneſs of it; yea, if it be meant by Abrahams bleſſing it, i clipt half off nos 
like it ſelf, it's made an empty thing, a meer outward privilege without (alya- 
tion, and ſo is in a manner reduced to nothing, and half the ſeed of Abraham, 
all the females and many more are excluded from any right 10 it. For they had no 
right to the initial ſeal, ro wit, Circumciſion. 

And to his queſtion, And to wbat end ſhould the Apoſtle ſay, The bleſſing of 
Abraham, and not the Promiſe or Covenant i come to the Gentiles, bu that be 
intended it to the Gentile believers and their ſeed, as formerly it came to Abta- 
ham and bis ſecd ? | 

I anſwer, he ſaith, The bleſ«ing of Abraham (not the Promiſe or Covenant 
of Abraham) becauſe he in the Chapter before mentioned it, and it was the 
proper effect of Chriſts being made a curſe for us, though he after mention the. 
Covenant and Promile according to which it is beſtowed,' But that the uſe of 

that term of [the blcſsing of Abraham] ſhould intimate an outward privilege 
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of an initial ſeal to Gentile believers and their natural ſeed is ſuch a reaſon as I 
am out of hope ever to underſtand, Me thinks the uſe of that term verſ. 14. 
compared with v.7,8,9. doth overthrow the fond conceit of the Aſſe.nbly and 
Mr. o ilenbam, and is ſo plain a determination, that the Promiſe of being G10 
Abraham's ſecd, is meant onely of true believers of the Gentiles, and not their 
natural feed, that if there were no more Texts, it ſeems enough to me to over- 
throw thciyinterpretation of Gen. 17. 7. and the inference they make thence. 

_Andinthis I'commend Mr, $14eabans wit and the Aſſemblies, that they let 
pals Cal. 3. 7. without mentioning, finding perhaps that it is expteſly contrary 
to their conceit of Gentile believers children being reckoned for Abraham, 
ſced. 

I think it not amiſs to add the word of Mr. Stalbam Vindic, Redempt. a- 
gainſt Orcs, GA. 3. 13,14. Lebuld, here a Goſpel-bleſsing comes upon all theſe 
who are ficed ſrom the legal curſe, and if then the non-ciecled by this mans do- 
frine have the one, he mu;t yicld ihe other alſo; if freed from the curje they are 
bleſſed, juſtified, and ſaved ones ; this is worſe than non- ſen ſe, even impure bla- 
ſphe vy againſt the eruth + which fliews all theſe to be connex to be freed from 
the curſe, to be bleſled with Abrahams bleſſing, to be juſtified and ſaved, and 
therefore cannot be interpreted of a meer outward privilege belonging even to 
believers children who may be, as Eſau was, non-ele&. 

There's another Text which Mr. Sidenbam takes upon him to turn the edg 
of it againſt Antipædobaptiſts who produce it againſt Pædobaptiſts, and he 
ſpeaks thus, But in G4'.3.29. the Apoſile (ſay they) 4 who arc the 
feed; if you be Chriſt's, then you are Abraham's ſec, and heirs according to 
promiſe ; ſo that now no children born of belicving parents can be the ſeed 3 fur 
they muſt be Chriſt's, according to that in u. 26. we are all the children of God 
tarough faith in Chrift Jeſus. 

An{wcr. This Text is clear not to prove (as Mr. Sidenham repreſents our 
conciuſion) that now no children born of believing parents can be the ſced, but 
that none of the Gent1/les are Abrahams ſeed but thoſe who are Chriſts by their 
faith or election, and adoption to be the children ot God, for ſuch are all that 
are Chriſts, and heirs according to the promiſe. But the children of believing 
Gentiles are many of them not tuch, nor any of them in that he is the childe ot 
a bclieviag Gentileꝭ therefore all the children born of believing Parents are 
not Abraham: ſeed, as Pædobaptiſts ſuppole. 

To this Mr. Sidenbam oppoſeth, 1.7 = the Claromont Bible hath it, if ye be 
one in Chrilt, then are ye Abrabam's ſecd, and that the A poſiles endeavour is to 
take away all difference between, Jew and Gentile, and to bold forth their unity in 
Chriſt, where there js no didi ncfion as formerly: but now the Gentiles being one 
in Chrilt are Abraham's ſeed as welt as the natural and believing Jews. 

Anſwer, It is granted, that the Apoſile rakes away the difference between 
Genti es and Jews ho are in Chriſt, and aſſerts that now the believing Gen- 
tiles being one in Chriſt arc Abraham's ſced as well as the natural and beii ving 
Fews. But this makes for our purpoſe ; for as none of the natural Iews but 
the elect and belicving were Abrabums ſpiritual ſeed, ſo it is concerning the 
Gentiles, none of them either of tlicir children are Abrahams ſeed in the ſenie 


by which the Gentle may be termed Abrahams ſeed but the elect ana be- 
ving. 
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2. Saith Mc.Sidenham, The Apoſtle here huth no intent to ſbem the d iſtins 
#ion of Abraham's ſeed as the ſulject of tbe ward privilcges, and adminiſtrg« 
tions of ordinances, but to ſhew that none are ſpiritually and really Abraham's 
feed and hoirs of promiſe, but ſuch as are Chriſt's, one in him with Abraham: 
for if thus ſhould be the diſtindl ion of ſeed as the: ſubject of out ward ordinancesy 
it would be as much againſt profcſsing - bAievers as jNJants; for there is à carnal 
profeſsion ag well as a fleſhly generation, the former more abomi nable. 
Anſwer. I confeſs it is net the Apoſtles intent to ſhew the diiteaFion of Abra- 
hams ſeed as the ſubjeſt of the out ward Privileges and adminiſtrarton of Ordi- 
r41ces: for neither doth he make there any diſtinftion of Abrahams ſeed, there 
being in that paſſage no ſeed of Abraham mentioned but ſuch as are ſpiritual; 
nor doth he mention Abrahans ſoed as the ſubject, meaning the adequate ſub- 
ject of outward Ordinances and Privileges, there being many that were not 
Abrahams ſpiritual ſeed, who might be circumciled, ar admitted to the 
Paſs- over and Lords Supper, and at leaſt in ſome of theſe many who were might 
not; though v. 26,27, compared together ſhe who were wont then to be bapti- 
red, to witʒ believes, and ſuch as atleaſt in proſcſſion put on Chriſt. And I con- 
ceive Pauls intent was to ſhew, that none are ger and -rerty Abraham's 
feed and heirs of promiſe, but ſuch as are Chrilt's, one in bim with Abraham. 
Now this maniteſtly proves the thing We would have, that none of our kill. 
dren ate Abrahams ſeed in the Goſpel · ſenſe according to which the promiſe Gen. 
17.7. is to be underſtood, but elect and true believers, and fo not in that Cove- 
nant, and conſequently not by virtue of intereſt in that Covenant baptiz able, 
as Pædobaptiſts would have it. But I know not any who teaſon thus, None but 
theſe who are Chriſt's are Abraham's ſced ; and none arc Chiiſt's but rrul he- 
lievers, and where fore none bat they muſt be baptized: Por though it is true, that 
before God none have right to Baptiſm but luch, yet fith the Miuiſter of Ba- 
priſm cannot diſtinguiſh between a believer in reality and one in profeſſion he 
is without fault in baptizing a bcliever onely in profeſſion, whom he takes to be 
a belic ver in reality, 1 5 
Tf eny fay, Bapriſm knows no fleſh, the mean ing likely is that Baptiſii ãs not 
al6tred rs any for irs natural birth though of a believer. Soi that I need not an- 
ſwer Mr. Sidenbamt arguments to the contrary, ſith I do not aſſert that none 
but Abrahams ſeed may be baprirell. a PF | 
Nor is i: true, that we habe the fame groun1 of chur ity ro att vm in ſanti of 
belie vert as ongrown men. For though infants may be Cbriſti, yer e have not 
the ſame evidente that they are ri uc we have of grown perſons, whoſe 
woids and act ions thew that the Spirfr'of Gd dwels in tham, Nor won, God 
de r 1 Cor 7g. to count the chien to be holy as viſible profelloars are 
for the parents taſth, but to be legitimare from the lawfulneſs of their gepterati- 
on, Nor can ij be proved that any one infant of the mbſt godly perſon is taken 
is the. ſame Covenant with the purem: nor doth Chritt's reſpe#-10 infant 
When brought whim give Warrant tu any to Judg beiter pf a believers infant 
divh of ea vifitle profeilhurfor to account of ſuch an infa us Böpti table. 
Nor is it rere, ih general Ser ſpture-aſſtrtron, and the ny of an mde- 
Hure promiſe, is more ibn t onr Retfons 10 judg viſible PRvþ bur Chi ft! 
„Abt ham, ſeed, dr fuel vf Bupnifm; fich cht words ations of ſuch a 


| — do then more of 6briſts ſpirit and faith than any ſpeeches of God er po- 
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fes do of infants now exiſtent, and he that baptlxeth a viſible profeſſor of 
= proceedeth nppon certain knowledge according to a certain rule of bap- 
ming Diſciples, which is more to aſſure the conſcience in the doing the will 
of God, then any Charitable judgement or any probable likelyhood of an in- 
ants being Chriſts, or in covenant for the preſent, or certain revelation. of 
the infants electlon and being in covenant, and ſo will be a believer 
can be to-warranta man to baprize it at this inſtant, Nor is it true that he 
that baptizeth a viſible — goes by the purblind eye of bis probable judg- 
ment, For he baptizeth upon an unerring rule of _— manifeſt diſciples, 
according to an unerring knowledge, that thoſe he baprizeth are ſuch under 
the Goſpel 3 the Jewes are Abrahams fleſhly ſeed, though they be not vikible 

ors of faith in Chriſt, no meer Gentile viſible profeſſor is Abrahams 
nor any true believers natural ſeed as ſuch, nor doth the covenant make 
every believer in reallity, or any, except Abraham, much leſs every viſible be- 
liever a ſpiritual Father. I confeſs, the ſpiritual ſced of Abraham rakes irs de- 
nomination from the covenant 3 I mean the future ſeed, and from their believ- 
ing the actual, but the natural ſeed takes not irs denomination from the cove- 
nant,but A brabams begetting, nor is it true the Covenant made with Abra- 
han and his natural ſeed, is renewed in the new Teſtament with believers and 
their led, neither formerly nor now are infants of believers non- elect Abra- 
bans "ſeed, ner is there in the word of God one paſſage either in the old or 
new Teſtament either of thoſe alleaged by Maſter Sidenhgm or any other, I 
know, wherein infants of believers are viſibly owned as we own viſible profeſ- 
yt. There will be ſound viſible ſubjes of baptiſm. though neither infants of 
lievers, nor meer viſible profeſſors be Abrahams ſeed. I conclude mv ani- 
madyerfions on this chapter of Mr. Sidenbamt with theſe conſiderations , 
that none but ele& or true believers of the Gentiles are the ſeed of Abrabam 
with whom the Covenant Gen. 17. 7. is made, nor are perſons to be bapti- 
zed for their intereſt in that Covenant, except it be made manifeſt by their pro- 
ſeſſion of faith, and therefore neither ean we ſay of any infant of a believin 
Gentile that he is in that covenant, nor if we could, were it to be baptize 
till by profeſſion or other waics , its faith did manifeſt it to be a Diſciple of 
Chriſt, 

In the 4. chapter Mr. Sidenham tells us of 4 being in Covenant according 
to the purpoſe of ele ion in Gods heart, which I allow, and of being in Covenant 
inthe face of the viſible Church by the perſons own viſible 2 ſn, which I 
deny not, but for the other ſort of being in covenant with God as ina — 
moral conſideration, as in the right of another through a free promiſe to him and 
bis heirs, it's a meer figment, there being no ſuch kind of being in Covenant 
in the time of the ncw Teſtament, nor doth Mr. $idenham bring one text of 
Scripture to prove it: and for his reaſons they prove it not, 1. Sach be, If 
men deny an external as well as internal being in covenant, none can admini- 
ſter an external ordinance an ourward ſign to any, for we muſt go by external 
rules iu theſe aftings, But this reaſon is nothing to prove a political moral 
being in covenant without any act of Covenanting by either of the parties in 
Covenant, I deny not, but that all the elc& arc in Corenant with God in 
his purpoſe and ſo infants are in Covenant with God by Gods promife; ei- 
her to his ſon when he gave them to 2 or at ſome other time. And I prone 
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that viſible profeſſors of faith in Chriſt are in Covenant externally by their 
own a of covenanting, and ſuch may be baptized they being Diſciples of 
Chriſt, 2. Nor did I ever ſay that no Ordinance muſt be adminiſtred to theſe, 
which are not internally in Covenant, 3. Nor do I count it any abſurdity to 
ſay we may ſet a ſeal to 4 blank (though I like not the expreflion) in this ſenſe 
a man may lawfully be baptized to whom God hath not promiſed to be his 
God. 4. And I have ſhewed we have certain evidence of viſialc profeſſors being 
in covenant, for we hear their profeſſion and ſee theit actions, and their 
rule by which baptiſm is to be adminiſtred, but of infants we have no evidence 
of their being in covenant by profeſſion of faith, accord ing to which We are 
to be baptized, yea we have evidence to the contrary, and their being in cove. 
nant according to election is uncertain, and if it were Certain, yet till they be 
actual believers or Diſciples of Chriſt we have no rule to baptize them by, 
nor is there a jot brought by Mr. Side nham to prove they are in Covenant by 
their parents faith onely in Goſpel times. Nor doth any thing Mr. S idenban 
hath {aid anſwer that which he ſaith ij the great queſtion 1 and we all urge, thy 
if Gol male the Covenant with believers and their ſeed, ibey muſt be all ſaved, 
&c. But in ſtead of anſwering me poſeth me thus, doth God make the cove. 
nant of ſalvation with every viſible profeſſor whom they baptize f or with eve. 
ry vifthle Saint, Anſw. No; Or do they baptige them out of Covenan:t Any, 
Yea 3 If by being out of Covenant be meant, that the Covenant of ſalvati- 
on is not made by God to them; then bow come any to fal off and be damned? 
Anſw, None of thoſe God made the Covenant of ſalvation with fall off and 
be damned, others though baptized rightly and were viſible profcllors, yer fall 
off and are damned, becauſe the Covenant of ſalvation was never made jy 
God to them, Or what rule have they to baptize by ? Anſw. That which i, 
Mat. 28. 19. Mark 16. 15,16. Acts 2. 38, 41. and 8. 12, 37, 38. Wh 
ſhould it be thought more hanions to ſet 4 ſeal on (i. e. baptizc) injunts, as 1 
the covenant, then on theſe profeſſors which aſter wards prove not to be in Cov 
nant, Anſ. becauſe infants are not Diſciples of Chriſt, when viſible profeſ- 
ſors are, though they be not in covenant with God by his promiſe of aving 
grace. The being or not being in Covenant is not the reaſon of the baptizing 
or not baptizing of them, but their being or not being Diſciples ct Chuig, 
or do they baptize becauſe that perſons are in the covenant ? Anſw. not be- 


cauſe they are in the covenant that is Gods covenant to them, but becauſe 
they covenant to be Chrilts by their own Declaration and promiſe, which is 
certainly known upon hearing their words and ſeing their actions, nor is i 
any trick to evade, but a clear truth, that it is not being in covenant (byGods 
promiſe of ſaving grace to us) but being an actual believer, gives right to bap- 
tiſm 3 Nor doth it follow if the covenant be the ground Gi. e. the object) 
of faith, it may well be the ground (j. e. adequate reaſon on the baptizer and 
the baptizeds part) of an outward przvilege i. e. baptiſm, for the inſtitution is 
not to baptize men in covenant by Gods act of promiſe, but Diſciples or per- 
ſons in covenant by their —— of faith, Nor is there danger of ſepara- 
ting the Covenant from the conveyance of actual priviledge:; for the Covenant 
of it ſelf, till ir is fulfilled by the making a perſon a known Diſciple of Chriſt, 
doth not give right to baptiſm any more then to the Lords ſupper. Nor is 
there reaſoꝑ why infants without faith ſhould now be baptized becauſe they were 
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ercunciſed, the inſtitution of the one being different from the other, neither 
do we account Simon Magus, c. Abrahams ſpiritnal ſeed, nor deny elect in- 
faots to be ſo, if God doth adminiſter all his graces by covenant, yct not all 
ourward ordinances by the perſons intereſt in it, and if he did, then infants 
by this reaſon ſhould have the Lords ſupper as well as baptiſm. The invifible 
deſign of Gol may be known to us, and is carried on ſecretly in an outward vis 
ſible diſpenſation. and ſome may be condemned by an outward rule, and yet per- 
ſons not admitted into or ejected out of the Church by their being or not bang 
in Covenant through Gods act of promiſe to them, but by their profeſſion an 
practiſe we ſay not, none are te be baptiged but real believers, the ſpiritual ſeed, 
nor that none are the ſpiritual ſeed but viſible belicucys, nor do we conceive in- 
fants no ſpiritual ſced of Abraham becauſe no viſible believers 3 But we deny 
that an infant of a believer is as viſible by promiſe as a believer by profeJ.on. 
For on the one ſide no infant is of the viſible Church barely by Gods promiſe 
of regeneration, jaltification, ſalvation. 

t. Becauſe that promile is according to Gods election, which is ſecret, ſo 
as that no man can know who are they to whom the promile pertaines, till ic 
appear by ſome others declaration then the promiſe or act, an infant can ordi- 
narily perform. 

3. That which makes a thing or perſon viſibly muſt be ſamething exiſtent in 
aR, for then a thing or perſon is viſibly when it is the object of ſenſe , but 
ſenſe is onely of fingular things actually exiſtent. But perſons may have a 
ptomile afore they are in being, as Tſauc was in Covenant afore he was be- 
gotten or born, yet not a vifible Church-member, therefore an infant is not 
vilble by promile. | 

. On the other fide profeſſion makes a perſon manifeſtly viſible, and there- 
fore Mr. Sidenhams ſpeech is palpably falle, that an infant is as vifible by 
pomile, as a believer by profeſſion, 
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SECT. XXVIII. 


It is proue i from Luke 1. 54, 55. and 19. 9. John 8. 39. Rom. 4. 11, 12, 
13, 14, 15, 16, 17. Gal. 3. 2, 16, 29. and 4. 28. Rom. 9. 6, 7, 8. Mat. 
3. 9. That the ſeed of Abraham te whom the promiſe as Evangelical is 
made, Gen. 17. 7. are onely true believers or clef perſons. 


T O thole texts in the foregoing Sectian alleaged to proye that the ſeed of A- 
brabam to whom the pcomile, Gen.17. 7 .as it is Evangelical belongs, are 
only true believers or ele& perſons, which have been vindicated from Mr. Siden 
hams anſwers, I ſhall adde ſome more in the new Teſtament, : 
1. In Maries long, Luke 1 54. 55. It is ſaid, He bath holpen his Servant 
Iſrael, in remembrance of his mercy as he ſpake to our fathers, to Abraham, 
and to hn ſced for ever. 

That leed of Abraham is onely meant in the promiſe, Gen, 17. 7. As it 
was evangelical which he hath holpen by Chuiſt in remembrance of his mercys 
this is manifeſt from the text, Bur they are onely true believers or elect per- 
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fons. Piſc. Schol, in Luk. 1. 55. Semini. ñ o ονjDt id eſt teſteritati nempe 
ſpirituali, id eſt electis, ſroe ſint ex judeis, ſroe ex gemi bus, ut docet Apoſtolas 
Rum. 4. v. 16. and ch. 9. v. 8. New annot on Luke 1. 55, to hi ſeed for e- 
ver, that is to the faith full and holy. See Gal. 3. 16. 26, 27, 29. They only 
are holpen by Chriſt in remembrance of his mercy, which is confirmed from 
the words of Zacharias, Luke 1. 71, 72, 73» 74, 75+ 76, 77, 78. wherein 
the holy Covenant and Oath God ſware to Abraham was, that he would grant 
them ibat is ¶ Abrahoms (ced) ſalvation, deliverance, to ſerve god in holyneſs 
and righteouſneſs he fore him all the daies of their lije, the ſalvat ion is expreſſed 
to be by remiſſion of fins, through the tender mercy of God, whercby the dg 
Spring from on high viſited them, which ſhewes, the Covenant as it was B- 
a, promiſed not outward privileges but ſaving graces, which are not 
promiſed to any but ele& perſons, therefore by Abrahams ſeed in the promiſe, 
Gen. 17. 7. As it was Evangelical are, meant onely elect or true be lie- 
vers. 

2. It is ſaid of Zaccheus, Luke 19, 9. This day it ſaluation come to thi 
houſe, for ſo much as be alſo is the ſon of Abraham, for the ſon of man is come 
to ſeek and to ſave that which was loſt ; In which words the term [ ſ02 of A- 
braham] is made to infer ſalvation, and Zacchcus in that he was the ſon of 
Abraham, proved to be one that the ſon of man came 10 ſceł and ſave which 
can agree onely to eleR perſons, therefore the term [ ſced of Abraham] cquis 
pollent to [ſon of Abraham] as Evangelically ſuch notes onely cle& i 
or true believers. Piſcat, Analyſ, Luc. 19. 9. Elefio Dei patris fignificatur 
v. 9. his verbis, co quod ipſe quoque filius Abrahæ eſl, ubi intelligitur non fun- 
plic i ter filius ſecundum carnem, ſed = ſecumdum promiſſionem Dei, qua 
promiſerat ipſum futurum patrem credentium , ſchol. filius Abrahe , nempe 
Flius ſecundum promiſſionem, id eſi electus, vide, Rom. 9. v. 2. and 8, New 
Annot on Luke 19. 9. Is the ſon of Abraham, to be a ſon of Abraham 5 to be 
choſen freely, Rom. 9. 8. To walk in the ſteps and faith of Abraham. Rom. 4, 
11,12, And generally to do the good works of Abraham, John 8. 39. here - 
by we moy be aſſured of Election to eternal life, Rom. 8. 29, 30. 2 Pet. 1. 10. 
Trap com, in Luke 19. 9. He alſois a ſon of Abraham that is frecly clefod, 
Rom. 9. A follower of Abrahams faith, Rom. 4. 12. And 2 dvcr of bis 
works, John 8. 39. 

3. Itis ſaid by our Lord Chriſt, ohn 8. 39. If ye were Abrahams 
children ye would do the works of Abraham, he granted them ver. 37. Tobe 
Abrahams ſeed by nature, but not the ſeed of Abrabam according to the Co- 
venant Evangelical, becauſe their practiſe was unlike Abrahams . Whence 
inferre, they Onely Evangellically are Abrahams children or ſced even f 
thoſe who deſcended from Abraha n by generation who are like unto Abraham 
in their Actions. But ſuch onely are true believers or ele& perſons, therefore 
true believers or ele perſons onely are Abrahams children or ſced E vangelical. 
Diadati. Annat. on Fohn 8. 39. children, namely true and lawfull imitators 
F Abrahams faizh: Father of all believers, wherein conſtſic the true mean- 
ing of this name of children of Abraham, Rom. 4. 16. and 9. 6, 7. Gal. 3+ 


7. 
4. With our Lord Chriſts words accord the words of Paul, who doth plain» 
—— that the ſeed ot Abraham to whom the promiſe, Gen, 17. 7. 
God would be the God of Abrahams ſeed, as it was Eayngelical be- 
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longs, are believers or elect perſons and no other, Rom. 4.11, 123133 143255 
16,17.1s ſo plain to prove it that th# very reading the words is enough to clear 
jt to a heedfull reader. For therein the Apoſtle doth ſhew how the promiſes, Cen. 
17.7. Are true of the Gentiles as well as the Jewes. in that 4 raham is con- 
kdered therein as the father of believers, v. 11. And the father of circumcili- 
on, that is as Bega of the circumciſed, yet not a father to all of them, nor to 
them onely, but to thoſe circumciſed ones onely, and with them to all other 
that believe, or walk in the ſteps of that faith, which our father (of us be- 
lieving Gentiles) Abraham had being yet uncircumciſed, v. 11. 12. Now 
if Abraham be conſidered in the promiles as Evangelical onely as the Father 
of believers of either ſort circumciſed, or uncircuniciſed, then the (2ed of A- 
braham are onely believers or ele& perſons. And to this pui poſe doth Maſter 
Dickſon paraphraſe the words thus. Abraham received from God the ſign of 
circumciſion to ſeal the Covenant of grace, vr the righteouſneſs of faith, which 
be had uncircumciſed to that end, that he might be father of uncircumciſed be- 
lievers. and in like manner of circumciſed, io wit, who are both ſons of the 
fleſh, and ſons of the faith of Abraham. Therefore the rightcouſneſs of faith 
k common to the circumciſed, and uncircumciſed believers, or them that follow 
the ſteps of the faith of Abraham not yet circumciſed. But Abraham # ſaid ts 
te the father of believers, in that be 3s the firft eminent example of faith, and 
of rightconſneſs imputed by faith, and by bis example an Author to all tbas they 
may believe. Reza in his note on Rom, 4. 12. For as ſpeaking of the uncir- 
cumciſed, he ſaid not imply that Abraham was the father of them all, but of 
them onely who ſheuld believe, he alfo hath deſeryedly kept the ſame diſtincti- 
on in the Jewes, becauſe (as I ſaid before) it is not fimply the A poſtles pur- 
pole to teach A bra ham to be the father of both the uncircumciſed and the 
circumciſed, bur alſo eſpecially by what reaſon he is the father of both, which 
is his (cope. For to be a child of Abraham before God, and to be juſtifyed by 
faith cohere, Again v. 13. ſhewes the ſame. For the promiſe that be ſhould be 
the heir of the world was nos go Abraham, or to his ſced through the law, bus 
through the — of | faith, I (hall uſe the words of the ſame Authors. 
Dickie thus paraphralerh, v. 13. He proves Abraham ts be Father not bus of 
believers onely, uncircumciſed alike and circumciſgd , and together addes a 
third argument, The promiſe made to Abraham and bis ſecd, that he ſhould be 
beir of the land of Canaan in time, and of the world and heaven in truth, 
came not 10 him by the lam, or by the condition of works, bus happened to him by 
an abſuluze promiſe to him already juſtified by Lab, and having the rigbteouſ- 
neſs of faith. Therefore bis 2E. are not they which are of the law ſee king 10 
wit righteouſneſs by works, but hey onely wh o are by faith, ſeeking righteous 
zeſs by faith, that i all and onely believers, circumciſed alike and uncircumci- 
ſeg, to whom equally the common righteouſneſs of faith. and the inheritance is 
promiſed, The argument is of force, for if father 4hraham be not the heir 
of the world, nor have righteouſneſs but by faith, certainly none are his ſons 
but believers, who have righteouſneſs by faith, and by righteouſneſs the in- 
beritance. Beda Annct. ad Rom. 4. 13. But in theſe words there is a conti- 
nuation of the former conclufion, the application of the example of Abraham 
neither to the circumciſed ,neither to rhe uncircumciſed, otherwiſe n6t availing 
unleſs two things be ſkewed: to wit that God made that Covenant not with 
| 4 Abrahan 
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Abraham alone} but with his heirs alſo, and that under the name of his po- 
ſterity, any who ſhall believe that covenant like Abraham are underſtood , 
Therefore Paul conjoynes the promiſes of God made to Abrahm, as it were 
into one body, and when he had taught all believers whether cicrumciſed, or 
uncircumciſed to be Abrahams ſons, he verily deſervedly calls Abraham the 
heir of the world,by the term world — all Nations, and therein 
following the Lords ſteps. For when the Lord had ſaid to Abraham that he 
would be the God of him and his ſeed, after he expounded what he underſtood 
by the term ſeed; to wit all the nations of the earth, when he ſaid thar ir 
ſhould be, that in him he would vouchſafe them all his grace. The next v. 
alſo confirms it, v. 14. For if they which are of the Law be heirs, faith is 
made void, and the promiſe made of none effect, which Mr. Dickſon thus 
paraphraſeth, if they which are of the Law, or which ſeck righteouſneſs by 
works, were the ſons of Abraham, a rd heirs of life, and partakers of righte- 
ouſneſs, then faith ſhould be made void, and the promiſe vain : But this is 
abſurd. Therefore they which are of the law are not heirs, but alone bclicyers 
are ſons of Abraham, and heirs of life and righteouſneſs. The 16. v. doth 
yet more plainly expreſs that the ſeed of Abraham to whom the promiſe, Gen, 
17. 7. As — is made are believers onely. There fore it 5s o/ faith 
that it migbt be by grace, to the end ihe promiſe might be ſure to all the ſeed, 
ner to that onely which is of the law, but to that alſo which is of the faith of 
Abraham, who is the father of us all. Upon which ſaith Mr. Dickſon with 
that uery counſel Gd appointed that the inheritance ſhould be of faith; that 
it might agpear to be of grace or by grace. Therefore onely and all believers 
uncircumciſed, and circumciſed alike, are heirs. The inheritance is of faith 
and by grace by the Counſel of God, that the promiſe might be ſure to all the 
feed, not onely to that which is the (ſeed of Abraham by the law of nature 
and hath faith alfo, that is the circumciſed Jewes believing; bur alſo to that 
ſeed which is not by the law of nature or the fleſh, but onely by the faith of 
Abraham, that is the uncircumciled believing Gentiles, 

Therefore, unleſs ſuſpending the promiſe of righteouſneſs, and the inheri- 
tance upon the condition of the law to be performed, we would make it un- 
ſure and uncertain, the whole ſeed of Abraham, or all and onely beljcvers 
circumciſed and uncircumciſed, are heirs by falth with father / brahawr, who 
according to faith is father of all us believers of Jewes and Gentiles. Beta 
Annor, a1 Rom. 4.16. Paul manifeſtly deyides into two members that which 
in general he had faid of the whole ſeed of Abraham, that is believers both 
circumciſed and uncircumcifed, Piſc. Sch. to all the ſced] that is of Abra- 
ham, to wit all believers, Diodati, to all, namely to the ſpiritual ſeed accor- 
ding to the faith, of which God intended to ſpeak in that excellent promiſe, 
Iwill be thy God and of thy ſeed afterthe, Gen. ry, 

Laſtly the Apoſtle interprets the promiſe, Gen. 17. 5. That Abraham 
ſhould be the father of many Nations, thus that the Gentiles ſhoald be his 
ſced by faith, v. 17. as it is written, I have made thte n'father of many Na+ 
tions, on which Maſter Dickſon , By force of the divine promiſe, promi - 
ſing that he ſhould be the father of many Nations. Abraham embraced for 
{ons all believers to be ingrafted into his ſeed, and ſo in vertue of the promile, 
aß it were begat or conceived belieyers to himſelf as ſons promiſed, The new 
Annot, 
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Annot on Rom. 4. 17. Thave made thee a Father, See Gen. 19. 5. Not of 
thoſe only that ſhould iſſue from him according to the fleſh, but allo of thoſe 
among l nations that by Gich thquid be adopted and received into his ſpiti- 
tual family. | 

6. The terts alſo which are; Gal. 3. 2, 16, 29, and 4, 28. Arr very preg - 
nant to the ſame purpoſe, that the ſeed of Abraham to which the promile, Gen. 
17.7. as Evangelical is made, are only true believers, or ele& perſons. The 
firſt of cheſe places is that which is afferred in terms. Know ye therefore that 
they which are of faith the ſameare the children of Abraham, where the 
ſpeech is equipollent to an exclufve. For having, v. 2. f. told them they 
. muſt have the ſpirit, and be Abrahams children eicher by the works of the law 
or by faith, and determined that they had hot the ſpirit by the works of the 
law, but by faith, ſuppoſing that they who are children have received the (pi- 
ric as it is, v. 14. it plainly followes that they only are the children of Abra- 
ham which are of faith, even as Proteſtant divines conclude from Gal. 2. 16. 
that juſtification is by faith only, becauſe the diſhunRian being ſufficient, ju- 
ſtifycation is either by faith, or by works, and works excluded, it followes, we 
re juſtified by faich onely, And ſo Mr. Dickſon conceives that the Apoſtles 
argument is, Gal. 3. 7. They onely who are of the faith, or who ſeek to be 
ſultified by faich, and not by works, are the children of Abraham , therefore 
the only reaſon of juſtißcation is by faith. Diodati Annot, on Gal. 3. 7. 
yet you kridw (that Is to ſay) this dectrine is clear and reſolved upon amongſt 
Chriftizns, that the true children of A brabam comprehended in t he covenant 
which God made with him and his. poſterity are not the carnal Jewes, which 
areborne of him, or joined to him by circumciſion, and by profeiling of their 
ceremon{# 3 but all ſuch as according to Abrahams example do renounce all 
confilence in their own proper works, ani put it wholly in Gods promiſes and 
grace in Chriſts as Abraham was made a father, example and paragon of 
faith, to all thoſe ro whom the covenant made with him was to appertain. 
The like is the determination of Mr, Perkins oo I may omit others) whe 
in his com. on Gal. 3. 7. Saith the promiſe and election of God makes pro- 
perly children of Abraham, and that the true mark of the child of Abrabam 
is to be of the faith of Alrabam, and that proſeſſion of Abrahams faith, and 
deſcent from Iſaac are not ſuſficient to prove men children of A brabam with- 
out following of his faith. 

The texts, Gat 3. 16, 29+ have been conſidered before, and our inferences 
vindicated from Mr. Sideabams evaſions. The other to wit, Gal. 4. 28. 
Speaks to the ſame purpoſe to which the fore alleaged rexts do. Now we Bre- 
thren as Tſe ic was, are children of the promiſe, that is we of whom the Jeru» 
ſalem which is above is mother, that is as Beta Annot. adde v. 26. we who 
embraced Chr, adde v. 27. he ſhewes the true ſons of Abraham are born 
ſpiritually by the Goſpel, adde v. 28. are children of the promiſe, that is 
that ſced to which pertaineth that piomilſe, I will be a God to thee and thy 
ſeed, out of all which it appears that as the promiſe, Gen. 19. 7. L will be a 
God to thee, and to thy ſeed after thee was Evangelical, it was made only te 
the ele& of God and true believers, and they onſy ate Abrabams leed there 
meant. 


6. I ſhall next adde the confideration of that Km, Rom, 9. 6; 7,4. Wh — 
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the Apoſtle tpeaks thus; not as though the word of God hath taken none 
effect. For they are not all Iſrael which are of Iſrael ] neither becauſe they are 
the ſeed of Abraham are they all children; but in Iſaac fhall thy ſeed be called, 
that is, they which are the children of the fleſh, theſe are not the children of 
God, bur the children of the promiſe are counted for the ſeed. I ſuppoſe ir 
will not be denyed, that this paſſage is an anſwer to an objection occaſioned 
by the intimating of the rejection of the Jewes from being Gods people, v. 1. 
2, 85 4, 5- If any ſhould deny it yet the matter and form of expreſſion, v. 6, 
ſhewes it to be oppoſed to ſomething which might be objected againſt what was 
before implyed. For the ſpeech, the word of God hath not fallen, or not ta- 
ken effect; intimates that there was ſome word of God which ſeemed to be 
without eſſect, or to fall if the Jewes were caſt off from being Gods people. 
And it appears by the anſwer that the word of God was ſome promiſe concer- 
ning Iſrael as, v. 6. ſhewes, and Abrahams ſeed as v. 7. 8, 9. ſhewes. The 
word of God concerning Abrahams ſeed which might be conceived to fall, ; 
pears upon inquiſition to have been that, Gen. 17. 7. either only or chiefly 
Piſcat. Sch. in Rom. 9. 6. that word of God, to wit that promiſe made to A- 
braham, I will be thy God and of thy ſeed after thee, Dickſon expoſ. annahs, 
Rom. 9. 6. the word of God hath fallen, when he (aid ro Abraham, 
I will be thy God and of thy ſeed , I conceive it needleſs to adde any 
more, it being ſo manifeſt and ſo conceived by interpreters of note. Hence 
It appears alſo that the objeRion anſwered by the Apoſt eis this, God promi- 
ſed to be a God to Abraham and his ſecd after him in their generations in an 
everlaſting covenant, therefore if the Jewes who are Abrahams ſeed are re- 
jected, the word of God falls. 

To this the Apoſtle anſwers. 1. By denying that N who was delcen- 
ded from Abraham by natural generation, and fo a child of the Heſh js meant 
by the ſeed there named, who ſhould be the child of God, and ſo the pro- 
mile of being God to them is not meant of all Abrahams natural poſteri- 
ty. 

2. By aſſerting that they who are counted for the ſeed and were children of 
the p.omile, that is thoſe to whom that Evangelical promiſe, Gen, 17. 7. be- 
longed, were a peculiar gumber whether of Jews, or Gentiles, according to 
Gods own choice and calling diſtinguiſhed by no ether diſcriminating reaſon 
but Gods will, as he proves in Iſaac and Iſhmael, v. 9. Eſau and Facob, V. 10; 
11, 12, 13. and otherwiſe in that which followes. 

Whence it appears 1, That the promiſe, Gen, 17. 7, was not made to A- 
brah.mms natural poſterity as ſuch, and if ſo, then it is not made to every child 
of a believer. | 

2, That only the ele& whether of Jews or Gentiles are the ſeed of Abra- 
ham to whom the promile, Gen, 17. 7. is made, and conſequently to no o- 
ther of a beleivers children, but the gle: nor any other in coycnant with 
God by vertue of that promiſe but they, 

This to be the Apoſtles determination I confirmed, Exam. part. 3. ſect. 4. 
by the ſpeeches of Bega, Twiſſe, Ames, Bayn, Malus, Dounam, new An- 
nor, A inſworth, Parcus, Eſtius (who though a Papiſt, yet is reputed more 
ſolid and right about the the point of grace, then the Jeſuits are) and ad- 
ecd in my Precurſor pag. 36. the words ot Mt. Ruthcrford of Scotland, — 
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dect. 10. The Apoſtle, kom 9 8. calleth the eleF the children of the promiſes, 
or thoſe to whom the fremiſeſ to Abraham and his ſced were made. Chip. 7. Sect. 
23 The perſons to whom this promiſe (Tſai. 59. 21.) is mide, are called thee 
and thy ſced, that is all thoſe and onely thoſe, with whom God is 4 God in (ove- 
nant. God here minds them of bis firſt making of this Coven ut with Abrabum 
& bi ſced, Gen. 17.7.N ow who arc this ſeed of xAbrhaam? Not all his carnall 
pofterity, not the whole nation of the ewe .. Our $ aviour nat oucly denies bus alſo 
proves by many «Arguments, that the Phariſees and their followers, who doubtl: (8 
were of thc nation of the Fewts, and ihe carnull ſeed of Abraham, were not the 
thildren of Abraham in this ſenſe, nor his ſced. bat rather the Devils, John 8. 39, 
42,41. And ihe Apoſtle diſputes and argues the ſame caſe, Rom. 4.9, 10, 11, 
aul proves undeniably tbat it is believers only (whether circumciſed or uncircumci- 
fed, whecher Fewes or Gemiiles that are this ſeed of Abraham and heirt of the 
promiſe. So plainly, Gal. 3. 7. Know yce therefore that they which arc of ihr 
faith, are the children of A brahum,, and then concludes again as the iſſue of hi 
debate, verſe g So then they which be of ſaith, are * with faitbfull Abra. 
him. Mr. Marſhal himſelſe in his Deſcnse, pag. 10 2. (ith, ſecondly by the word 
[ Seed] was meant the children of the promiſe, the Elect, Rom. 8. 45 My. Bayne, 
ny Arminius himſelſe confeſſes : onely Arminizs ſaith, that they were elected up- 
on ſorefight of their faith. And indeed ſo far as I diſcern in the reading of Ar- 
minizs his Analyſes of the ninth of the Rgmancs the ched Remonſtrants Defence 
of their opinion at the $yn0l of Dort on the firſt Article, Mr. ohm Goodwin his 
late Expoſition of the ninth to the Romans it is agreed, that in the myſtical ſenſe 
the promiſe Gen, 17.7, is determined by the Apoſtle, Rom 9 6,7,g, to belong 
onely to the elect, though the Remaans would have them elected upon 
confiderxion ot believing, and the Contra-remonſtremts, according to the 
Apoſtles determinatlon, verſe 12 &c. affign no other reaſon of the election 

ſome & rejeRion of others, but Gods will, All do agree that the Apo- 
ele determines, that every child of Abraham, wuch leſſe of every believer, is 
not a child of the promſe, or the feed of Abraham to whom the Promiſe Is 
2 17. 7. but the elect or true bel levers, whether Jewes or Gen- 
1 es. » 

7. R is proved that the promiſe Gen, 17. 7. as It was — 
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iy, fee emed of God unto Chriff, was not do every bellevers niturilf 
eed, — ein 4er or elect perſons, who are meant by Ahab, 


ſeed , becauſe it can be true onely of them; For in the Byangelical ſenſe to 


whom —— to be God he promiſeth to juſtifie them, to regenerare* 
them, to raiſe them up to eternall life, as appears by bur Saviours on rea- 
ſoning, Luke 20. 37,38. where he infers from Gods ayouching himſelfe to 
be the God of Abraham, his living to God, & riſing from the dead 10 eternal life, 
bythe Apoſtles Inference Ram. 4.1 C. from thence that righteoulnels is by faith, 
Rom. 9. 7, 8. determining them to be cle people of God, to whom he hath 
promiſed to be God, Heb. 8, 10. &c. But God doth not promiſe to every belie- 
vers child, to juſtifie, regenetate, and raiſe him to eternal, life for it he did 

romiſe it he would perform it, to ſay he makes a promite to any, and to py 
they have not the efficacie of it, ls to make God a lyar, whereas many chil- 
dren of believers ate never juſtified, regeneraced, nor ſhall be raiſed to eter- 
nall life. He performs ir to all truebelicvers and !cl« & perſons, and to none 
other, therefore none others are meant there by Abrahams ſeed in the Evange- 
lical ſenſe, 

8 Laſtly, the words of ahn Byptift Matth 3 9. When be ſaw mi of the 
Fhariſces and Sadduces come to bis baptiſm ſaying to them, And think not 
to (ay within your ſelves, We have Abraham to our Father: for 1 ſay unto you 
that God i able of theſe ſtones to raiſe up children unto Abrabam, do e hace 1. 
that repeating and belicying perſons though raiſed by God of ſtones without 
gaturall generation, are the children of Abraham to whom the premilc is 
made, Gen.17.7. 2. Tharit was not their na: ur all deſcent from eAbrabam 
wlihout repentance and Goſpel faith, which did entitle them to Gods fa- 
your, or to his baptiſm , and therefore it follows thence, that the children cf 
A brahim to whom the promiſe is, Gen 47.7, are onelythe e ect or true belie- 
vers. 3. That to be the child of a belieyer is not a ſufficient title ro Gods 
fayour,or baptiſm, To this purpoſe Paraus Com. in Manh. 3.9. He 
© reacheth alſo that the promiſes of God are not tied to fleſhly birth, but per- 
** tain only o believlag & ſpiritual poſter lty. For they are not ſons of A bra- 
ham who according to the fleſh are of Abrabam, but who are according to 
© theſpiric, Piſcat. Sch. in Mat h. 3.9. His ſentence is, although ye come 
from Abraham according to the fleſh, yet ye are not therfore thoſe ſons of 
« Abraham to whom pertalos the promiſe of eternall life made to 
© Abrabam and his ſeed : For this belongs to them who imkaie Abrahams 


faith and plery. Diodati Annot. on Matih. 3 9. And think not, do not dai» \\ 
V 


4 ly with your ſelves to think that becauſe you are iſſued from Abra bam ac- 
© cording to the Rell, you are in Gods favour and free from his judgement 2 
& for with him the Imitation of Abrahams faith and plety is the cn ly thing 


** which demonſtrates and cauſeth to be the children of L4braham , and not 


c. the corp! 8 4.12. Now ſuch children may be brought 
« forth of all Nations, yea and out of theſe ſtones, Neither do you per» 
te ſwade your ſelves, chat ſpy your perdition Gods people ſhall periſh : for 
ec Gods peopleſhall always ſubſiſt in theſe ſpiritual children of eAbrahom to- 
*« wards whom Gods covenant and promiſes ſhall be verified. 

Tis then is the conſtant Doctrine of the New Teſtament ,that the pr 


Gen.17.7, 38 Enawgelicall, is made ongly to the deck apdpuc believers, that 


” zi, 

* 
amiſe 
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they, onely are Abraboms ſced [ſpiritually and ſo ontly in the covenant of 
grace by O ods ptomiſe, and cherefore if it bes rue that they onely who are in 
covenant, which Pzdobapi iſts ſay when they ſay the Seal the Covenant, 
are x0 be baptized, not any one becauſe he is the child of 2 believer, but the 


ele and true believers are to be baptized, and ſo their 'own argument for In- 
fagt-bop: iſm overikrower ir, ! : 


_— 


— — 


SECT, XXIX. 


The A legation of Rom. 9. 6, 7, 8, Matth. 3. 7, 8, 9. to prove that the ſeed to 
which the promiſe Gen. 17. 2. 45 Evangelical belongs, are true believers, or 
the cleft onely, is vindicated from My. Blakes Anſwer Vindic. Fœd. ch. 36: 
aud Mr. Sidenhams Exercit. ch. 6. 


O my A legation of Rem, 9. 6, 7, 8. in my Examen, part 3. ſc. 4. Mr. 
TA undettakes to give an anſwer, Vindic. Fad, ch. 36. And firſt ha- 
ving bel led me 44 borrowing from Stapleton the Feſuit, and learning to a bair to 
follow him, though to my remembrance I never read that paſſige In him, 
which he allegeth, nor made any uſe of his expoſition of the Epiltle to the 
Romans, or any other of his works in that Book of mine; he pioceeds thus in 
his ſcoffing calumniating faſhion, like a Satyriſt rather than a Diſputant. 
Webave drunk up the Proteſtants poyſon, and Mr. T. his great care is, to preſerve 
bis party by the Feſuits Antidote 3 bed wholly bcholding ts them for the Receipt: 
Which is Mr, Blukes manifeſt calumny, as the quotations in my Exemen pars 
3 ſet. 4. in which he might ſee that J received it from the moſt eminence 
Ireteſtans, aud alleged but one Papiſt, and he no Jeſuit, bur one of the bet- 
ter note, and fince,the quotations in the foregoinſ Section do fully prove, and 
it were eaſie to produce treble the number if need were. Bu: I find it in vain to 
endeavour the fatis'ying of ſuch eager and threugh prejudice ſelſe blinding 
An:agoniſts, 2s Mr. Blake is, I could (if I liked Sy Arts 2s Mr, Blake u- 
ſ@h) tell Mr Blake he borrows from the Jeſuit Bellarmin, who againſt Peter 
Martyr ſaying the ;romiſe Gen. 17. 7, # not univerſall concerning the children of 
beleivers , but hath place onely inthe predoſtinate, replies, This is ſaid without 
proof, for the words of the Scripture art abſelute, nor is there any mention of pre- 
leſlinatien an thay whole chapter. But Mr Blake promiſech me ſquare dealing in 
the examining my xArgument', and ſets down myavords at length, and them in 
ſtead of anſwering it, puts drvers <Quare's tome, jeelding firſt o me, 1b the 
Text Gen.1 7.7, was in that place Rom, 9. 6, 7, 8, brought into- queſtion by ibe 
—— . 1 falhhe, How Bain and Ames come to the name of Remonſirants ? 

j 


bought they had been on the party that are called Commra-remonfirans t 


Anſwer, Ka ſo — did I, and therefore called them the anſwerers — Av 
ninius, 2 cited Remonſtrams, not Nemonſtrantr, as My, Blake not heed ing 
my words ſuggeſts, as one not willing to omir any ching whether right or 
wrong which may render me odlous or contemptible. | 

* e . Afminjus concelved that the Covenant 


©*theroſpoken co was the 


— — 


of the Lam and not of Promiſe, J am ſure 
. 
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ct in his Analyſis on this chapter to the Romer (of which Mr. T. ſhould not 
ce be ignorant, little leſſe than vapour ing of his examination · of it in Oxſeri 
© eApol0g-page 13 1.) be ſpake in another manner, even in Mr T. his cn Dia- 
cc lect, as though the ones Comment had been ſpit out of the mouth of the 
ce other. The (ons of the fleſh with the Apoſtle ( ſaith he) ate thoſe who by 
ce the works of the Law follo after righteouſneſs and ſalvation, The ſo s of 
ce the Promiſe ate thoſe that ſeek after righteouſneſs and ſalvation by faith in 
e Chriſt, and he thus frames the principall Syllogiſm of the Apollle for con- 
te futation of the Jewes arguing from the rejection of jhe Jew.s, Gods f.:i- 
« ling in his promiſe. It the word of God comprehend oncly the ſons of 
ec the — out the (ons of the fleſh, then it follows that the ward 
e of God doth not fail,,houghthe ſons of the fleſlie rejected: But the word of 
ce God comptehends onely the ſons of the promiſe , ſhutting out the (ons of 
« the fleih: Thereforethe word of Ged deth to: fail though the (ons of the 
„e fleſh be rejected. Armin. Anal. cap 9. ad Rem. fig 781, Let any now 
« judge whether he can interpret this of the Law and not ot ,the Pro- 
£ mile, 

Anſwer 1. The mention of my ex1mining of Arminius his Analyſis of 
Rom. 9. is little leſs than w2pouring, as Mr Blate in kis ſpitefull faſhion 
terms it, but a neceſſity allegation with modeſty to clear my ſeit from his falſe 
charge, That I had Lutcly preached this as 4 Goſpel ruth, that this i̊ one of Ihe pro- 
miſes of the ((vvenam of grace, that God will be the God of beleivers and their 
ſced, and that now 1 was ſuddenly otherwiſe terſwaded. Tt the Reader view my 
words, he wil diſcern a ſpitit of malice or waywardneſs in Mr Blakes miſte- 
preſenting of my actions. 2. To his QuereI anſwer, That I have not new 
Arminius his book, to diſcern whether it was Arminius his conceit or not, 
nor need I prove it was, not alleging it as of my own ſearch, but upon the cie- 
dit of Bain and Ames. And I find in that, Edition L have of Bain on Epbeſ 1, 
Anno 1618. pig. 134. en veßſ. 5. that he ſaith, that Arminius was decciued in 
this among other things, that the objectert whoſe objcction Paul preventeth vcrſ 6. 
do by the word of God concerve the word of the ( vvenant legall, which he refutes 
136 as one of thoſe miſtakes which did willead Arminius: Nor doth Mr. 
Blake at all acquit Arminim from this miſtake which Mr. Bain charged him 
with. For Mr. Bain did not charge him with that miſtake in the framing of the 
Apofiles principal Syllogiſm joy conſutation of the Fewes arguing from the reje- 
Rien of the Fewes Gods failing in his promiſe, but in the traming the objeRion 
v.6. as if the Jewes odjetion , That if they were rejected who by the works 
of the Law ſcught righteouſneſs, then Gods word in the Legal! Covenant to take 
#bem to be hi people who kept the Law, did fail : which Mr. Bain refutes, and 
ſhewes, That the ob jection did ariſe concerning Gods word abont (their naturall 
Aefeent, a being Hrael and Abrahams ſeed, which is the ſame which 1 
alleged. And the ſame is the obſervation of Amer concerning the cited Remote 
— Animadv. in Remonſtr. ſcript Synod. de præ deſt. ch. 8. ſect. 4. where he 

theſe wotds , Remonſtr. autem pro confeſſo & conceſſo habe ut, agi hic de ſer- 
mone legis, Fat apparet ex illis verb: S i legem Moſer uon uiolarint; qui legen 
ſeguuntur. Sed in textu agitur de ſermune promiſſionis, qui efſicax eft in pepulo pre- 
cog vito, de —— r Abrahe filios e be: 
vole protuifpons ß ful aden, fewes Panty nee , So hi o 
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Reader do conceive that Armixim In the words clied by Mr, Blake, meam 
he word of God the word of Premiſe not of the Lam, yer — migh: 
conceive the word of God la the objection of the Jewes to be the legall Cove- 
nant or word of the Law, In which Mr, Bain, and I after him, took him to 
be deceived, _e 

3.Whereas heſzich, That Arninizs ſpeths in mine own Didlef, as though the 
ones Comment had been ſpit out of the mouth of the other, alleging Arminius bis 
words, ard af er hischird Duære is, when he affirms, that to be born after the 
fleſh all one with tbe Apoſtle with legal Fuſticiarics, Apoleg. pag. 114. (which 
& Arminius his interpretation) how then can he by that diſt infion of children of the 
fleſh, ind children of the promiſe, ſhut out the naturall ſccd of Abraham? Are ibe 
11 ral ſced of Abraham and legal juſt ictaries one and the ſame ? He continues 
his ſpicetull language and —— — couile. For 1. though it is true that 
Apol.pag-114 I (iy one bora after the Hleth 6 all one Ich the Apoſtle [as legal 
zulticiarics, yet 1 limit chis ſpcech tothe Apoltles ſpeech, Gl. 4. 22, &c. A d 
therefore it is a meer caluwny that in the explica:ion of Rom. 9 6,7,8, I 
fp ke in Arminius bis Dale, as if my Comment had becn ſpit ous of bis mouth. 
Yea it mix ht ealily have been deprehended by Mr, Blike, that I rejected A 
mitius his explication of children of the fleſh, and children of ibe promiſe, Rom. 
9 8. la that { excepted Exam. part 3. ſc. 2. agiinlt this very thing In Ar- 
minius his exooſi: ion, & did recite Mr. Bains words, who grants, that elſewhere 
ſons of the fleſh are put for legal juſtiviaries, yet denies it of the pbraſe Rom. 9. 8. 
where he proves it notes barely natural deſcert from Abraham, page 138, 139. 

2. To this queſtion I an(wer, 1. I hut not out the naturall feed of Abra- 
bun univerſally from the promiſe, but only do not include them univerſally & 
this I do from the Apoſtles di ſtinct ion not underſtood in Arminius his Late. 
z To his ſecond queſtion, Are the naturall ſced of Abraham and legall juſti- 
ciayics one and the ſame 1 anſwer, No, for ſaith Mr, Blake , if the Apeſtle 
exclude all the naturall ſeed of Abram from this couenant of God with A braham, 
(ar My. T. from Stapleton argues) and rake in onely his ſpiritual ſced, bow can he 
be reconciled to himſclf? 

Anſw. There are divers untruths in this paſſage : Firſt, it is untrue chat 
T'doargue that the Apoſtle excludes all the natural ſeed of Abraham from this 
cevenant of God with Abraham. 2. That I argue-this from Staplcton, which 
I am ſure is moſt falſe, nor would have been (aid by Mr, Blz{c it he had any 
cate to refrain from calumniating me. 3. Nor do I think by Mr. Blake: 
own allegation of Stapleton wor. s inthis chapter, from whence he imagines 
I borrowed my arguing that S22f/ctou kimſelt did ſo argue , but Mr. Blake 
miſreports him allo. My aſſertien is, and if Stapleton do agree with me, I 
like It not the worſe, that in the promiſe Gen,17.7. as it is Evangelical aſſu- 
ring regeneration, juſtification, and life eternall, all th: naturall ſeed of A- 
braham are not Included, but grant that many have been and ſhall be inclu- 
ded, yet ſay, that as they are his natnrall ſeed ſo they are his ſpitituall ſeed 
by believing or ele&ion, and that to the ele onely that promiſe as Evangeli- 
call is made by God, and that this the-Apoltle determines and proves, and no 
Where gainſays. 

But faith Mr. Blake, In the words immediatly beſore this objeckion, he 
ſpeaks of the Fewes (as bis kinſmen according to the fleſh, which were 1 _ 


— 
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IS a . 

- fred of Abraham) and ſaith, to ibem ſ ertain the 4dopriant, 1b8 glory, aud the Coves 

nantr, fc. — arnbir diſſintt ion e i e out of Ce 

next, wben in exprefs term be bad affirmed that they we in covenant > How cin 

he deny that theſe ave children, v. 7, when he bad affirmed that to them jertainerh 
the adoption v. 4. 

Anſwer. If the Apoſtle had affirmed thoſe Jewes his kinſmen after the 
fleſh, that they were in covenant , Gen. 17.7. and adopted, for whom he for. 
rowed ſo much, v. 2. ke had plaid the hypocrFe, expreſſing his ſorrow for 
them as not include d in the covenant ,. who he knew were in ĩt, he had rrifled 
in raifing an objection from thence and anſwering It, yea he had contradicted 
Rimſelf, who v. 6. ſaith, All are nt Iſrael that are of Iſraet, and v 7. the 
becauſe they were the ſeed of A brabum, they were not all children, v. 8. that the 
ehildren 2 e fleſh are not the children of God, oppoſing the children of the pro« 
miſe to the children of 1he fleſh. And it will concern Mr, Blake to reconcile 
the Apoſtle to himſelfe, if he ſhould mean as Mr Blake expounds him, Nor 
do L know how he could with any ſhew of truth affirm theſe men to be in co- 
venant with God, to be kis children who did obſtinately oppoſe Chrift, being 
ignorant of the righteouſneſs of God, and: (cehing to a0 their own righte= 
oaſneſs, were not ſubjef tothe righteouſneſs of God, Rom. 10.3. but were brs- 
hen off for unbelief , Rom. 1 1. 20. It is true it is ſaid, Whoſe or of whom am 
the adoption and the covenants, Bur doth he (ay this of the Iſtaelltes then [ſving 
whoſe caſe he bcwalled ? I conceĩve not, but of their anceſtors. For the ſpee- 
ches were not true of them, that of them was ( hriſt according to the fleſh,, ot 
theirs the giving of the Law, yet J deny not it was their honour and privi- 
ledge in ſome ſort, thit God vouchſaſed theſe things to their anceſtors and na- 
tion, and it did affect Paul much, that the people which were ſo much dignified 
by God, ſhould now be rejeRed.But were it that of thoſe perſons it were ſaid, 
that to them percained the covenants, and the ade ption, yet were it not true 
which Mr. Bt ſaith, that Paul in expreſs terms affirmet tt hey were incove- 
nun, or were children of God. For if it be true that by the Covenants were 
meant the Tablis of the Covenant, as Nets conceives, or the Covenants of A- 
lep ion, in reſpect. of autw ard legall priviledges, which are onely there mentio- 
ved as proper to the Jewes, the dcp ion and ce venants might be ſaid to per- 
tain to them, and they neither in covena u, nor children of God Evan elically. 
Pur of this Text I have before ſpoken, Sc 27, Cc. Mt Bt adds, wh ch may 
bt confirmed by abundant other texts of Scripture; Te are the ebildren of rhe 
Lord your God, Deut.14. 1. Out of Egypt have I called my Sor, Hoſ. 1 1. f. I: 
* not meet 20 tate the childrens bread and caſt it unto Doggs, Mat. 1 5.26: where 
al that were no! Gentiles, all ts whom Chriſt was ſent are called Children: Te 
are the children of the Prophets,and of the covenant which God made with your Fa- 
therr, Act: 3. 20. Deih the covenent appertain to them, and they liled the chH- 
drew of the covenant, and yet are thry out of covenant ?- Are ibey children to hom 
tir adoption pertains, aud yet no children / When Mr. T. hith given ary fair an- 
fer to iheſe Qurre i, efpetially the two liſt, we ſhall conceive ſome probability 

f truth in bis gloſs on the Apoſiles words 3 inthe mean time we cannot but look 
men If in full oppoſition and conrradictian to tb which the Apoſtle expreſaiy 


F 
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de bewalletk vtrſe 3. Children of God, bir Sun, Children, Children "of the Pro: 
then; 001 af te Corbett 2. The ſpeeches * porn 

and bad, and the ſpeeches belng indefinite, may be tiue ii meant of Tome 
onely of thoſe people: yea in the Apoſt les ſenſe they cannot be true of all iht 
were not Gen iles, all to whom Chriſt was fent , char they were the children of 
God. For many are termed by the Prophet Tſ2i.57 3.-the ſons of the Sorce- 
reſſe, the ſeed of the adulireſſe and ibe whore, by Fobn Baptift, Marth. 3. 7. Gene- 
taien of viſers by our Lord Chtiſt Matth, 23 15. Children of bell. 3. Some- 
zimes the term of Children Is meant as the term righteow is, Luxe i. 7. of one 
that is ſo in reputation though not in truth, asthe children of the Kingdom,Mar. 
$.12. mult be meant of them that were ſo in reputation, though not in truth: 
For had. h y been ſo in truth they (ſhould aot be ceſſ ont in utter darkneſs, q.By 
he children of the :6venant A &s 3. 25. is not meant that they were then in the 
Evangelical Covenant as made to th m: For at thartime they had not repen» 
ted, but were exhorted thereto, v. 9 But they ate called rhe children of the 
Coyenagt, becauſe they were the poſterl y of thoſe Fathers with whom firfl 
the covenant was made, asthey are called chfldren of the Prophets, beczuſe 
th.y were the poſter iy of that people to whomthe Prophets were firlt raiſcd 
— ſent, as is ſhewed before Sect. v. out of whick there is a fair anſwer to 
Mi. Blakes Riddles without an Ocdipes, that firſt the Covenants aud Adoption, 
um 9 4. are not ſaid to pertain to thoſe I ſraeli;es for whom Paul mourned, 
v. 3. but to thelc anceltots. 2. If they did, yet not in Mr. Blakes ſenſe,, but 
in the ſeuſe fore-given. 3. That choſe Iſraelites for whom Pau mourned, 
Rom. 9. 3. are not ſtiled children of the covenant, Aﬀs 3.25. 4 Nor though 
I. te tue of thoſe for whom Paul mourned, is itany thing to Mr. Blakes pur- 
poſe, but kath ano her meaning foregiven. And thus thete is a ſweet harmony 
becwcen wy gloſs and the Apoſtles expreſſions, 

Mr; Bl. next gives his Analyſis of the A poſtles words, in which he 

v. 7. 4 numerous company by Iſhmael to be excluded ( who were Abrahams ſee 
after the fleſh) which evinceth what I contend for , that Gods promiſe Gen, 
17,7, Was not made in any ſort to i ſbmael {though he were the child of a be- 
liver and circumciſed!, therefore that covenant is not made to every belie- 
vers naturall child, nor was the reaſon of citcumciſing this or that perſon, 
taken from the perſons intereſt inthe covenant, for Tſhmact was circumciſed 
though not ln covenant. - Then Mr. Bl. adds, „s then there was 2 


ct up, v.43 $ —— they 1725 Apoſtie yelds them: and Mr. I, — 


i 1d hardly havehought « ſober minded 


man repured an anclex: grave Divine,» 
e pede (4d how rom 
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of God , iel 
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as if there were 


eternally beloved 
Gneſs, to tell vhat God hath done in ſurreſſve generavions, when tke object ion 
” : 


of 
ek 


nam 10 them whom be bath call off, and continneih o them rhe privitedges of bis 


vn. 2 the Apoſt le, who oppoſeth the chil- 


having ſet down at la 
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the 


; ; ibated by che Apaſlie is the ynbelievi by nermug bf their 4 
F 2 . 

8 ſealed with cicumciſon . whetein-1. he fi 

ul condition of obedience,was ſealed with circumciſion t Ihad ph che 


chiag Pedobaptitits would have with circumcifion 5 had not been 
gf av ation upon condltlon of obedience, but the covenatir of Gd, Gen. 17. 
| is another chlag chan the offer of ſalvation which Is by men c- 
cord e but ix is not the covenant, for that is Gods act, and 
l»preluppeled tothe other. Beſides, there are ſome promiſes ut leaſt ia the co- 
rehab ablalute, ng; upon condition, as the promiſe of regeneration, in re- 
Toe of which the covenant cannot be conditional, and therefore the offer 
the, covcoant are not to be confounded, nor do Lch writs will 

ke this, chat that offer was ſexled:with circumciſe. eig there war no offer 
male go the Jeuesof lalvati m vader condition of obedience. - Au offer tis 
ude by pre ching. citcumeiſion was on the eighth day 2 was there any that 
preached at circucùelſton ſalvation under the condition of obediencerothe cir- 
cumciſed, and then clrcumciſed the child to ſeal that offt? Nor did the 
Lues ule circumgifionca ſeal the oft-r of ſalvation under end tion of obe- 
lente co Chrilt, Hut to bind them ro keep the Law of Moſt in expeQuiion 
of ig heeouſn is, as appears from Adr 15. 1. 5. 9, 10. Gdl, 5. 3. Rom. 2, 25, &. 
* lee aay truth ia chi which he ſaith, Th ſhaſe proviledges ave at- 
grilpucd by the ApoHe to the unbelicuing'Fewes by vertue of their . cul, 
becauſe ſalvation 10 aud offered io them un ier condition of obedience, and 
that: offer ſeated with circuuciſion. For neither do Church-priviledges' be- 
lang to perſons barely by, re ſon of an outward call; which is bur an offer of 
ſalxation, no man is accounted a Chutch- member, having right to the ſeal; 2s 
they term ie, becauſe (alyarion is offered without ſome conſent, nor did rhole 
priviledges in any ſort accrue to the Lewes upon an ourward call by which ſalua- 
un was offered to them upon condition of obe » the procetuing of Chrift 
from them, their having Abrabam, Iſaac, for their fathers, their na- 
ving the Law given them &c. were not upon ſuch 3nouwardeall, but Gods 
teſpect to them, Deut 7. 6,4. It isjnor crue thas from thence all Hraeliter are 
N called children of the Covenint, 6s As 3. 15. For it is true onely 
of them that were after the, Prophets as well as the covenaar,” ſich they are cal- 
led children of the Propbes as well as of the covenant, and neither Title is given 
to them becauſe of the cutward call alleaged, but becanſe they were the poſte- 
tity af thoſe to whom r s were ſent, and the covenant er 


the P 
Ic is not true that the Apcftle affirmes that the unbe Tewes ae Ab- 
amitee end Ilraclite is not onely by reaſon of their birth 
| repcance of zhe covenants and promiſes : Fc 
accept of the coyenants and promil 
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Promiſe in re/teÞÞ iB efficactonf it, and colation belt ing td fee, 1nd gend 
2. 1 + pl of grace * ner dab ge Welte l mention 


the offey of the crven 7 condition of duty to be ferſormed, nor doth 
E 1 promiſe ong to any who have not the (fcc of it: yea, to 

ay e ngs to any, and yet he not have the efficicie, is to make the 
word of God fa | ich ehe Apollle diſdatmns as a thing by no means tobe 
imputed io God, for thereby he ſhould be charged cf unfaithfulneſs in not 
keeping his promife. 8. Neither doth the Apoſtle make that anſwer which 
Gomarus (ets down , that though the priviledges v. 4, 5, belong to all the Tſrae- 
liter, pat all are not there fore true children beca- ſe the priviledges are atii ibuted 10 
them by reaſon of their outward call, not by reaſon of their inward. For the obje- 
ction was not thi, To the Jewes belong thoſe priviledges, therefore they 
muſt be true 185 and heirs of ſalvatlon: But thus, Gods ptomiſe or 


covenant was wich A brabam and his ſeed to be a God, therefore elther God 
mull be a God of the Jewes who are Abrahams ſeed, and ꝛhey his people con- 
trary to hat youꝝ ſorroꝝ intimates, v. 2 or elſe the word of God hith fallen, 
Now Gemarus ſets down another obj:&ion than thit which the Apoltle an- 
wers, and another thanthat which the Apoſtle makes, as may ↄppeat by whit 
I have ſaid before. And for the three things Mr Blake gathers from Gumarm, 
the Frlt is not true, that my objection is wholy ſolved : For there is not a word 
in 7 chat anſwets this objction, Every child of Abraham was not a 
child of the promiſe Gen 17, 7, 8, as the Apoſtle deterqines, Rom. 9, 7,8, 
None were * ſeed ro-whom the promiſe as Evangelical Mlongs, but the elect, 
therefore neicher was the covenant Gen, 17,7. as Evangelical, made to all the 
naturall children of A brabm, not they circumciſcd becauſe the covenant was 
made to them, nor is the covenant made with every btleiver by profeſſion, nor 
hach he right to Bapriſme by.vertue of that tile, nor is the covenant made to 
exery true beleivers lafant or naturall child, there are, none of them Abrahams 
ſeed but the elect, and therefore all the plea of the Pædobaptiſts from Gen. ij. 7. 
to prove the right of every beleivers naturall child to baptiſm is manifeſtly 
falſe, going on that ſuppoſitiog which the Apoſtle plalnly contradicts. The 
ſecond thing is triwolous : For there. was no coritradiRion In appearance I 
the Apoltles wards, which reed recoeciliation, and therefote Gomaras and 
Mr lage have taken upon them an unneceſſary tak: But the ſeeming oppo- 
ficion to be recancil:d, is between Gods pectorming his word to Abrabem. 
feel eo be 4 Godtothem,and his rej: tion of them from, being bis people,which 
the Pen dock indeed reconcile righ ly: bue Mr Blake and Gomeras ate 
both miſt cen inthe thlog 2s hath becn d. Mon rated. Yer this T fd, chat 
Sonam wich che ether four Profe tors of the united Belgick Provinets (of 
whom Gomerss is fl) ſet down ide ſame that I conclude fn thelt” Tudpement 
ein abus the ſecond Artide of the Remonſtrants, in which they 

Welt exely the promiſes are made, is prafeſſedly proved by Pit 
Ferguety the. fans of promiſe arg counted. ſor the ſced 10 whom that 
n-0{ abe inberizancontperiging,. So that I have five 
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clas af Covenage holigels,that Gods corenggt ls whe 3 God to exery he- 
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le deer mines the contrary, deaying chat aN ¶Abrabau children yere children 


al dhe pramile , ' and proving che elect ayely to be bis (ed zo whom che 
— — 75 a8 it was BVangel — by de be of Th 7 9 
Tſaas, Eſau and Faceb, And for this I a m aſſuted thar I hee the curreu 


of the Scripture for me, and feare not to make this Text my Aſjbon, fill havi 
" conſidgred what Mr Blate produceth both here and before : the frivolouſn 
of which I hope by Divine aſſiſt ancę tu ſhe in that which follows. 

There is ſ(amewhat which Mr. Blake adds la that Chapter in anſwer to 
the Allegazion of Marth, 3.9. in which as Iſhewed before, Baptiſi re- 
je&s cheir claim to biptiſm, though Abrghaws naturall e dren y ithout 
kepentance znd faith, and aſſerta the onely ſeed of Abraham ln ca- 
vehant o be bis lplrituall. Hereſto ſaith Mr. Blake, I anſwer, Firſt, 
When theſe that were no better they theſe make the [ame 1 Joa 8g. 33 
We be Abrahams ſeed, and were never in bondage ta a Chrifi jeilds it, v. 37. 
I hnow 1hat ye are A brabams ſeed ; he allowes all that this accaum th can 
claim. And for Phariſees he dotb not h rel yeld them to be Church members, but 
&ſe Church 1eachers, Marth. 23.2. 

I', Chriſts yeilds they were Abrahams nafurall ſeed , but denies 
them o be Abrahams Children, ver(e, 39. that is, to whom the promiſe 
Evangelicall belongs. The Phariſees were not yeilded to be Church- 
members in the Chriſtian Church, nor were admiged by Tobn Baptiſt 


« live ln impenitencie ; notwithſtanding that this plea holds, they may pe- 
« riſh, and yet Gods Covenant wich 24brahem hold ; being able of "Loni 
tc to raiſe up children unto Abraham, to make good whe coyenant he 
te had ſaid. He no where ſayes that they are not inticuled to Fe- of 


s viſible — 
oth 


the" 
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„ohn fach, che viperous Phariſees end Sedduces , and unbelieving Fewes ave nay 
in-itulet 10 * of orditances and therehy intereſſed in the prerogarives uf 
Ged: viſiblepeople. 8 | 

Bur Mr. Sidenham in his Exerrit. ch. 6. takes vpon him to refell the 
from Math. 3. 8,9. garbering 1har the fretence of being A brahams children, 
could not give them a right t baptifme ; and 5f Fehn denied Abrahams natural 
ſeed on that arcount, much more would be the adopred children. But herein I 
conceive he doth not tightly ſer down his adverſaries collection : For the a- 
dopted children of Abraham ] conceive are no other than beleivers, and ſurely 
Mr Sidenbamt adverſaries do not imagine that Jobn denied them baptiſm, } 
for my part remember not my allegation of this Text afore the writing of this 
Book. But 1 find Mr. William Kay in his Baptiſm without Baſon thus aver, 
ring, 1. That Matth. 3. 8, . aeg aguinſ} Infant-baptiſm,in that none hm 
ſuch as have faith and yepentance muſt think to be baptixed. 2. That the pretence op 
conſe quence from circumciſion, and being «Abrahams naturall children, 10 prove ibety 
title to Baptiſm. I add to the Cayenant Evangelicall Gen, 17. 7. & alfo com 
demned, in that he allows them not to think within themſelves, We have Abraben 
to our Father, which is not meant ſimply as if they might not in any ſort think 
Abraham to be their Father; for Chriſt acknowledgeth it, ohn 8 37, and 
they might lawfully think that to be ſo which was fo but in ſome reſpeR, 
and the reſpe&s are intimated in the Text, 1, In reſpeR of baptiſm to u hich 
they come, but as Par aus (omment. in Matth.3.7. John did not admit them as 
Leing unworthy. 2. In reſetence to the covenant, Gen, 17 7.- which appears in 
that he adds, For F fay unto you that God i able even of theſe ſtones to raiſeuy 
children to Abraham, which ein be underſtood no otherwiſe than of ſpirituall 
children, who are children of the promiſe, Rom. 9.8. which the Phariſees are 
not, 3. Ia reſpect of that which they imagined, that they ſhou!d be ſteu- 
red from wrath to come, v 7, in thit they had eAbraham to theit father, 
Now wh it ſaith Mr. Sidenhameo this? 

1. That they were of age , and men degenerate i from A brahams ſaith, tha be 
did not refuſe them becanſe Abrabim was their fiber, er npou that ac+ 
count that Abrahams ſeed had not right 10 the promiſe, b it as onely pretending 
— 2 be their father, when they walkt contrary 10 the principles ef Abra- 
hams faith. 

Anſwer. *Tis true, he did not refuſe them becauſe Abraham was their Fa- 
aber, nor as onely pretending «Abrahm to be their Father: Nor doth he deny 
that it was true th it they hid Abraham to their father in reſpe& of natural! 

eneration, but beczuſe though they had A brabam to their father in te- 

& of naturall generation, yet they did not belteve as Abraham, nor 
bad right to the promiſe, which is enough to ſhew that the children of be- 
Hievers are to be refuſed and not admitted to Bay: iſm, till they beeome belie- 
ann 1 8 | 

2. Saith Mr. Sidenham, This i; the ſame a5 to grown men profeſſing faith, b 

: zized, and then nat adminied to the Lordi Supper — wr pry) reg 
e laid. Ton bave ye Jour own right by your comyary aings , which impeach 
cube nil tg mai te e, tha ih ele 
| id 0 ANG. contfery 3 or that if they bel 
. Gem/elvet inthe promiſe — be 16 them and heir ebjtdren : 22 
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uf the Text holds out no more than this, that when jerſons are grown up to gears, 
2 tome 10 underflanding , they muſt then ſtand on 1 right, and | to make 
ous perſonall qualifications for new ordinances. 

Anſwer. 1, It a not the ſame: For fucha ſpeech ſhould imply a former 
right now cut off, but ahn Baptiſts ſpeech diſclaims any right they ever had 
to baptiſm. - 2. John Baptifs ſpeech proves, believers children as ſuch are 
not in the covenant, for A brabam children were not, and that they ought not 
to be-judged ſo until they manifeſt faith and regentance, for Iabn Beprifi de- 
nied them to be Abrahams children in? covenant without them, and that the 
promiſe Is not to their children becauſe they believe z for the promiſe was not 
to Abrabum children by natural 1 he were father of belie- 
vers, and it proves that none of Abrahams children have right to baptiſme 
without ſai h and repentance, and conſequently infants no more than grown 
men. But Mr. Sidenbam yet thinkes to avoid the inference from this text, 


thus, 

« 3. This was at the fiſt inſtitution of the ordinance, when baptiſm was 
« was newly adminiſtred : now new iuſtii ui i ns require grown perſons, and 
« actuall viſible bilievers to be the firſt ſubjects of them: they could not bap- 
& tixe their children firſt, ſor then the pate nis would be neglected: And the 
te bringing in of a new ordin ince requires renewing of ſpeciall acts in thole 
&« which partake of it. Now inthe new Tettament God renewes the cove- 
« nant of Abraham, adds a new ini:ia:ingſeal to it: It was before entai''d 
« in ſuch a line which is cut off, i. s now of the ſame nature, one y every 
« one mult come in his own perſon firlt, as Abraham, and enter his own 
nume, and then the promi e to him and his ſeed, Thus it was in the former 
c place, where when the Jewes came to be biptixed, they were exhorted firlt 
ci to repent and be baptized themſelves, then the promile is to you and jyour 
6 chiloren. ( 

Anſwer, All this ſet bliag is at random, and wi:hout any proof, or :anſwer 
th: obj: ion : It is quite beſide the objection, which was not barely from 
Fu Bap iſt/ noi baptizing their children, but from the reafon of Iobn Bay- 
illi retuling tu admit themſelves ro baptiſm. So that Mr. Siſenbimt anſwer 
15 onely to the ConſeRary, infer'd from the Concluſion deduced, not to the 
premites,no nor the firſt. concluſion it ſelf, For the argument is this, If A bra- 
hams natural children had not right to bapriſm without their ownfaich and re- 
pentar ce. But the Amecedent is true, Ergo the Conſequent, and conſequently 
not infants to be baptized. Again, it Abrabems chileren were not in the co- 
venant without faich and tepentance, neither are ours, for we have no more 
priviledge for our chi dren then Abrahams had: But the Antecedent is true, 
Ergo the Conſequer t, and conſequently a believers child is not in covenant 
becauſe a believers child. Yet once more, If perſons clrcumciſed and deſcen- 
dended from Abraham, were not therefore admlited to baptiſm, then the ſame 
thing doth not intitle ro baptiſm which did Intitle to circumeilfion , nor the 
command of circumcifion a command concerning baptiſm. But the Antece- 
dent is true, Ergothe Conſequent , and — 2 not to be 
baptized beca were 9 circumciſed. Now Mr S idenhams anſwer is io 
the allegation of Bapzifis not baptizlng infants, not at all to any of theſe 
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baptiſm, and concelving they might, having 4brahem to thelr Father. Vet 
what Mc, Sidenhon ſaith takes away the force of the argument if it had been 
thus made: Thoſe we are not to bap:ize whom ahn did not baptize : but 
John did not beptize iafants, Ergo, Yeahls anſwer ſtrengthens the argu- 
meat: For if ws ye were at the firſt lnſtltucion of baptiſm, arid in- 
fants were not baptized, then neither are they to be now, For the firſt inſt{. 
tution is the rule of obſerving it, as the. Lord Chriſt kimſelf urgeth concer- 
ning matriage, Matth, 19. 4. and Paul concerning the Lords Supper, 1 Cor, 
11 23. If baptiſm were a new inſlitution, and did require actuall viſible belie- 
vers 4: the firũ ſubjef of it, then it is not all one with c ircumciſion, which ad- 
mitted infants at the firſt inſtitution, then ſuch anely are to be baptiz d except 
ſome further laſtirution can be thewed, the inſtitution for intan -chcumcih- 
on is not ſufficient for infant-bapriſmi, for that was in force as much at the 
firſt iaſtirutlon of baptiſm as after. It is falſe that they canli not haptite there 
children firft, that I-, ar the firſt inftiturion, ohn Baptiſt and the D ſciples of 
Chriſt might have baptized infants at fu ſt as well as Abraham circumciſ. d 
them, yea oughe to have done it, If Pxdobaptilts ſay true, that the com- 
mand of circumciſion was the Rule in force concerning baptiſm: nor need 
the parents be neglefcd , no not though they had baptizcd the children firſt is 
order of time; yea the right of the child being contemporary wich the paren's 
faith, if they ſay true, they ſhould have been-baptized as ſoon as ever he pa- 
rent was a believer, or the child in covenant. Cods Covenant with Abra- 
ham was 0 him and bis ſeed 3 but his covenant was never made to every belie- 
ver and his ſeed. In the new Teſtament God renews the Covenant wi h 4- 
braham in reſpeR of ſpiricuall bleſſings, bu: for the promiſes domeſtick cr 
civill z he doth not renew i-. He adds to the new Covenant the ſtal of 
Chrilts death , whoſe blocd confirmed it, and the initiating ſeal of his Spi- 
rit » I knew no other initiating ſeal added to it. It is not true that the ww 
covenant, or covenent of grace was entail'd before to a certain line, though the 
covenant wich Abraham In reſpe ol the civill dom iſt ick promiſes were entai. d 
to Abrahams natur all poſterity, and is now cut off: Nor is the covenant eve- 
ry way of the ſame nature with Abrahams cc venant, nor upon a bellevers en- 
tet ing his name is the promiſe to him and his ſeed, nor is it Aﬀs 2. 38,39. 
ſaid, thai up« n beit tepenting and being baptized themſelves, that the pre- 
miſe is to them and their children, but the being of the promiſe to them 
and their children, is urged as a conſidetatlon fit to move them to repent 
He next ſets down 4 affirmatlons, 2. That no man muſt be baptized, or re- 
crive an ordinance by any felby prerogative. Anſwer. Then no infant is to 
rth trom a believer, 
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viſible people, 2. There is no ther right to an tafake to boptllm, thin what 


3 grown _ hath. 

The third af frmat ion J grant, and the fourth too, if there were any ſuth 
old priviledges of the yromife to be conveyed to thoſe which do really embrace the 
Goſpel and their ſeed. And this grant that thoſe Phariſees and $adduces had 

" demonſtrated themſctues to be anchiſthe children of the ſleſp, and not of the promiſe, 
andrthat they were excluded ſhews the coven int as Evangelical not to be made 
to a believers nat ura!l ſerd, nor they thereby have right 10 baptiſm, 
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SECT, XXX. 


Of the meaning of Mr. M. his ſecond Concluſon, the ambiguitie af which i 
ſbewed. 


now return to Mr. A. whoſe ſecond Concluſion was thus expreſſed, Eves 
ſince Ged gathered a diſlixct ſclec number out of the world 10 be h Kingdome, 
Citie, hznſhold in oppoſition to the reft of the world, which ihe kingdome, cities 
houſhold of Satan, he would have the i» fants of all who are taken into covenant 
with him, to be accounted his, to belong to bim, to his Church and Family, and not 
ro the Devils, This coneluſi on be ing the main pillat upon which he ſeitles 
Infant-baptiſm, the Antecedent of his Enthymem I examined with great 
di'igence after the cxaQt manner of Scholaltick Writers in their Diſputes. 
Which dealing of mine being indeed the ore'y way to clear truth, and approved 
by a leirned member of the Aſſembly [ Mr R. C. of P. CO.] and known to be 
one of the molt accurate diſputants in his time in Oxford, yet Mr M. pag. log. 
of his Defence, in a malt i::j arious though frivolous way, traduceth as an in- 
direct Artifice. To which (ome anſwer is glven in my Afologie (ce. 5. pag. 
23 1ihallnow viewthe reply he makes: Firlt, he compares my dealing with a 
wmnam'd perſon in Cambridge, whoſc faculty was to make A clcar text dark by bi 
Interpretation: whereas my way was the true and onely way to clear his mei- 
nin by diſtinctioa, which is by Logicians called the light of ſerch, and in all 
conſideration of things 16 be firſt, as Keckerm. Log Syſt, part. 2. lib.1.c.1 ſp. aks: 
Nor hi h Mr M.ſhewed in his Defence, that any ol thoſe ſenſes of hls words 
which I ſer dcwa, might not be conceived to be his meaning; and therefore 
his complaint of me is ridiculous, and I ſhall have cauſe to cenſure bim as. a 
cenſuſed Dir r rather than an accurate Diſpurer , who doth ſo indiſtinctiy 
let dowa his main concluſion, T har an adverſiry cannot determinely reſolye 
what — meaning, and ſo nei her eaſily examine his proots, nor know what 
to oppoſe. 

Bu te tells me he meant it of a viſible age in ſacie Ec.ifie viþbilh, 
yet he doth nor rcl{ what that viſible priviledge is. He tells me, That they b 
their ſhare in Fædis externum ; but ſets not down what ſharerh 
what he means by Fadws extrrnum, in which they baveſhare, 
Faith , God would have be c<iltren of them who by cx wegatio 
ſoon jun to the Church of God even white they ate chill ren, x 
ledgrwi.h them , which wth alſo ambiguſty int, F 
priviledges which the parents enjoy, es R. &. tot 
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to che Lords Supper, perhaps the Father to be an Alder i teaching orruling, or 
a Deacon in the — and by (Children) may be meant — 422 or 
twenty years old, and while they are children may be underſtood eicher du» 
xlog their infancy, or during their relation as children to their parents (which 
is as long as they are men) the words may be underſtood either that they have 
the ſame priviledge of admiſſion to the Lords Supper or Church-government, 
while they are infants, or that they have even in infancy the ſame priviledge to 
be baptized that the parent had upon his profeſſion. Which laſt if it were his 
meanng (as molt likely it was) then, his ſecond concluſion being the (ame with 
his Antecedent in his Euthymem, his argument is an inapt tautology, In- 
fants of profeſſors have the ſame priviledge with the parents to be baptized : 
Ergo they are to be baptized,which is to prove the ſame by the ſame: yet this I 
mult needs take to be his meaning, till he ſhew what ctherſ priviledge wi h 
thelr parents children of vi-ſible profeſſors have in infancy. 

Iden he diſtinguiſheth of the Covenant of grace taken largely and ſtridhy, 
which diſtinion is ſhewed before S ect. 25, ro have no footing in Scripture, 
and to be inapriy uſed by Mr Af. He diſtinguiſheth of ces ſome 'vAbrabams 
ſecd according to the promiſe, ſome cnely in the face of ile viſible Church, and of 
ning REP by the mylicall uxion, and by viſible and cxternall profeſſion Which 
diſtinction I miflike not though they be not of uſe here, (uh they were not the 
terms uſed ia his Concluſion, He diſtingulſkcth of Seals Lelorging to the 
Covenans , the Seal of the Spirit, and externall Seals But he nci.ber (hcw.s 
where the externall ſeals (as he calls them) are tearmed Seals of the Cove- 
nant ; nor was the term (Seal of the Covenant) at all uſed in his concluſion. 
Yea to fhew Bow unskilfully he handles the matter in all theſe diſtinct ions, he 
doth not diſtinguiſh any cf thoſe terms that were in queſtion, and werethe 
predicate in his propeſidon, to wit, io be accounted Gods, 10 belong 10 him, to bis 
Chur.h and family, and x0t to the Devils, And this piece of ul. sbilſulneſs is 
In that which followeth. 

When therefore I ſay they are viſibly to be reckoned to belong to the Covenant 
with their parents, I mean, look what right a viſible troſeſſor hath to be received 
and reputed to belong to the viſible Church, qua viſute profeſſor, that right hath bis 
child ſo to be eſteemed. : 

But firſt, this ſpeeck here explained was not In his Concluſion in his Ser- 
mon, theſe words were not there, They arc viſibly to be reckoned 10 belong to ibe 
Covenant with their parents, but this, I hey are to be accounted Gods, to belong 10 
him, to bis Church and Family, and not to the Devils. 2. Were the ſenſe here 

lventhe meaning of his Condufion, It would not be true. For if the right * 
pager e profeſſors, qua viſible profeſſors, the ſame right cannot 
pe per rage except he be a viſible profeſſor. For what agrees;to any 
— » @ ſuch, agrees univerſaliter & reciproce, and therefore by this exptei- 
every viſible profeſſor is to be received and eſteemed , and one to 

ved and eſteemed, is a viſible profeſſor, which canner be (aid with 

any truth or ſhew of truth of the lnfant child of a believer. Beſides, if his 
; were good, an infant ſhould have right to be admitted to the 
Lords Supper fich the parent bach rig he thereto as | 

Dut Mr. Af. makes — — to prove, Tba 1 
fvricual pert ofthe ccuenam e am, iet tb , 
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which belong to then as they are viſible profeſſors. And to prove this he eltes, Ces. 
6. 1. Dent. 1 4. 1. Gal. 3. 26. Marih. d, i cs; > 3. een 8 
ty. Pſd. 147.19, 20. Bans 3-4+ John 4.22. : 

In anſwer to which T (ay, 1, That I grant this ſpeech to be true. 2. I deny 
that the Texts are pertinent to the purpoſe of Mr. M. ho intends this ſpeech of 
Gentile viGble profeſſors, whereas the texts are molt of themgof the priv]- 
leges pecullar to the Jewiſh people, namely, Deut. 14. 1. Matth. 8. 12. As 
3.25, Rom. 9. 4. Ram. 3. 1. Tobn 8. 17, Fſal. 14% 19, 20. Deut. 33. 4. John 4. 
11. Of the other two the former is of thoſe before the Flood, who whether they 
were called Soxs of God by deſcent, or profeſſion, or (ome other way, it is un- 
certaln. The o het G44, 3. 26. ls to be underſtood of being the Sons of God 
really, and the term A is to be ll nl, as v. 27. byſ ye that arebelievers] 
as the very words ſhew. For when he ſaith Te are all the ſons of God by ſaith in 
Cbriſt Teſws, |: is plain this is meant onely of thoſe who had faith in Chriſt Ja- 

w 3. Ia allthis diſcourſe he doch not ſhew 2 Text proving the privileges 
he mentions to belong to the infan:s of Gentlle viſible profeſſors. Certainly 
ſome of them cannot BPappleidzno, not to the Infants of the Jewiſhnation, as 
v. 9. that to them were committed the Oracl es of God, that to them God 
ſhewed his word, &c. 4 Nor doth Mr M. diſtinctly tell us, which of 
theſe , or what other outward privilcd;e it is that belongs to the In- 
fancs of viſible profeſſors , which is the onely thing pertinent to the pre- 
ſent buſineſs. 

Aſter this he aſſerts, That there are ſome rightly admitted by the ¶ Hurch to 
viſble Member ſhip who onely partake of the viſible priviledges, and undertakes to 
prove it from Rom. 11. But I have in the firſt p rt of this Review ſhewed 
Mr Mi, and others miſtakes about the ingraffing, Rom. 21.17. and proved 
thir it is meant of giving faith according to election. Yet I grant it true which 
Mr N. aſſerts in thoſe word, and do take notice ih it pag. 116, he acknowledg» 
eth that I grant in my Ex nen pag. 149. 2 lawfulneſs of admitting men into 
2 viſible communion upon a viſible profeſſion , and that rightly even by a 
judgement of faith, though their inward holineſs be unknown to us. And yet 
in the next pag. 211. be tells me, Thi miſtake runs through your whole Book , 
that none are to be reputed to have a viſible right to the C of Grace , but 
ily ſuch as partake of the ſaving graces of it. Bur of this calumny more may be 
ſeen in my Apologie, Sect᷑. fo. pag. 47. f 

After all theſe expreſſions ot his meaning in his ¶ ducla ſ on he adds, pag. 111. 
Th then was and is my meaning when I (ay, that infants of Believers are confede- 
rates with their parents, that they haue the ſame viſible right ro be reputed Church. 
members, as their 3 arents have by being wviſthle profeſſors, and are therefore is be 
admitted to all ſuch externall priviledge! as their infant-age i capable of; and th 
the viſible Church is made up of ſuch viſible profeſſors and their children ; rharvhe 
inuſfrblotahes in ne iiber be one, vor the other, but ſome of both. © . 

In anſwer whereto I (dy, 1. Neither Mr . in his pferended explication 


keeps the term of his ſecond Gonclufion in which the words were not as Mr. xx. 
Nets then down, Thar tyfems of yeh ' confederates wich hel per 


Nor (2) do any of dhe 8 Py 
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e. Is [confederate] all ons with [to have _ right, to be yeputed IC hurch- 
members, to be admitted to external Church-priviledges, to be of the viſible 
Church ? Yea would not a Grammar lan count ſuch a paraphraſe to be quite 
beſides the words paraphraſed, and the words paraphraſed plalner than the 
paraphraſe it le f? Sure C Confederate] is [being in Covenamt together ] And 
yet in all this Paraphtaſe there is not ſo much as the tetm Covenant ment io ned, 
much leſſe any explicat ĩon in hat covenant, and in what manner, by what 
act believing parents are In covenant together with their infants, 3. By this 
Paraphraſe we have 4 propoſitions of ont, like ſo many Hydra's heads riſing up 
in the place of one, The firſt is, That Infants of believers have the ſame vi- 
ſole rightgo be reputed Church- members as their parents have by being viſible pro- 
ſeſlort. But this is manifeſt'y falſe ; For if the vilible right be by being vi- 
ſible profeſſors, infanrs cannot have the ſame vilible right but by being vilible 
profefiors , which to aſſert of them is all one as to (ay, the ſnow is black, The 
lecond, [And are therefore to be admitted to all ſuch externall ¶ hure h. priviledges 
& their tnfaut age is capable of } is ambiguous : for the capacity ot their in- 
fant-age may be underſtood of Capacity fec m the inffgrution of Gd; and 
ſa inſants of Gentile-belieye:s are tio be admitted to no cxterna]l priviledges 
Sictamentall, for none are appointed for them: or naturall capacity in tee 
the of receiving the Sacrament, and then if by the Sacrament be meant not 
only the,ourward element, but alſo the uſe or ſigniſicat ionlby it, they have 
not a naturall capaci:y of receiving the Sacrament ot Baptiſm : if onely of the 
elements they are capable alſo of the Lords Supper, as well as baptiſm, For 
they may eat and drink bread and wine as well as be waſhed by b1ptiſm, T he 
third propolition is, That the viſible Church is made up of ſuch viſible profeſſers 
and their chit4rcn, This is indeed the concluſion of the 4ſſemLly in their Cen- 
ſeſſion of Faith, ch. 25. art. 2. and they cite to prove it, 1 Cor. 7. 14. At: 2. 
39. Exck,16. 20,21, Rom. 11. 16. The iq pertlnency of which is ſhewed 
before in the firſt part of this Review,and in that which goes before in this part 
of this Review: Of the impertinency of io other texts, to wi:, Gen. 3.154 
Gen. 17.7. Somewhat is ſaid »I{o before, and more is intended to be decla- 
iu the remainder of this Review, The fourth propoſit ion, That the invi- 
fble neither takes in all of the one nor the other, but ſome of both, I grant to be 
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ſhewes what thoſe; outward priviledges are. 2. Nox any where Me that 1 
know, inftanceth in any but the initlall ſealywhich is now no other chat ba 
tim, and this then being the antecedent In his Enthymeme, his argument ls 
this, All infants of believers are taken into Covenant In reſpe& [of the out- 
ward ptivi edge of Bapriſm, Ergo, they are to be baptized ; which is all one 
25 to — They are te be bapthzed, Ergo they are to be baptixed, unleſſe ke 
mean they are taken into covenant de facto, and ſo kis aſſertion ſhould be, 
They are already baptł ed (wich is falſe) and if his inference be, Ergo they 
are to be baptized, his argument is, They are already baptized, Ergo they are 
tobe bap:iſed, which were to aſſert Anabgpriſm. 3. Ner doth Mir. M. tell 
he re that covenant is that promiſeth the outward Churchepriviledge of an 
initiaall ſeal, nor by whole act they are taken into covenant, or who takes 
them into covenant. 4. It he underſtand it of the outward covenant, mea- 
ning thereby the curward adminiſtrarion, he uſeth , the word improperly by 2 
Trepe, and ſo (peaks cblcurely in his main concluſion on which his whole 
diſoure r{ts, which is contrary to Logick Rules, and fill right Diſputatlon. 
heſides, he doth bur trifle rbus in his arguings, I fants of believers are ta- 
ken into covenan , that is the outward covenant, that is the cutward admini- 
ſteꝛtion, chat is (now) Bapt iſm, Ergo they are to be boptized,which is to prove 
the lame hy tke lame. Laſt'y, if hat ſpeech of his be true, That 1 reſpect 
Heute priviledges the ſame is to he (aid of viſible members both parents and in- 
fines under the New Teſtament, in this poynt of being in covenant, as was to be 
ſaid of viſible members in the former adminiſtration, whether Fewes and their 
children or Proſelytes and their children, it is apparent to me that he makes the 
covenant now and then not cnely the ſame for ſubſtance, but alſo in reſpe& 
of adminiſtra: i ns contrary to his firſt concluſion, For what are thoſe out- 
ward privileges in reſpc& of which they are the (ame but outward admini- 
ſtrations ? And it ſo, his ſpeech Is in my apprehenſion profeſſed Judaiſm 
cppeſite tothe Apoltles determination in the Synod As i 5. And yet Mr. A. 
tells me he endevours in all this to ſpeak as clearly as he can poſſibly, which makes 
me hopeleſs of any"thing but confuſedneſs in his writing, when after I 
had diſtinctly opened the various ſenſes of hls terms, yet he wifully declines 
making anſwer in which of thoſe ſenſes I ſhould take his words, and when he 
takes on him to explain his meaning, he takes on him to explain other terms 
then were in his concluſion, and yer his explicat ions are as dark as his terms 
which he would explain, and inthe upſhot his ſecond concluſion can have no 
«ther ſenſe conſiſtent with his own Hypothefss but ſuch as afferts Judaiſm, or 
being cdceived to be the antecedent of his Enymeme, ls the ſame with the con- 
cluſion of it, which is meerly to trifle, proving rhe ſame by the ſame : which 
courſe how unfit it is for him who is to diſpute, I leave it to them to judge 
who know what belongs to Scolaſtick exerciſe, 

Mr. M. next ckargeth me wich holding no more promiſes ſor believers c bil- 
dren in reference to the covenant, then 10 the children of Turks. And yet page 
119. he doth intheſe words maintain the ſame which I do, I joyn with you thas 
It is an error to ſay, that all Tnfams of believers indefinitely are undẽr the ſaving 
graces of the covenaut, for although I find abundance of promiſes in the Scrigzure 
of Gods giving ſaving graces unto the poſterity of his people, and thut experience 
ſeacheth us, that God uſer 19 cominye the Church in their poſterity , and that Gods 
; Ff 2 election 
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elefion ligs here among their ſced then others, yet neither to Tew nor Gentile war 
the — ſo made at um time, that the ſpirituall part and grace of ibe covenam 
ſbauld be conferred upon them all, which is direQly to contradict the uſuall plea 
of Pedobaptiſts, chat ihe covenant of grace i made to (very believer and bis ſeed, 
and particularly the words of the DireAory , The p omiſe i made 10 believers 
and theirſeed, ſeeing the covenant of grace is made to none but thoſe on hom 
the ſplrituall part is conferred, nor can (without wreſting the words from the 
plain meaning according tothe Grammar ſenſe) the ſpech of the Direfory be 
underſtood of any other promiſe than ſaving grace, 

Mr. M. and with him Mr. G. Vindic. Padob, pag. 12. charge me, that in 
my judgement believers children are not actually belonging to the Covenant oy 
Kingdom of God, but onely iin po, bility; that ibey belong io the Kingdeme of the 
Revil aFually,which calumnies are refu:ed in my eAfpologie, ect. 14. 

Next, he ſpeaks thus to me: But ſay you, io make them afully members of 
the viſble Chnrch, i to overthrow the de / nitions of the vifible Church, which Pro- 
reflant Writers uſe 10 give, becauſe they muſt be all Chriſtians by proſeſſen. I 
reply, It overtbrowes it not at all, ſor they ill include the infauts of Juch profeſſors, 
45 the viſible Church among the Tewes did include their infants male (and female 
300, left you ſay that circumeifion made them members.) 

Anſwer. Though Proteſtant Divines do hold many of them, that infen:s 
belong to the viſile Church, yet they put them not in their definitions. There 
are many definitions cited by me in the firſt part of this Revicm Sed. 14. in 
which infants are not included,not In hat definition of the Church (viſt ble) 
which Baxter plain Scripture preofe, page 8 2 ſaich, © Certainly al Divines 
te are agreed, That it is a Society ot perſons ſeparated from the world 
ce to God, or called out of the world, &c, Not in that of Dr. Featly Dijter 
ce dipped;pag.4+ A true particular viſible Church is a particular Congrega- 
e tion of men profeſſing the true faith, known by the two markes above men- 
ce tioned, the ſincete preaching of the Word, and the due adminiſtration of 
c the Sacramenis. Norton Reſp, ad Appollon* pag. 10. Immota Theſis, I- 
© dem illud in rofeſſione conſtitnit Eccl. frm wviſicilem, quod intern ſud naturs 
cc couſtitun Eccleſiam myſticam : i. e. Fides uſg, adeo luculenta eſt hac veritas ut 
« vel invito Bellzrmino lib. de Eecleſ milit. etiam 2 pracipuorum inter on- 
© rificos calamis extidiſſe videat ur. The Aſſembly Anſwer 10 the reaſons of the 
c ſeven diſſenting brethren pag. 48.. Precog 1. The whole Chu: ch of Chrilt 
© is but one made up of the collection and aggregation of al] who ate{called 
ve by the preaching of the word to profeſſe the faith of Ch:iſt. Mr. M.him- 
** ſelf in his Sermon at the Spltile April 165 2. pag. 1 5., Secondly, that part 
** of the Church which is upon — fo regard that the very life and being of 
& it, and of all the members of it, lye in internall graces, which cannot 
te be ſeen, in that reſpeR the Church of Chriſt is called an inviſible Church: 
But now as the ſaid Church and members doe make a profeſſion of their 
falt and obedience ſenſibly to the eyes and ears of others, in that reſpeR it 
« is called a viſible Church: But the vi ũble Is not one Church and the invi- 
« ſible another, but meerly the ſame Church under ſeverall denominations, 
* the one from their conſlicuring graces, the other from the external profeſſion 
*« of them. The Church viſible of the Jewes confiſted of the whole nation, 
and wa yilble ochermiſe than the Chriltian', and therefore the ä 
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the Chriſtian” Churck viſible Is different from that of the Jewiſh Church vl- 
Gble, and infants included in the definition of the one are not included in the 
definition of the other. - 

Mr. M. ſaith, I a4d alſo Baptiſme now (as well as circumciſion of old) is a re 
all though implicite profeſſion of the Chriſt ian faith. 

An[wer. Baptiſm af ic ſelf (I mean dipping in water)isnoreall expllci: e or 
implicite profeſſion of faith, but onely when it is done with conſent of the 
baptized rothit end: Otherwiſe the Indians driven into the water by the 
Spaniards againlt their wills, ſhould be prof. (ſors of the Chriltian faith, The 
like m iy be laid of circumciſion; 

Mr a7 omitting my nex: 1eaſon , ¶ That to make infants [viſible Chu: che 
members, is to make a member of the viſible Church, fro whors the note of 2 
member of the viſibie Church doth not agree} ſaiththvs to me: But ſay you, 
Infants are onely paſſive, ani do nothing wherchy they may be denominated viß ble 

briſtians. T anſwer, Even as much as the infauts of the Tewes ceuld do of old, 
who jet in their dayes were viſible members, 

I reply, Iv is (o 3 yet that which made a viſible Church member in the Jew- 
ih Charch, is not enough to make a vilible Chnrch member in the Chriftian 
Church, which cor:lilts not cf a whole na- ion known by circumciſion, 
genealogies, ou ward policy, national mee-ings, family dwelling, &c. But of 
io many per ſons as are called out « f the world by the prexching ot the word to 
profeſſe the faith of Chriſt, Mr. . adds, Tea ( ſay h further it will follow, that 
there may be 4 v ſible Church which conſiſts orely of inſunts of believers. I anſwer 
ro more now than in the time of the Tewiſh Church; it's poſſible, but very im ro- 
ble, that all the men and women fhould die and lexve onely infants bchind them, an4 
iz'1 far more probabic that a Church in the Anabaptiſts way may conſiſt onely of Hy- 

ocrires, | 

' rAnſwer. Tt is (omewhnt more poſſible, or more probable, there ſhould be 
onely infones left in a Church of a houle, town, or village; than in the Churcir 
which con ſiꝭ cf a numerous na:{on, as the Tewilh Church pid: nor is it un- 
likely; uch things hive happened in (weeping plagues. And if it be farre mare 
frob ble that a C burch in the An baptifts way may conſiſt onely of bypocrires, the 
{me with more probabi.iry miy be ſaid of a Church gathered in the Pedo- 
_— way, ia which there is of neceſſi'y ſo much iznorance in marters of 
Religion , all being admitted Church- members afore they know or can know 
any thing of Chrilt.Fam ſamus ergopares. Bur if it be »ofſible, as itisgranted, 
that a Church viſible of Chriſtians may cor ſiſt Jon'y of infants, it wil follow 
that there may be a viſible Church of Chriſtians in which there is no one pro- 

fe flor of the faith, co: trary-rothe defini ion of a viſible Church, I hat it is a 

company of profeſſors of faith, and they ſhal be viſible Church- members, who 

neither by themſelves or any for them, do any thing which is apparen: to the un 
deritanding by the meditation of ſenſe,whereby Chriſtlanity in expreſſed. The 
caſe is not the ſame of the Tewiſh Church and the Chriſtian ; for the Chriſtian 
Church is any company though but of two or three gathered together in 
Chriſts name, Matth. 18. 20. But the Iewiſh Church was the whole Congre- 

gation of Iſrael known otherwiſe, as bath been ſald, than the Chriſtian. 

Next, Mr A. aginſt theſe words of mine ¶ It is alſo true that” we are 
ante Account infants Tol bellerers] (wia be omks in repertien) to br. 
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long to God (before God] (which he likewiſe omits in tepetitlon) In reſpe& 
of election {from eetnity] ( omitted by him) or promiſe of grace[ in Chrilt] 
(omitted allo) of preſent eltate of in- being in Chrilt, or future eſtate by any 
act of Science, or faith without a particular relation: ſor there is no generall 
declaration of God, that the 2 of preſent bel levers indefinitely all or 
ſome eicher are elected to liſe, or are in the covenant of grace la Chriſt, elther 
in reſpect of preſent in- being ot future eſtate", excepts two things - 1. Thi 
makes nothing ag ainſt that viſible Church member ſhip be pleads for. 

Anſwer, If thac viſible Church-memberſhip he pleads for, ariſe from the co- 

venant of gracein Chrilt (as hicherto hath been the plea) nor can they ſhew 
any other) then they are not viſible Church»members who have not an cltate 
in that covenant which is the cxuſe of it: For take away the cauſe and the ef- 
ſect ceaſeth, and then the vilible Church-memberfhip of exiſting inſants of 
preſent believers is overthrown, ſich the cauſe of it appears not. And it they 
are not to be accounted by act of faith to belong to God in reſpect of pro- 
mile of grace in Chriſt, and the Miniſter is to diſpenle the ſeals by a judg. 
ment of faith, as Mr M. holds in his Sermon, pag. 47, in his Defence, pig. 
x11, then there being no act of faith concerning exilting infants of pi eſen: 
believers, they are not to be baptized, 
& 2. Sakk Mr. M. Irecort rhe Argument upon your ſelf, and dare boldly 
& affirm, that by chis argument no viſible Church, or all the vilible profeſ 
te ſors of any Church, are to be accounted to belong to God elther in reſpect 
of election from ercrnity, or promile of grace, oc preſent ſtote of in-being 
« in Chriſt, &c. w thout a particular revela:ion, becauſe there Is no declz- 
& ration of God, that preſent viſible profeſſors are indefinitely all or ſome 
* either elected to life, or are in the covenant of grace in Chriſt eithet in re- 
ct ſpect of preſent in- being or future eſtate: look by what diſlinction you will 
** anſwer this : For viſiole profeſſots who are growa men the lame will ſerve 
ce for infants of believers, 

Anſw, It Mr. M. had put in theſe words of mine, By any af? or {{jence of 
faith, I ſhould have granted the ſame might be ſaid of viſible profeſſors grown 
men, which I had (aid of infan's. But Ris no whit hurts our Tenert br pra- 
Qice who do not baptiz* grown perſonsbecau/e by no act of faith, or ſcience we 
know them to be in the covenant of grace inChriſt, but becauſe by an act of 
faith we know Chriſt hath appointed Diſciples appearing ſuch by heir pro- 
ſeſſron of faith, to be baptized by us, ard by an act of ſcience cr expe: tence 
by ſenſe, we know them to be ſuch whom we baptize, Concerning whom 
though we cannot account them ele& and inthe cov:nant by an act of ſcience, 
or faith without a particular revelation, yet we may by an act of certain know- 
ledge mixt of ſclence and prudence from ſenſe of their viſible profefſion know 
them to be ſerious, ſober, underſtanding and free profeſſors of Chriſtizni:y, 
and by an act of faith from Chriſts inſtitution of bapttizing proſeſſing diſci- 
ples, know we ought to bap:ixe them, and upon iht profeſſion out of cha- 
rity, which betieverh all things, bopeth al thmgs, 1 Cor. 13. 7. judge them by 
an act of opinion elect, and in the covenant of grace in Chriſt. None of all 
which can be (aid of exiſting infants ofpreſerit believrs, and therfore we ought 
to paſs no Judgement on them in this thing, but ſuſpend our judgmennt, and 
— — i our ſelves unk that comfortable hope which we 
haye from inde ie promil c Next 
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Next Mt M. cakes upon him to excuſe ſome ſpeeches of Mr, ['vtons againſt 
which I excepted in myExamen, Pig: 4%. 4;. one was , That the covenant of 
gente is given is every godly mm in his feed. Concerning which Mr Ar. tels me, 
Thut he tale / M. Cotton meaning o br, that lack as Abrihan, Tfaxc, and Facob, 
and the other godly Fewer were 191heir ſeed in reſp of the covenant that every 
godly man to his ſeed now, except enely in ſuch things wherein ibeſe Parriarks were 
of Chrifl,in all other thing: wherein God — be the Gad ofthem and iyte: 
theirſeed, godly parents may plead it as nach for their ſeed now as, they contd 
then, and what ever in. orvenienre or abſurdi:y you can ſeem to faſten upon My. 
Cotton, will equally reach to them alſo, As for cxample. ſuppoſe ant Iſraelite ſhould 
plead this promiſe fer his ſeed, yon'l demand if be plead it to i ſeed unioerſelly, 
that's falſe, add ſs of the reſt of your inferexces, loch what ſatisfying anſwer an If- 
raclite would give you the ſame would My. Cotton give, and as ſatisſyingly. 

Anſw.. Nr Ms paraphraſe of Mt. Cotrons words, is ſuch asno Rule or 
Crammar will warrant, the words being fo expreſſe, It (the covenant of 
grace) was given to Chriit, ard in C hriſi 10 every godly man, Gen. 17. 7. And 
in ever godly man to his ſeed + where the ſime covenant of grace, not an uncer- 
tain promiſe of any thing wharſcever, is ſaid zo be given 10 every godly mans 
ſeed, which is (aid to be given to C hriſl, and to every godly man , and in every 
godly man, uſing the ſame pronoune which was uſed concerning Chrift : nor 
is it laid, that it might be pleaded by every godly man, but it was given, which in 
plaja conſtruction is mean: of the ſame grant which was made to Chriſt, and 
to a gedly man. 2. Nor perhips would Mr Cetten have owned this cxplica- 
tion of his words. 3. If he had, they had not been true, for every ;godly 
Gen:i'e now cannot plead the ſame for his ſeed now, which Abraham, Ifazc 
and Facob, and ſome 0: her If ae! les could then, (becauſe God made ſuch pe- 
cu iat pre miles to them, particu'arly ta Abraham, Gen 17.4, 5,6,7, 8. in re- 
ſpr ct of ihe ir ſeꝛd) is he ha: h m ide to any be ieving Genie now. For much 
of tha: he promi ed then was out of reſpect to the ſuture —— of Chriſt 
{rom them, whick being accompliched, the reaſon of thoſe promiſes, and of 
c{;cumciſton and other rites ceaſeth, And yet the promiſes were not then ſo 
univerſally to them and their ſeed, but thit God took himſelf not ingaged to 
be the God of many of chem , nor are Gentile-believers ſeed now Abrahams 
ſeed il they believe as he did, and therfore in exp'ication of Mr. M. there can 
be no good (a i fact ion ſo as tn veriſie Mr Cettons words. 

e The other ſpeech of Mr Cotton, that «© God wil have ſome of every 
god y mans ſeed ſtand before him for ever, he confeſſeth is not to be juſt. 
c fied, if it be meant in :1eferencetoelcRion and everlaſting life, chat — 
tc godly man thall have ſome of his ſeed infallibly ſaved, nor doth he thin 
« Mr Cotten meant ſo: bur for his part he thinks he only added to that pro- 
«© miſe made to Fonad abi children, Ferem 3 5. that God would always beare 
cc a mereiſull reſpe& unto the poſterity of his ſervants, according to that pro- 
c miſe,E x0. 20. 5. I wil ſhew mefcy to thouſands ofithem that loveme and — 
my commandements. And that being his ſcope (45 he thinks irwas) I nee 
not to have kept fuch a ſtir about ir, ip 5 

« The words in the plalneſt ſenſe they bare, had that ſenſe which Mr. A. 
counts anjaſt;fable, nor can they be conſtrued in kuck an indefinlte manner ac 
A.. ene good-promifed detng ri teffe hap funding rc /e 
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ever: which how ever it allude to Tonadabs promlſe, yet is not to be underſtood 
in the ſenſe made to him, nor in any other ſenſe now than that of eternall ſal- 
vation, that I know, and by his declaration ſhould belong to ſome of every 
godly mans ſeed dererminately. So that what ever hls ſcope were his words 
were likely to be a ſtumbling-block to many who are too much taken with his 
dictates, and the place in which I examined them leading me toit, and both 


Mr. Cotton: letter to me, acqualnting me with his Dialague of the grounds of 


Tufant-baptiſm, of which the ſuppoſed Intereſt In the covenant is the 
chief, and thedefire I have to make learned men more cautelous In venting 
ſuch paſſages as may occaſion error, _— how Luthers unwary ſpeechis 
were the ſeed of Antinomlaniſm, and other learned mens wrirfhgs have miſ- 
led, moſt Divines adhering pertinaclouſly to leading men, provoking me 
thereto, I did and ſtill do think it was neceflary Iſhould ſay what I Caid abcur 
thoſe ſpeeches, 

Mr. A. tells me, pag, 116, Teu doe but loſe time and waile paper in endea- 
wouring to confute what was never aſſerted by me, viz. That the covenant of ſa- 
ving grace is made to belicvert and their natnrall ſcede that the infants of belicucys 
are ſo within the covenant of grace as io be elected aud to h. ve all the ſpirituall pri- 
uileges of the covenant belong to them. But this he ſnſþeAs to ſaſten on him againſt 
my own light : from which I cleared my ſelf, Apclog Sef. 9. He then intr. 
prets his own words of infants being within the covenant of grace as viſible pro- 
feſſors are que viſible (which ſpecch is ſhewed falſe before ) they are to be ac- 
counted to belong to God as well as their parents, viz. by a viſible profeſſion they are 
made free according ro A brahams Copy, vix. in a viſible; riviledge jor their poſterny 
But he leaves out thoſe paſſoges which I alledged, ſaying, The covenant of / lua- 
tion is coma to his beuſ, that in the fi: it cocluſion it's ſaid, The covenant is the ſame, 
which he means of laving graces, and then (aith, and children belong to II, 
which can demonſtrate no other than the ſame covenant, that is made 4 fart of 
the Gofpel preached to Abraham. To which I might add, that In his Sermon, 
page 40. he ſaith The text not onely ſhewing that they are within the covenant, but 
alſo that a right to baptiſm is ibe conſequence of being within 1he covenant, which 
covenant is made by him the covenant of ſalvation, pag. 16 and in his De. 
fence pag. 88. We are enquiriug after the ſatuation of them to whom a promiſe of 
ſalvation is made.,a nd bence inſers the ſaluation of infaxts, of believers dying in 
infancy, which were frivolous if he did not conceive, Gen.17. 7. to promiſe 
ſal vation to — _ 1 — Page 0 counts it abſurd that in 4 core- 
van of grace temporall bleſſings ſho ratified by thofeal of it. So that either 
. heeded not 147 own ſpeeches, or — things much diffe- 
rent, or ſaid and unſaid the ſame thing, If that were not his mean inz which 1 
conceived, And I muſt — — that bis ſetting down firlt diſtinctly the 
Identity of the covenant conſiſting In ſaving graces, and then affirming In- 
fants of believers to belong to it, and not underfianding it of the ſame Co- 
yenant, hath the ſhew of juggling tending to. deceive not to inftruR the Rea- 
der- There are more ſpecckes produced by me to ſhew, that if he did ſpeak 
conſonantly to other Writers and ſayings, ke meant as I interpreted his words, 
to of which he chuſeth co vlndlcate, one the ——.— the Directory 
4 — og their ſeed,) wh how frivolovſly it is in- 

Serpred by Mr. O. 30d Ms, Me is eng in wy Aut. od. 3. in wy Addivien 
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w my Apel. to Me Batter, Sef. 3. To which L add, that In the Aſſemblies 
Confeſſion of Faith k ts fad, ch. y a 3 that in the covenant of grace God pro- 

eh ra g i! rhoſe that arg ordained unto life his holy Spirit, ch. 14.art, 2. 
The pytncipall e aih are, accepting, receiving, and refling upen Chriſt 
Aut for fuſtificesion, ſcuct᷑iſication, and ciernall life, by wertue of the covenant 0 
Orc, ch. I. art. 2. The perſeverance of the Saints detend upon the nature of the 
abenam of grace. The other (peech he would clear, is thus by me expreſſed, 
Baptiſm ſeals onely the promiſe of [aving grace, remiſſion of fins, &. So in the 
Directory of Barriſm, That it iᷣ the ſeal of the conenant of grace, of our ingraſting 
imo Chriſt, aud of aur uniou with him, of remiſſin of fins, regeneration, adoption, 
and life exernall : and aſier, And that the [ced and poſterity of the faithf.Qll born 
within the Church have by their birth ingercſt iu the coucuant, and right to the ject 
ef it In che Rules of dir(Aion in the Ordinance Odob. 20. 1645, That the'S4- 
erements are ſeals ef the covenant of grace in tie blood of Chriſt, And therefore it 
there be not a promiſe of faving grace ta lnſants, in vain are they baptized, 
the ſeal is put to a blank, as ſome uſe to ſpeak, , To thisfaith Mr, . lut- 
* rerly deny your conſequence, that unleſſe there he abſolute promiſes ot ſa- 
iq grace to infants, the ſe Ls (egro a blank: For give me leave but to pu 
te the kme caſe; Firſt tor the Tafants of the Jewes,was the ſeal put to a blank 
« wich the n, or had they all promiſes of ſaving graces ? Secondly, let me put 
« the lime eaſe in'grown men, who make an et, vifible protefiion, and 
* thereupon! ate admit ed ro baptilm, can any manſay , that all the ſaving 
e graces of che covenant, or the ſpit i uall pargof it 2 to all viſible 
* profeffors ? Is ie not abundantly kgown, that in all ages even in the beſt 
« rimrs,even in the Apoliles times multitudes were baptized, to whom God 
« yer never gave (aving graces, and therefore never promiled them? for had he 
& made a promiſe, he would have performed it. 

Anſwer. To the words in my —.— (the ſeal is put to 4 blank) was added, 
35 ſome ſpeak, which I did to intimate that it was Pædobaptiſts rays 
not mine, and that they counted this an abſurdity ,, not · that I did ſo, 30 that 
my conſequence was, it being counted frequently in their wrklags an abſur- 
dity that the fea] ſhould be put to a blanł, that is, that baptiſm ſhonld be adm ini- 
ſtred ro them that had not the promſſe, and it ſeals onely the promiſe of ſa- 
vlag grace, if the promiſe of ſaving grace belong not tozhe intants — 
hen la vain are they baptized according to — Hypotheſss, tor the 
ſeal of the ptomiſe is put to them to whom. it is conſeſſed the promiſe is not 
made. Mr. A himlelfe in his Sermon, pag. 43. Infants ave capable of rocet- 
ving 1be holy Ghvit, of union with Chriſt, of adoption, of forgiveneſſe of fins, of re - 
generaion, of everla 3239 —ç— are ſigußed A ſealed in the S 
em of Baptiſne. The covenant then ſealed isthe covenant of theſe ſaving 
graces, which it it belong nat ro infants baptized, but another eurward cove- 
nant; in vain are they baptized, for they have not the covenant hic baptiſme 
ſeals,” Andehar this is the (enſe of other Writers, appeares by the words of 
Amyſing. Diolog. contra Anabept p. 195. Dico ergo : Omnibus fidelibus bapriſ- 
mm comperere cum ifforum ſemine tam mulieribus quam viric tam infantibus quam 
adaktiz: herum ontutun enim ſe Deum fore deciarat Deus, bis remiſſonem peccars» 
rm inChrifti ſanguinez bis ments renovationẽ por ſpirinum ſanftum ; bir id der- 
ar en let; gg iht obfugnabitur bac Pei gratis. 

Og meſs 


(226) 
Ame /. Bellarm. eneruut tom. 3+ I. 1. c. 4. ch. 9. Proteſt. C ireuitiſo 2 primd ſud 
inſtitutione habuit promiſſionem illam annex m quã nulla eſi major: Ero Dew tua 
& ſeminis tui poſt te. Gen. 17. quam C hriſſus ita interpreta tur Maih. 22. 11 
vn am æternam illa deceat comineri, . Paulm Epbeſ. 2. 14. Offendit ſhem vi- 
unn ex illi-pendere. Iwil add the words of ¶ Alvin, Eriſt. 229. which are ja 
ſtead of many othe s, both becauſe of the great eminency of the man, being 
accounted almoſt an Oracle by many of my Antagonilts, and becauſe they 
are full to the preſent purpoſe they are thus in Engliſh. This principle is 
&- {till to be held, T har baptiſm is nor conferred on Infants that they may be 
tt made ſons and heirs of God: but becaufethey' are already with God recko- 
cc ned in that place and degree; he grace of —— is ſealed in their fleſh O- 
c therwiſe the Anabaptifts ſhould rightly keep them from baptiſm; For unleſſe 
& there ſhould agree to them th truth of che outward gn, it wou'd be a meer 
*© profanation to call them to the participation of the ſign it ſelfe. Moreover, 
* if any deny baptiſm to them, our anſwer is ready, that they are already ot 
& the flock of Chriſt, and of the family- of God, beciuſe the tovenant of 
ce ſalyation which God maketh with believers, is common alſo to the ſons, as 
& alſo the words ſound, Iwill be thy God and. of thy ſeed after thee, Cen 17. 
« 7, nnlefſethisfromſe went before, by which God adopteth the chidren of 
te believers not yet born, it is certain baptiſm is ill bſtowed on'them, 
Which words do plainly expreſs the covenant of ſalvation which is made ly 
God with believers, is common to the ſons, tat ſo it is meant, Gen.17. 7, that 
with God they are fore baprifm reckoned in the place and degree of ſons and 
heirs of God, who adopteth them net yet born, that uoleſſe the fruth of the 
outward fagn (that is according to Mr. Ms. adoption, regeneration, remiſſi - 
on of fins, &c.) did agree to them, it were profanatlon to call infants of be- 
lievers to the participation of the fign, and Anibiprifts ſhould rightly keep 
them from Baptiſm, Therefore Calvin thedght the covenant of ſaving grace 
Gen, 17. 7. made by God to believers infanes (which Mr. 24. diſclaism) and 
otherwiſe Infant · baptiſm is profanation, and it is rightly oppoſed, Yea, the 
ſhifts that are uſed to free their docttine of infants intereſt in the covenant, 
and the ſealing of it from the difficulty of verefying it againſt the exceptions 
before alledged, do all ſeem to ſuppoſethe covenant in wei infants have in- 
rereſt , is the covenanr of ſaving grace. As when Mr. Baxters plain Scripture, 
Sc. pag. 223. will have Baptiſme ſeal onely the condition:ll promiſe Mr, Phi- 
lips vind. pag. 37. exprefſcth the ſealing by offering. Mr.D.venport's (onfeſſ.. of 
Faith,p 39. maketh the benefits of the covenant not ro be offered inthe Sacraments, 
but tobe exhibited onely to true believers, Mr. Catton's grounds of Bart. pag. 70, 
The covenant of grace dorh not give themſtving grace at all, but onely 7 5 it, 
end ſeals what it offererh. Dr Homer, that the alminiſtrat un of the ce of 
g74ce, belongs to believers children though not the efficacic. Dr. Twiſſe, that In- 
fents are in the covenant of grace in the judgement "of charity, and that baptlim 
feats regeneration, &c. not conferred, bus to — Dr. Th Goodwin, that 
they are to be judged in the covenant of grace by pareels though not all in the lump, 
et all make the promiſe, I will be the God of thy ſeed, applied to infants of be- 
rs* contain the promiſe of ſaying grace, and therefore I had great rea- 
ſon to concelye Mr. M; ſo meant his ſecond coucluſion. As for the two caſes 
te puts, J nekher grant all che Infams ofthe Jents, nor yiGble Chriſta 
3 profeſſors 
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roſeICors adulthad all ſaving graces whowere elreumelſed or rightly bapt lx ed 
by the e Ne en were ſealed with the ſeal of bs —— 
the Pedobaprilts 61 pte on not mige, except whe te I uſe the term to expreſs 
their mad nor do I count it an abſurdity to (ay the ſeal was and is to be 
to 2 blank, that is, that thoſe ſhould be baptized to whom the promiſe of ſaving 
race is not made, when I ſpeak after mine own mind. But in the place of my 
xameu pag, 46. in which e 2s an abſurdity, that the ſeal ſhould be 
ut to a blank, ie was not becaple I rook it ſo to be, but becauſe the Pædobap- 
tilts ſo coum it, 25 Mr. Calvin words before recited ſhew. 


L my * * — 


eee 
Of the novelty aj 1 ville of Mr. Mucſhals 4d others doctrine about Sacraments, 
being ſeals of the covenant and tbe ſeverall ſcalings of ibem. 


yl: Mr. M. deſires me a liule to conſi er the nature of 4 Sacrament in what 
"Lenſe it d 4 ſeal, and he tes me, ihat in every Sacrament ihe truth of the Cove 
mi in it ſelf, and all the promiſes 4 it are ſealed to be Tea and Ane, Ieſas Chriſt 
became 4 Miniſter of the Circumcaſion to confirm the promiſes made uno the Fa- 
wert, and ſo io every one who i admitted topartake of baptiſm according to he rule 
which God bath given to his Church to adminiſter the > acramem, there in ſealed the 
truth of all the promiſes of the Goſpel, thar they are all true in Criſt, and tba who- 

ever partakes of Chriſi, ſhall partake of all theſe ſaving promiſes, ibis is ſealed abſe- 
lutely in Bapiiſm. 

450. Mc . would have me to confider the nature of 4 Sacyament , in 
what ſenſe it ij a ſeal, and I am yery willing ſo to do, as know ing that as Mr. A. 
imagi nes that I am miſlead for want of conſidering thereof, ſo I am ſure Mr. 
M. and other Pædobipt iſts are both miſtaken, and do abuſe others In this 
point, by reaſon of their inconſi der atenaſ, or ſuperbcia! conſideration of this 
thing, The word Sacrament is a Latin word in profane Authors ſignifying an 
oth made by a Souldier to his Generall ; in Ecclefiaſtick Writers it is ap- 
plled to all the myſteries of religion, and It is uſed moſt by the African Wrk- 
ters, Tertallian, Augufline c. a8 the word Myilery is by the Greeks, Chryſo= 
ſtome Cyril, &c. Chamier Þ aufirat.C ath tomq.1.4.c.4.Sef.14 Sepe jon di- 
dum mes faiſe olim Saramenti fignificationem : ſerò tandem contractam in 
anguſtos iftos termines quoi hodie vix migrat: quod diligenter attendendam, Ceriè 

' ſacrament definitionem null am eſi invenire ame Auguflinum, qui ſus exemplo po · 
ſteris prajit, deinde Auguſtini definitione, & c. Whence I inferre, that as the 
derm Facrament, fo the definition of a Sacrament Is but a novelty, and poſi» 
' bly the great contentions about the number of the S acraments, fome making 
ſeven, fomie chree, moſt Proteſtants two onely, would be lefſened, if moderate 
learned men had the handling of it. I confeſſe that ſundry Texts of 
"do plathilyThew che two rites of Baptiſm and the Lords Supper to be the chief 
rider of the · Church, as 1 (br. 10, 1,2,3,4.K12,13.Epb. 4,5.Mark 16.16. 1 Cor. 
10. 16,17. & tl. 23, Cc. Yer chat the $cripture either calls theſe Sacra 
ments, or ſers down one generall nature of them In a certain definlilon of 
Bawycmnet be demoaſiraced, They are cerraly they apolnred fyr coral 
: 812 we 
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wfes according to certain rules; but ſuch a nature or eſſence generlcall as di- 
Ainguiſheth them from all other rites, as laying on of kands, &c. denied to be 
Sacraments I find not In Scripture, Divines elder and later, have framed 
melr deſinitlons according to their own concelts. After Auguſtine! time that 
definit lon was commortly recelyed in Schools, That 4 $4:rameut is a viſible 
of an inviſible grace rt the Anciehts did rent fuch ſpeeches as occaſioned the 
opinion commonly received in Schools afore the reiormatlon by Luther and 
7 vinglins, chat they did canferye gration c opere operato give grace by the 
lere uud uſe of them, Zuinglius denying them to be any more than ſigns, 
the Lutherans denying that they give grace by the bare uſe of them Without: the 
concurrence of faith, to which the Lutherans aſcribe all che efficacle; the Pa- 
piſts object the baptiꝝ ing of inlants who did gat believe, uſed by them all: 
whereupon the oppoſers of infint-biprifme, fallly termed Anabapriſts, proved 
infan:-bap:iſm inconſiſtent with their own dactrine. I wil ſer down Mr,Beg- 
Berus words in his Epiſtle to Mr, Baxter, printed in the Friendly Accommodation 
between chem, pag: 35 2. The Anubapriits ook. occafiou from that poſution of Lu- 
aber, No Faith no Baptiſm. Coetaneous with him was Zuinglius and others, who 40 
ruer hrow the reall preſence, inf ted upon it i hat Sacraments were but figns for vg- 
proſentation ; and when that doctrin was once broached ihe Auabaftiſti could eaſily 
make their advantage of it. To anſwer whom the Lutherans maintain, that by 
baptiſm, or before they are made believers, as the words of the Lutherans In 
the (onference at Aale adi cited by me ln my Examen part 3. ſect. 15, f. 143. 
ſhew, Ofender cyiß. Hiſlor. erl. C ext. 26. l. 2 c. 68. pag 449. Cum autem bap- 
aim ft leverrum ationis (refle Paulo) ſentimus nos Deum dare fi dem in- 
fantibus vel ante betrtfmoe ad preces prrentum & Eccleſia, vel in ipfo afin b 
viſmi & regenerationis, que fine 45 eſſe non pore}. And to this opinion did 
many in Englend warp, when the face of the Church of Exgland became cere- 
monious , and tended to ſymbolixing with the Lutheran Proteſtants , or with 
ie more moderate not Jeſuited Paplits in the il ne of the late Prelates poten- 
ey as may be ſten by the paſſages cked by me in Examen part. 3. Sed. 15. ag. 
243 · and by the printed writings of Dr. Dquenant, Dr. I ard. hr, Thomas Bed- 
» which have been refuted by Mr. Gataker and My. Baxter, nor ls it likely 
ut full the fame mind 1s in r. Bedford, notwithſtaadiog the late Syne- 
Aim, or rather clawing of one another which hath been between kim and Mr. 
Baxter in —— Prindly Accommodation. In which Mr. Cranfords Epiſtle 
dat theſe words to Mr, Be ford, Brother you know my mind, that I conceive the 
ground of A nabeptiſmero have been the erronew Doctrine, de nudjs fignis, « i 
Aare in nde Eccleſiefticalt Stories of ot4 , and mai? arguings of Anahaptifi. 
hich heres they fear Infants Baptim will not be maintained wirbour this 
doQrine of giring by Baptiſm to the ele& at leaſt inicjall ſemlnall rege- 
rating grace real or refatfve, But Mr. Barter thinks otherryiſe, that that 
— increafe Avaboptiſm, Leaving chem to theis ſeyerall Fagcies, I pro- 
ted. , p 4 
Me. Catvit, and'with him many others, take another courſe ra, avoyd c- 
meams, n x frm lign, which * to 22 Tele, 
nor aſeribing to it the ing of grace by the work wrought, with the, Pap 
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found ac much as the Papiſis aſcribe to k ) but aſcribing to Baptiſm and the 
Lords Supper, not onely lignification, but allo obſignatlon, and ſo making 
this the geoerall nature of Sacramenes to be ſeals of the Covenant of grace, 
whichrhey ſay is made to infants of believers, though they want not fakh ar 
or befoxe Baptiſm ; and from chis promiſe theydefire article to the baptiſm df 
Infants of belieycrs, as is ſhewed out of Calvin above. But 1, there is much 
ambiguity ln their determinations about the covenane of grace what it is, 
and what it contains, and ia what ſenſe it belongs to infant of believers as 
ſuch, and what believers inlants it belongs 10, — how baptiſm ſeals ic, 30 
that in thelr ſpeeches there is much equiytt a ĩon, and frequent ſaying and un- 
ſaying, as chicfly about the promiſe, Gen. v7; 7. I will be thy Ged and the God 
of ih ſced aſter #hce ; which is one way expounded ln theſr Commentaries on 
Rom. 9. 7, &, and elſew here, as meant of laving graces, and applied onely $a 
the. elect and true believers in thele diſputes againſt vArminins : But elſe- 
where expounded of every Gentile vifible profeſſor of ſanh in Chriſt, and his 
naturall ſeed, as If thereby the outward privileges of viſible Church member- 
(hip, and initlall ſeal were promiſed and applied to all infants of believers, 
whether ele& or not in their diſputes againſt Anabaptiſts, as may be perceived 
by this and other wricings publiſhed by me. 2. The objection Bill holds, 
How can baptiſm (cal to an infant ? Every ſeal is a fign, though every hgn be 
nor a ſeal z but baptiſm is no ſign to an infant, ſich le ſignifies nothing to ic 
at the time [of baptiſm, becauſe the infant hath not underſtanding to per- 
ceive theuſe of it z and when the infane comes to underſtanding there's no 
print of baptiſm to repreſent any thing to the perſon baptized ſome yeats be- 
tore, If the perſon know 2nyching of ir , it is by teportz which is ao viſible 
fign, but audible to the baptized. 3. A a ſeal is an aſſurlag ſign to the eye of 
what is ſpromiſed to the eare : but baptiſm aſſures nothing io an infant without 
fil h, therefore it ſeals nothing wit haut faith. And thus ia Me Perkins his 
E xpeficion of the fifth principle of his Catechiſm. Heretofore we were taught. 
A $derament is a ſigh 10 rep reſent, a ſeal ia confirm, an inſryument to convey C briſ 
and all bis hene ſitu them that do believe in him. Falk therafare wis a necelſa- 
ry prerequiſite in the perſon ta whom the Sacrament was 3 feal of the Cove» 
nant of grace, which infants wanting it is no ſeal to them, and conſequently 
no Sacrament, 3s Mr. G «her argues in another caſe, D iſcep. de ba. inf. w 
& effic.pog. 192. If it be a [cal of the eflence of a Sacrament. 

The main if not the onely Texts hence they terch this DoQrine of ma- 
king the nature of Sacraments to be Seals of the cavenan of gracez art Rom. 
4. 11. Gen. 19.9, fo,1 1. In the formet ic is (aid, 4 brabam received We of 
Cr7cumcifuon a Seal of the rightcouſnefs of feirb which he bad yes being m 
ciſed ; and in the other Cucumciſion bs termed the Covenants © 

and token of the Covenant. Whence (che ſeal of the Covenant of VideGaeh. 
grace] is eitbet made the definition of a Sacrament In ; " Diſcegt. de 
dr at leaſt che geum of le, and in the wrizings of Padobaptiſis vi: & effic. 


Jexls ob the Covenant and $accaments are uted 2s terms of che inf. bapriſes- 
ame gon. Ia the Confeſſion of fail: E . pag» 243+ 

<ba). 27. t. Sa ave boly fignr and ſects of the Cove- 2 
22% of grade, and theycite but two rex:8 for it, Rom.. 11. Gen.1 7.7. 1. Tes, 
ien of uam Odd. 20, 2645. ch Rules eng cen” 
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ning perſons to be admited to the Lords Supper, this is one principle which every 
cne who is admitteg to the Lords Supper, bs required to give account of, that 
Sacraments are ſeals ef the covenant of grace inthe blood of Chrift : ſothat in eſ- 
fect it is made as one of the firſt. Credenda, or articles of faich. neceſſary for 
all to know. On the contrary, I have ſeen a little book in Engliſh of one Mr. 
Jackſon, in which are nineteen arguments to prove ciicumciũon no ſeal of the, 
covenant of grace. For my part, asT expreſs my (elf in my Examen, pag. 117. 
I ſhould not it ck to yeild that the rites of the New Teſtament called Sacra- 
ments, may be called ſeals ofthe covenant of grace, being rightly expounded 
in this ſenſe , that they ſhtw forch Chriſts death, and thereby to the true be- 
liever, the benefits of the covenant of grace are aſſured : yer conſidering bow 
Writers make this the very Genus ia the definition of them, and- of their na- 
ture and eſſence, and thence inferredutles and draw arguments to determine 
caſes of conſcience about the uſe of Sacraments as they are called, and make 
it a neceſſary point to be acknewledged by all, I reject it, and except againſt 
this uſe of that term for theſe reaſons. 

Firſt , Becauſe chis uſe of that term {s not in or from the holy Scripture, 
That term Seal of the covenant of grace, is not expreſsly ia the holy Scripture, 
I ſuppoſe will not be denied: if ir be, let it be ſhewed where. Though the term 
Seal, and the true Token of the Covenant, be aſcribed to cirenmciſion, Rom. 4, 
11 gen. 17.11. yet is not the term S ealof the Covenant of grace, applied to any 
Sacrament, no not to circumciſion. Nor is the term Seal of ibe rigbiecuſncſ of 
Faith, Rom. 4. 1 1. of the ſame ſenſe uh che term Seal of the covenant of grace, 
Fot the Scale of the covenant of grace in the ordinary accept ion, is as much as an 
»furing ſign or mean of the grace of the covenant to be beſtowed, Rom. 4. 11, 
it is fats. thar AbraÞam received the ſign of Circumciſion, a Seal of the righteouſ- 
neſs of Faith, which he bad being yet uncircumciſed, and therefore it was t her a 
ſeal of certification of what he had, than a prediQion or promiſe what he ſhcu!d * 
have, Mr. Baxter againſt Mr. Blake, pay. 104. ſoith truly, That circumciſion 
was the Seal of the righteouſneſs of Faith, even a juflifying ſaith already in being, 
Rom 4. 11,12, The Nu England Elders in their Anſwer to-the third aud fourth 
of the nine poſitions, pag. 65. ſay truly thus, The ſcope of the Apoſtle rethat 
Place, Rom. 4 11, & not rodeſine 3 Sacrament , nor io ſhew what is the adequate 
ſubjeF of the Sacrament, but to prove ij the example of Abraham that a finney i 

* before God, not by works but by faith (1hus) As Abraham. the F ather of 
uhe fait full was juſtified before God, ſo muſt bis ſeed be, that in all believers wbe- 
ther Tewes or Gentiles, circumciſed or uncircumciſed, for therefore Abraham re- 
ceived circuncißon wbirb belonged io the Tewes, to confirm 1he righteouſne(s which 
he bad befaye; even whilft be wan uncirtumciſed, thas he might be the Father of 
both. And to ſpeak truth, to concelve that ejrcumcifion there is made the 
ſeal of the covenant of grace, that is, thu God would be the God ef Abra- 
bam and bi ſced for the future, — juſtifying, ſaving him and 
them, is indeed to evacuate the force of the Apo ment, which 
la, chat righteouſneſs is not appr d to che Lawes by che Law, 
but common to che Gentiles them by faith, becauſe A brahons cir- 
cumciſion ſealed to him jhe righteouſneſs of faith, which be had before he was 
circurnciſed, Nor do ſeethat which C anier. Pauſt. Cath. tam. 4 1. 2. c. 10 
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promiſe, ber auſe Gen. 17. in the inſlitution it was termed 4 token of the covenant; 
for the Apoſtle, Rom. 4 11. mentions not what God appointed circumcifion 

to be to every circumciſed perſon , but what peculiar uſe Abrahrms cltcumci- 
Gon had to him and all believers though uncircumciſed, And though k is 

true, that yighteonſneſ$ of faith ſuppeſeth a word of God, or a promiſe or covenant 
of grace, yet Ro 4.11.the citeumc iſion there mentioned is ſaid to ſeal not a pro- 

mile of ſomething future, but ſomething paſt and already had many years 

before,Gen.1 5.6. 

But were it granted, that ei cumcĩſion there ſealed the promiſe to come, to 
wit, that part ot the covenant, Gen. 17. 4. Thou ſhalt be a fathey of many Na- 
tions, and that v 7. And ] will eſtabliſh my coucnient between me and thce , and 
1hy ſced after thee in iheir generations for an everlaſling covenant to bee 4 God unto 
the and 1hy ſced after thee, or thus gen. 15. 5. Ss ſhall thy ſeed be, mentioned 
Rom. 4. 17, 8. an ſo did afſurea future «ſtate to others as well as an eſtate 
already cbrained to Abraham, yer this is aſcribed in that place to no ones cit- 
cumcilion but Abraham. For 1. Th: occafion and ſcope of the paſſige ſhew 
ir is meart of Abrahams circumcilion, it being alleged to prove, that Gentilcs- 
were to be juſtified by faith though uncircumciſed, becauſe Abraham was ju- 
(tified by faith afore cIrcumcilion, and his circumciſion after did but ſeal (nor 
convey) the righteouſneſs of faith we had before. 2. The expreſſion [ He 

received] ſtanding in oppoſition to [| yet being uncircumciſed ] ſhewes that the 

receiving of the ſeal of circumciſion was in his own perſon. 3. The end of 

receiving it ſ wes it more plainly ; for it was, That be might be the ſuber of 

them that bel icve. Bur this was the end oncly ut Abrahams pei ſonall citcumci- 
lion: Nelther Tſhmaels, nor Tſazchs, not any others perſcnall circumcifon 

wete, that Abraham might be the father of them that believe , but onely Abra- 

hims, 4. Thetimeex:A'y noted of his believing, and imputation of rigk- 

t. cuſneſs:o him, diſtinguiſhed from the time of his receiving citcumcilion 

ſhew plaialy that it was the ſame perſon who had the one and the other, and the 

receiving it not as a command to execute it upon others, but as a ſign and 
ſcal to himſelf, and all believers whether {circumciſed or uncircumciſed, evi - 

cently ſhew ir is ſpoken Rom 4. 11. of Abrahems petſc nall circumc iſion and 

of nv others. 

As for Gen. 17.10 1. it Is true Circumciſion is termed the Covenant, 
and a token of the Covenant: But ir is not (1id of that promiſe onely, v 7. nor of 
thut prorxiſe In the Goſpel ſenſe, and therefore it cannot there be proved to be a 
token or ſeal of the Covenant of grace; but it followeth that Rom. 4. 11. Genus 
17,7.10, are impertinently alledged by the Aſſembij to prove this propoſit ion, 
Sacraments are boly figns and ſeals of the Covenant of grace. Yea the ena of cix- 
cumciſion was cor celved generally by the Jewes, and ſo uſed to biad men to 
obſerve the Law of Moſes for righteouſneſs. And thus they taught who are 
mentloned Aﬀs x5. 1, © Except ye becircumciſed after the manner of 
& Meſes yee cannot be ſaved. And v. 5, That it was needfull to circumciſe 
te them and to command them to keep the Law of Moſes, Ads 21,20,31, 
*© Thou ſeeſt brother how many thouſands of Jewes there are which belleve, 
* and they are all zealous of the Law, aud they are Informed of thee, that 
chou teacheſt all the Jewes which are among the Gentlles, to forſake Mo- 
ſen ſaying , Thar rhey ought nox to clecumciſe thels children, neither — 
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et walle #fter the euſtomet and the Apoſtle Gal. 5, 2,3, ſaich, Behold T P nt 
Jay toyor, Thar if any of you be circumeiſed C hriſi ſhall profit you nothing, Flr I 
reftifie gin to every man that ij circumciſed that be is 4 debtor to keep the whole 
Law. So chat circumciſion inthe ordinary uſe may ſeem to have been a ſeal 
of the Law rather than ofthe Goſpel or covenant of grace; and if your bap- 
tilm be of the ſame nature with circumciſion, it is ſo far from belag a rhe of 
the Goſpel, chat it rather binds us to obſerve the Law. But fourthly, were 
it granted that it was in the vſe of it accord ing to the luſtitutton a ſeal of the 
covenant of grace , how doth it follow from thence, that this is the nature of 
every Sacrament ? Whence will it be evinced that that is the Genus of every 
Sacrament which is not ſo much as once attributed to them. The Paſſover 
is counted a Sacrament, and we find that it ſignified the Paflover over the If- 
ralites houſes, and (paridg thetr firſt born, and that it rypificd Chris, 1 Cer 5. 
7. But this doth not prove that ic was a ſeal of the covenant of 0 any more 
than Fox:hs being in the Whales belly, which was a type of Chrilts buriall, was 
a ſeal of the covenant of grace, T grant we are (aid to be baptiqcd into Chriſts 
death, to be buried by bapriſm into death, Rom 6 3, 4, to be buried with him in 
Baptiſm'; and therein ro be raiſed up through the faith of the operation of God who 
raiſed him fromthe dead, Cot. 1.12, and that they who are bajtized into Chriſt, 
have put on Chrift, Gal, 3. 27. — — called the zew Feſtamentin hi 
blood, 1 (dr. 12. 25. And therefore I ſhould yelld to cali boch th. (e ordinances 
gnes memorative of Chriſts death in the firſt place, aud by conſcquence ſeals 
ob the New Teſtament and i:s benefit s, f eclally the Cup in the Lords 
Supper. But this doth not prove this Is the Genus ot Sacraments, much ls 
of all Sacraments. Nor doth it any whit jultifie the determining of doub:s 
of conſcience, and ſo binding duties on mens conſcier.ces concerning meet 
poſicive rites without any ſuſtitution of Chriſt, or Apoſtolicall cxawple, 
meerly from this deviſed term, The Seal of the Covenant, and mal ing it ſo ne- 
ceffary to be acknowledged, that it is preſſed on perſons to be admitted to the 
Lords Supper, as it were a.nec«ſſary Article of Falch 
2. This term Seat of the Covenant, applied to theſe Sacraments, as being of 
their nature ls, ſo farreas my reading and memory reach, but a novel term, 
not uſed till the 16. Century, & in that nat uſed among the learned Romanilts 
and Lutherans, atleaſt not frequen ly. I grant the Ancients ſay Men are ſca- 
let by baytiſm,and ſometimes by laying on of hands or anoin: ing after baptiſm. 
And this fealing is attributed to infant baptiſm by Naziangen in hls fortieth 
Oratzhr. Bur this ſealing was net à confirmarion of the covenant of grace, but 
2confirmarion of the ir faith received in Baptiſm, The ancient Greeks call it 
the feat ef Fab, as the Laut call jt the ſeal of Rezentance ,, aud the Sacra- 
ment of Faith, in reſpe& of the profefiion of Falth, as Gratius Annot. on Mat. 
28. 19. obſerves when he ſaith, Ind ſuch were the Interrogations of faith either 
en thoſe next ehe firſt in reſpect᷑ of which by Bafil and others, it 
# called the ſeal. of faith, ſealing of faith, of repentance, by Tettul. in bi; book of 
Repertaxce, and * 


as not to aſſute a promiſe, but to ſtrengthen and 
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keep rhelr lick or yerrues. Whence as Mc.Gataher obſerves in his Striffures on 
accounted Baptiſm ro ſome not as 
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day, 4 ſeal 41 and dominjon. No where do I find any of 

them uſe the term Seab of zhe covenant of grace, applied either co Sacraments in 
generall, or to baptiſm in ſpeclal, 

3. But were the uſe of the term r in the Scrip- 
ture, or the writings of the Ancients, yet it is againſt Logick to define a Sa- 
erament by a Seal of the covenant as the genus, ind ſo to make it of its eſſenee. 
For it is a rule in Logick , Deſinitis non fit ex verbis metaphoricis , Scheibler 
Top. cap. 30 num. 126. Ita Ariſtet, Topic. lib. 2. c. 2. ſect. 4. Keckerm. Syſt. Le- 
gic. lib. 1, ſeck. cap B. Arifloule ſalth. xd xale pilagoga'y ,v d coupe, 
E very tranſlazed ſpeech in doubt full till reduced to proper, for it may have di- 
vers ſenſes. Belides, metaphors, or borrowed ſpeeches, may be many, as in 
this point we may call a Sacrament a Pledge, as in the Common Prayer Book 
Catechiſm, or a pawn, earneſt, as well as a (cal Chamier. Pauſt. Cath. tom. 4. 
1. 2. c. 9. ſect. o. Tou have alſo the ſimilitude of a pledge ſomewhat divers from 
Seals, but nevert ccle(5 tending to the ſame , which we alſs dee mofl willingly uſe. 
And if we ſhould detine a Sacrament by a pledge, and from that metaphor in- 
fer, that zn lafant muſt contract afore it receive the Sacrament as 2 pled 
we might do ic wich as good reaſon as they who infer they are to be ſealed be- 
cauſe the ſeal followes the covenant, Well doth Chamier call a Seal a Sm 
litade , which cannot ſhew what a Sacrament is, but hat it is like ; and there» 
fore all mecaphors ate unit to ſhew the quidditatiye concelt of a thing, nor are 
to be uled in definitions except there be want of proper terms, of which there is 
not in this caſe. Now to define a Sacrament by a Scale of rhe covenant , is to 
define it by a metaphor, neicher Baptiſm nor the Lords Supper are Seals in 

roper acceptation, they makc no viſible figure or impretion on the -body, 
therefore to uſe the term thus is an abuſe, much more when poſi:ions and 
duties are urged on mens conſciences from it. I will ſubjoyn Mr. Baxters 
words in his Apologie againſt Mr Blake, Se. 64. pag. 11. Some ſober men n 
way inclined to Anabaztiſm , do think that weought not to call the $acroments 
Seals, as being athing not to be proved from the word; (ſer all Rom. 4. But I am 
net of their mind yer I think it js a Metaphor, and to make it the ſubject of te- 
diows diſputations, and to lay too groat a ftreſs upon a metaphorical notion, is the way 
vt 10 edifie, but 10 loſe our ſelves. * 

Laitly, were allthis yielded to Mr M. that the term Sealof the -covengnt 
vere the language of the Scripture and Ancients, and fit enough to expreſs the 
tenerall nature of Sacraments, yet I conceiveir of little moment to the ends 
to which it is applied. For what is it to ſeal and not to confer grace, but onely 
toaflure? And ſo the uſe of it is to repreſent to the raigd as a morall laſtru- 
ment. Butthat is not done to infants, who are not naturally capable to un- 
derſtand the — therefore this term [ Seal of the covenam] beyond [ fign 
of grace] dorh not take away the object ion of Papiſts, Lutherans, or Anti- 
$ rr iſm, it is in vain or with- 

out effeft to baptixe inſam:. in like manner the deriving from it Nædo- 

baptiſmis very frivolous. Theſethings will appear by confidering what Mr A. 

and others (ay ofthe covenane which they fay ls ſealed, and of the lealing, there 

belng little agreement among Pædobaptiſts, whether the inward or outward 

covenanr, the abſolute or conditionall be ſealed, whether the ſealing be abſo- 
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whit I find ſaid by Mr Af: Flrſt, whoſe words are commended by Mr. P 
in his Suſpen on ſuſpended, pag. 19, &c. e ſaith, Inevery Samament the tub 
of the covenant it ſelf, and all the promiſes of is are ſealed is be Tea and Amon, and 
ib i ſcaled abſolutely in baptiſm 10 all that partake of it. 

But 1. there's no Scripture chat ſaichſo : That Rom. 5 8. is impertinent: 
Box Chriſt is not called the Miniftey of C ircumciſion becauſc he did adminiſter 
circumciſion to others, that were not true, he circumciſed none, but he was a cir. 
cumciſed Miniſter for the truth,he was of the circumciſion, that is, a Jew not a 
Gentile. Nor ls it ſald his circumciſion was to confirm the promiſes of the Fa- 
thers that they were true; but that therefore he was acircumciſed Miniſter for 
the 1th of God, chat the promiſes of the Fathert might be confirmed by his mi- 
niſtring the truth of God In his preaching, or in his accompliſhment of what 
the promiſes foretold. 2. Nor do I know any act in baptiſm that hath any 
aptneſſe of it ſelf , or by inſtitution to ſeal this poſitlon, that the covenant of 

ace and all the promiſes of it are Yea and Amen. 3. Yet were it ſo, this 
Elliog is not to Infants, who have no intelligence thereof, and ſo no confit- 
mation thereof by baptiſm, 4. Nor doth this ſealing any more pertain to 
the children of bellevers, than unbelievers, it is but — of the cove- 

in it ſelf, not of any perſons Intereſt in ir, 5. This is as well ſealed by 
the baptiſm of others, yea by the baptiſm of any one deceaſed, moſt of all by 
Cheiſts baptiſm, as by each perſons own baptiſm, 6. This ſealing may be 
not onely to them that are baptized, but to them that deny baptiſm, yea to Inf 
dels, yea to Devils, who may and do believe the truth of the covenant it (elf, 
and all the promiſes of it to be Yea and Amen, and have it ſealed as well 
to them by the baptiſm of a perſon as to the baptized , and better than to an 
infant, But perhaps Mr M. helps che matter in the ſecond or third. 
£ But as to the ſecond (ſaith w which is intereſſe meum, or the recelvers 
ce fatereſ in that ſpiricuall part of the covenanc, that Is ſealed to no rectiver 
& abſolutely, but conditionally 3 in this particular all Sacraments are but 
<« Sigua conditionalia, conditionallſeals ſealing the (pirituall part of the co- 
©. yenant to the recelvets upon condition that they perform the ſpirituall part 
of the covenant. Thus our Divines uſe to anſwer the Papiſts, thus Dr, A- 
* mes anſwers to Bellarmine , when Bellarmine diſputing againſt our do- 
1c &trines, that Sacraments are Seals, alledges then they are faſſly applied of- 
© tentimes; he anſwers to Bell armin, Sacraments are conditional] Seals, and 
© theretore not Seals to us but upon condition. 

Anſwer. The ſplrituall condition is falth, ſo Ames Bell. enerv. tom. 3. I. 1, 
5.1. J. 4. 16. 11. Sacramehia non ſunt teſtimonia completa & abſoluts, nift creder- 
ribus. Sacraments are not compleat and abſolute teftimonies bus to the believing. 

Nor it the Sacraments ſeal onely condi ionally, they ſeal onely this propoù - 
tion, that he that bel ieveth ſhall be juſtified, ſaved, &c. Bur this is all one 
wich ſealing the truth of the covenant in it ſelf : nor doth this ſeal the bapti- 
ved perſons intereſ} in the covenant any more than the unbaptizeds ; no more 
to the infants of believers than of unbelievers, not at all to any till they be- 
Neve , and ſo to no infantsordinarily , and if then the baptizing of them 
muſt be derived from this intereſt and ſealing of the covenant, either none are 
wo be bapcized till they do belleve, or all alike areto be baptized, Beſides, if 
| Sacramenes be but condicionall ſignes, or reſtimonies compltat, and — 
w „ 
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elonall till perſons believe, then they are but condlefonall laeompleat Sacra. 
ments till a perſon believes, ſich tobe a ſign & ſeal ls of the nature of a Sacra« 
ment; and if ſo, then infants have not a compleat Sacrament or abſolute, but 
an incomplea and conditionall baptiſm, and conſequently though the bapti- 
rer begin to bap:ize the infants, yet he cannot ſay he doth baptize them, bu: 
muſt wai: till they be bellevers, and then he may (ay he baptixeth them, and 
gives them a compleat Sacrament, and is bound to baptize them when they 
come to years whom he did waſh in infancy , or elſe he mocks them, which le 
the mind of Chriſt indeed, that he that belleveth ſhould be baptized, and no 
other, Mark 16 16. Belides, whecher there be any conditlonall ſealing may be 
auqeltion. Mr. Baxter Apologie againſt Mr Blake,Sef.77-p4g- 140. (peaks of 
it as a ſtrange thing uſeleſs and vain. But this I thall leave till I examine Mr. 
Bixters exceptions againſt me about the condirional covenant and ſealing, 
onely I cake notice of nis words Scf. 79. pag. 141, A conditional ſeal is not 4 
ſeal till ile condition be perf-rmed, and inters, that it baptiſim be a conditionall 
leal, ir is no ſeal, and conſequently no ſacrament to an infant uncill he doth 
pet form the condition. 

„% Nr M. adds, Now for the third thing the obligation which is put upon 
e the recciver, a bond or tle for him to . — who is admitted to receive 
© the Sacrament, thisthird I (ay is 2 ſo abſolute, All circumciſed and bapti- 
z ed perſons did cr do ſt ind ablolutely ingaged to perform the conditions 
** reqaired on their part, and therefore all circumciſed perſons were by the 
© circumciſion obliged to keep the Law, that is, the legall and typicall admt- 
* niſtration of the covenant which was then in force, and infants among the 
ce relt, ate bound to this though they had no underſtanding of the covenant, 
ce or that adminiſtration of the Covenant when this ſeal was adminiſtred to 
ce them. 

Anſwer, It is true, God required that his covenant ſhould be kept, which 
is expreſſed to be, That every man child among the Hebrewes ſhould be circumci- 
ſel, gen, 17.9, 10. but this was the duty of the parents, not of the Infants, who 
were to be circumciſed not tocircumciſe. And it is true, That all circumciſed 

erſons were by the eircumcifion obliged to keep the Law. And lt circumciſion lea» 
Fea this, its ſealing of this was the lealing of a command not a promiſe of God, 
for they arenot obliged to keep Gods promiſe (that is the work of God alone) 
but his precept, ſo that this ſealing is not of the covenant of gtace at all: yea by 
this ſealing obliging to keep the whole Law, the covenant of works is ſealed 
rather than the covenant of grace, as the Apoſtles ſpeech ſhews, G dl. 3. 243545 
And this ſealing belongs toall infants and elder perſons , for all are tied to 
perform the condition of the covenant, that is to repent and believe, And it 
hence be derived a title to baptiſm, either all are to be baptized becauſe all ate 
obliged to the ecndltion of repentance and falth, or none are to be baptized 
bur penitent & bglieving perſons, To (peak the plain truth, the right uſe of bap- 
tiſm is firſt to (Gl to God, teſtifying our repentance and faith by it, afore God 
ſeals to us by it any benefit ofthe covenant of grace, To conclude, Mr. A. 
hah not yer acqultied himitlf from putting a ſeal to a blank, which Mr Calvi 
county a protanatipn of the Facrament when he baptizerh an infant, who hath 
ncither a promiſe of ſplrituil grace from God, nor doth perform the condi- 
gen of the covenant nor yaderitand by bapriſas any thing of the covenants 


© — — —— —— — — 


h a „ 


5 — 


(236) 
nor profeſſe any accptance of the covenent, nor is or can be known to have any 
— the 2 grace, nor is there indeed any thing but vanity In this 
diſcourſe of Mr. M. or the Pzdobaptiſts doctrine abour Sacraments being 
ſeils of the covenant of grace, and the intereſt of bellevers infantstherein, 


3 


SECT, XXXII. 


The exceptions in my Examen, part 4. Sect. 5. againſt My Ms ſpeeches ahout the 
covenant and conditional ſealing,are made good againſt Ar. M. and Ar. Blake. 


Bu that we miy the better diſcern the vanity of Pædobaptiſts conceiis a- 
ut the ſeal and covenant, I ſhall enquire a little more into this polnt, in 
which I find much jangl ing and uncertainty among them. To which I con- 
ceive my ſelf — lagged, becauſe ſome words of mine in my Examen, 
part 4. Sef. 3. — r to Mr A. and afier to Mr Bl. and Mr B. 
to except much againſt me about this point, Two things which I ſaid 
in that paſſage, it ſeems, are not reliſhed%; . one, that I laid that God 
ſeals not to every one that is baptized, but onely to true believers ; the other, 
that making Gods promiſe in the covenant of grace conditional in this ſenle, 
that-perſons after agnizethe covenant, and tkat to ſpeak of ir ſo as if lt 
vere common to the elect and reprobates, and conditional! in this ſenſe, as if 
God left it to mens liberty to whom he had ſealed, to agn'z2 or recognize that 
ſealing, or to free themſelves if they pleaſe, and ſo nullifie all; yet ſo, as to 
afford them a whilethefavour and priviledge of being in covenant with him, 
is ſymbolizing with Arminians. To this Mr M. replied but little, yet what he 
ſaith in his Drſence pag. 236, I ſhall briefly anſwer. Firlt, ſaich he, us not 
Circumciſion Gods fign and ſeal , which by hi own appoimmext was apflicd 10 all 
the Fewes and proſelntes, andibeir children ? 

An. Circumciſion was appointed by God to be applied to all the Jews, & 
proſelytes and their childrenbeing males of eight dayes old, and was by his in» 
Riturion a ſrgn of the covenant made with Abraham, Gen. 7. A brabams own 
circumciſion in his own perſon, was, « ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith, which 
be bad yet being uncircum-iſed, but that God did by Circumciſion ſeal 
to every onethe righteouſneſs of faith who was rightly circumciſed, I find 
not, nor it I did, ſhould I think it were any thing to prove that God ſeals the 
Tighteouineſs of faith to ever one that is baptized rightly , ſich I doe not take 
circumciſion and bapt iſm w be all one, or to have the ſame uſe, or that bap- 
tiſm ſeals in the ſame manner as circumciſion, Mr. M. adds, Did it ingage 

od abfolutely to every one of them to write his law in their hearts, & c. Anſwer. 
- — _ ars not the Sacraments Signa conditionalia, conditional fignes and 
Anſwer. Iconcelve baptiſm, according to.Chrifts inſtitution, to be a fign 
of the faith of the baprized, and ſo it is a ſign abſolute , and not condirlonall, 
and becauſe the object of that faith is Chriſt dead and riſen again, whereby 
mo. are juſtified , and iſme as fitted ro mind the baptized of Chriits 
death, buzlall and reſurrect 3 Rom, 6. 2, 35 4. Col. 2. 12, it is in its na- 0 
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vation, 1 Pet. 3.21, and ſo may be termed in its nature a ſeal apticudinall ,” 
bur yet it ſeals actually to none but thoſe who truly believe, which it doth ab- 
ſolutely in reſpect of juſtification, and coditionally In reſpeR of glorification, 
whick is not yer attained, nor to be attalned but upon condirition of perſeve- 
rance : yet it doth not ſeal that as an uncertain thing becauſe conditionall, 
for even the condition alſo is affured by verve of the death of Chrift confirm 
ing the covenant of grace, or the New Teſtament in his blood. But when I (ay 
theſe chingsare actually aſſured by baptiſm, I do not concelve they ate aQuall 
{ealed by God, not to the true believer without the Inward teſtimony or ſeal 
of the ſpirit, without which God never ſealed actually by his word or Sacra- 
ments theſe promiſes of the covenant of grace or the perſons intereſt in them, 
although boththe word of God, the oath of God, the death of Chriſt, the 
ordinances of Baptiſm and the Lords Supper, are in themſelves , or in their 
nature aptitudinall ſeals, that is, apt ſigns ro aſfure them, The like I ſay of 
the Lords Supper, both which are allke ſignes and ſeals, neither to an Infant 
without extraordinary operation. Mr M. adds, 

Aud did am orthodox Divine, be fore your ſelf, charge this to be Arminianiſm; 
ro ſay, that the Goſpel runs upon conditions? I confeſſe it is Arminiaviſm to ſay any 
thing is conditionall to Gol, th I never aſſerted, but that the Goſpel is both 
preached, and by the Sacraments ſealed to as upon condition of faith , will paſſe for 
orthodex-dofffine when you and T are dead and gone, 

Anſwer. I never chirged this to be Arminianiſm, That the Goſpel runs uport 
cmditions, that it is both preached and by the $ acramems ſealed is ws upon condition 
of faith, according tothe explication given, What I count ſymbolizing with 
the Arminlans, I have before declared, to wit, Gods conditionall ſealing and 
covenant common to elect and reprobates, as Mr M. in his Sermon ſeemed to 
conceive, To what I ſaid that I did not well underſtand that God required of 
the Jewes infants to ſeal in heit infancy, T reply faith Mr M. ButT hope you un- 
derſtamd, that tbe infants were ſealed in their infancy,and by ibi they received not 
only a priviledge to be accounted as belonging to Gods family, but it alſo obliged 
them to the ſeverall daties of the covenant, as they grew up to be capable of porfors 
ming them, 

Som. I underſtand the Iewes were circumciſed In their infancy, but 
that God did ſeal to every circumciſed infant, either the tru:h of the promiles; 
or his intereſt in them; or that they did in infancy ſeal to God, I do not yet un- 
derſtand. For though they had the priviledge mentioned, yet not by vertue of 
Gods ſealing to them, and though they were obliged to the duties mentloned, 
yet not by vertue of their ſealing to God. 

But Mr. Bl. and Mr, B. are more earneſtin this polnt,and in oppoſition to 
what I ſaid in my Examen, part 4. Sef. 5. in his Anſwer to my Letter Mr Bl. 
ch. 15, aſſerts, Se. 1, © The ſeals of the Sacrament re conditionall, not 
* abſolure, Sect. 2. The entrance into covenant and acceptation of the terms 
* of It, is common to the elect and reprobare , a heart ſtedfaſt In the cove- 
& nant, and the mercies of the conenant, are proper onely to the elect / and 
& regenerate, Se. 3. To ſay that the ſeals of 71 are conditlonall, 
te and that the reprobate are within the verge of the covenant, as tendered in 
de the Goſpel; and ed, is not 2— with Arminlans, T's 
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ce plain Scyipture proof, e. pag. 224. of the fir} Edition, ſaith, But to thele 
ec Mc. Bl. — fly —— Mr r. though in his Apology he paſſeth over 
much, and is not able to diſcern his meaning. For my part I ſpeak impart{. 
* ally according to my judgement, I think there is more true worth {in thoſe 
& two orthree leaves of Mr. Blakes book, in opening the nature of the c9 
« yenant,than in all Mc T's book that ever he wrote about baptiſm, 

And pag. 232, he chargeth me with twoerrors in Apologie, and (aith of 
them, I conceive theſe dangerous errors of Mr T. about the nature of the (ove- 
nant and Seals in generall, are the root of his error about baptiſm, or at leaſt much 
firengthen it, and there he takes upon kim to refute them. Since that time Mr. 

Bl hath renewed his exceptions, Vindic grat- ch. 7. to which as 2 upon 
Mr B. about the thing ſealed, and manner of ſealing, Mr B. hith replied in 
his Apologie againſt Mr. Blakes Exceptions, Set. So c. pag 115. Becauſe of 
Mr Bs cenſure I have received the paſſages in Mr Blakes anſwer to my Letter, 
ch. 15. & in my Poſtſcript Sect. 2 1. and leaving Mr. B. (who is no competent 
judge of my Writings, by reaſon of his prejudice agalnſt me and the cacſc I 
maintain) and others to conceive of my books as they pleaſe, I am not aſha- 
med to profeſs, 1. That I diſcern no ſuch true worth in Mr Blakes mentic- 
ned paſſages which open the nature of the covenant , but rather ſundry that 
darken it, the ſhewing of which now would be but a digteſſien. 2. That 
there is not one of the three poſitions ſet down by Mr Blake, which dock con- 
tradict any hing I (aid In my Examen, part 4. Sect 5.For I iaid not the Sacra» 
ments are Seals abſolute, not conditionali; but that God ſeals not upon con- 
dition perſons agnize the covenant, as Mr 2M, ſaid in his Sermon, pag. 49, nor 
did I deny, that the entrance into covenant and acceptation of i, is con:mon,to 
elect and reprobate, but that Gods covenant of grace, or as I ſaid before, his 
promiſe in the covenant of grace, is common to the elect and re- 
probates, and this was it which 1 termed ſymbolizirg with Arminians, not 
that which Mr. Blake ſets down. 3. That I do not find that I have need to 
make any further reply to Mr, Blake thercin, nor to the fix arguments he 
brings, Vindic. Fed. ch. 7. to prove Sacraments ſealing conditionally, And 
for the flings Mr Blake hath at ſome ſpecches of mine, I ſhall briefly return an- 
ſwer. Thoſe words of mine, I like not to call the Sacrament a conditionall 
Seal, for that which ſeals doth aſſure, and ſuppoſeth the condition In my ap- 
ptehenſion, that which is called conditionall ſealing, is not ſealing, but offering 
or propeunding, or repreſenting ; but about this I will not contend, Mr. Bl, 
leaving out the later words, thus oppoſe h, Then our Lawyers have à long time 
lecived us, who have given us preſidents (as they call them ) for obligations under 

ſeal, to run iu ibeſe words z The condition of this obligation is ſuch , and after an 

#ndication of the condition, to conclude and cloſe up all: then ibis preſent obligation 
to be void and of none effect, or elſe to ſtand in full force and vertue: Seals we (ce 

leave the condition to me doubt full. Whereto I reply. 

Nelther I nor the Lawyers do decelve My Blake, but he deceives himſelf, 
the words of the preſident do intimate that the validity of the obligation is 
conditionall, and is left doubtfull, not that the ſeal is condiclonall, which doth 
abſolutely aſſure or teſtiſie the obligation : or, as the Lawyers ſpeak, the act 
andgred-of. him that feals,which is not future, but preſent, and ſo not condi- 
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knew 4 conditional ſealing in the world, though ] baue oft beard of the effedts of ob- 
ligation and collation of right to be conditional, which are not onely ſeparer from 
the terminus proximus of ſealing, but alſo are direAly the effects of the covenant, 
promiſe,teftament,C9'c. onely, and but remotely of the ſeals, maſmuch as that ſeal is 
a full owning of the teſtament of conveyance: yer ſuch a thing as a conditionall ſea- 
ling may be imagined. In a word, a conditionall engagement, or obligation, 
is one thing, and frequent; a conditionall ſeal, or ſealing, is another thing 
but unknown, There are other things at me as calumniatlag Mr. M. con- 
cerning his words, ſymbolizing with the Arminians, which I ſhall acquic 
my ſelf ſrom in anſwering Mr B. and that Mr Bs gueftioni& and my ſelf are 
both of one pisch both for knowledge and ignovance, and ſtand equally affefied io Mr. 
Bl. both in reſpect of bis perſon and opinions z which intimate as if he were pet 
ſwaded I were that quettionilt, whom I profeſs to be unknown to me, and 
were dilaffeted to Mr, Blakes perſon, though I knew not wheretg I have ſhew- 
ed any dilaftetion to him, and for my knowledge or ignorance be it more or 
lefſe, I hope it will appear in the concluſion, chat God hath given me ſo much 
knowledge as to ſhew the vanity of My Blakes and Mr By pleas for Inſant- 
baptiſm. And for his flirt or ſcoff at the wide ſtanding open of the door in my 
night Sacraments, I think my actions juſtifiable ia celebrating the Lords Sup- 
er at night as Chriſt did, with ſuck notes as the Apoſtle made thereon in cal- 
ling it the Lords Supper, 1 Cor. 11, 20. and relating it ſo diſtinctly, v. 23, 25+ 
My admitting none but bop Zed perſons after profeſſion of faith, is juſtified 
by Mr Blskes own words, though ſomewhat miſrepreſenting my tenent, V indic. 
Fe. ch. 23. nor do I admit any one other profcfſt-nto baptlſm than was done 
in the firſt times by men who hid the Spiric of God to guide them; and if a- 
ny be baptiz*d in the night, it's juſtifiable by Pauls ation, As 16.33. His 
flings a'(o which he hath, Vindic. Fad. ch. 17. p. 126. ſhew the ſame Satyricall 
vein,when he ſaith, I eſtableſh a new condtiitonall covenant againſt the New Teſta- 
ment light, which I ſhall (hew I eſtabliſh in that ſenſe, I do it according to plain 
New Icitamertt light, and cenſures theſe words, the not teaching one ano- 
ther ſpoken of, Heb, 8, 11, is meant of that obſcure reaching which was under 
the Law, Apol. pag. 154. ſaid ſomewhat Magiſterially after my manner, whereas 
neither could I well dilate then being ſtraitned in time, and the expoſition of 
that place there was but onthe by, and enough was (aid by me in thoſe words 
anſwerably to the occaſion, and I conceived under ſtanding men would gather 
the reaſon of my interpretation from thoſe few words, which is, that the new 
covenant being there declared cõtradiſti nct to that in Horeb, as the writing the 
laws in the beart is mentioned to diſtinguiſh it from the wrizing in ſtone, ſo ihe 
reaching is mentioned to diſtingulth it f õ thar cb(cureteaching which was un- 
der the Law,which I (aid not magiſterlally, nor any thing elſe, as Mr. Bl. miſ- 
cenſures me. This is enough, if not too much to anſwer theſe filrts of My. Bi. 
Fourthly, I add, That | find ſundry paſſages in My, Bl. which ſeem to me to 
ſpeak to the ſame purpoſe with my wotds, as Aufwey io my Letter, pag. 99. that 
Baptiſm aſſures actually when meu doe believe, pag. 102. out of Mr. Bal, 
They that be truly in covenant 0514ined the higheſt bleſſings, 5. 106. This cove- 
nant-of 7 er emics js no more than that promiſe, Deut · 3 0.6. The Lord thy God wilt 
circumciſe thy heart, and the heart of thy ſeed, that thou mays love 1he Lord, & 
And his words Vindic, Feed, ch. 7. pag. 46, That the Sacrament dub aGuill 


J 
ſe 


(240) 
ao believers and penitent onier, are anſwered by My B. Afol. againſt Ar Bl. ſef. 
— — 51 perceive. M 7. T. and you are more of a mind than I was aware off, 


SECT. XX XIII. 


That it ij 110 eyror as My Baxtercalls it, but 4 Truth, That the Covenant of grate 
& made onely to the ele, 


that I may acquit my ſelf of Mr. By charge of errors In theſe points, I 
Bra anſwer firſt what he ſaith about my fifth imagined error, becauſe as 
Mr. B. ſalth, Appendix to bis Aphoriſms, pag. 66. It is in vain to enquire whether 
the Sacraments do ſeal abſolately o conditional, till you firſt know well what it i 
; that they ſeal... And here I think it need full to ſer down Ar B words againtt 
Mr, Bl. in his Apol.$.103.Sef#.52. Arg-17. © That doctrine which ligni- 
ic fieth an unſealed covenant for giving right to the covenant of grace, is un- 
& ſound, But ſuch is Mr. Blakes, therefore no $c:ipture can be brought to 
t prove ſuck an outward covenant of Gods: And it is againſt the common 
ce reaſon and cuſtome of men , that a ſecond covenant ſhould not be drawn 
cc to convey right tothe ſeal of the firit covenant, ſeeing right to coveninis 

cc ſeals go together, and if there mult be another covenant to give rl ht to chat, 
F then bythe ſame reaſon there mult be another to — right to that, and ano- 
© ther to that, and ſo in infinitum. To the Antecedent it is apparent that Mr, 
8 Bl. diſtinguiſheth ex parte Dei between the outward and inward cove- 
c nant. It is probable that he thus diſtributes them from the bleſſings pro- 
tec miſed, whereof ſome are inward, and ſome outward : for theugh he ex- 
c plain not himſelf fully, yet I knew no other ſenſe that it will bear. Ir is 
® evident that his outward covenant hath no ſeal. For it is a covenant de con- 
tc ferendis figillu. If therefore it have a ſeal, it is. ei: her the ſame which is pro- 
cc miſed, or ſome other: other I never heard of. They no where tell us what 
cc js the ſeal of their outward covenant: The ſame it cannot be, for the ume 
© thing cannot be the materia ſæderù, or the legacie it (elf, or the benefit given, 
te and the ſeal too of that covenant whereby it is given, And pag. 65, Mr Bls 
- © common phraſe is, that they are ¶ in the outward covenant] and what that is, 
cc I cannot tell, and then proves,that God makes no ſuch ou:ward covenant, 
From hence I inferr, 1, That My. B. had not cauſe to blame me for not dil - 
— Blakes meaning when he underſtands him no better, 2, Nor to 
magnitic his writing ſo much, in which he finds ſo many flawes. 3. Nor to 
reſt ſomuch upon an imagined ground of mens right io baptiſm by Gods promiſe 
or covenant grant which the chelteſt aſſertors of Pædobaptiſm cannot well tell 
hat It Is. 4. That by Ar By judgment there ls no ſuch outward covenant of 
God, as My Bl. and other Pædobaptiſts infer infant-baptiſm from, and for 
the lnward covenant, or covenant of ſaving grace, Mr M. My G. and others, 
diſclaim ĩt as made to all the infants of believers, Let us vlew what My B. 
lalch about the covenant ſealed by baptiſm and its ſealing, Inbis Cenſut. of my 
(ax errors plain Scriptnre proof, & c. pag. 223, he thus ſpeaks, Error 
J. Ar Þ.holdeth thaz the Covenant whereof Baptiſm is the ſeal, is the abſolute 
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ner in the way to ibi about the Coven int. This he publickly fleaded for in hu 
Diſpute, and allelged Dr. Twiſſe as affirming the covenant of grace 10 be abſolute. 
To which I then anſwered, 1. That to thruſt in mens names aud words, when it 
difpuration we are exquiring what the Scripture ſaith, was unſeaſonable and diver- 
ting. 2. That Pr. Twiſſe doth conftantly in all bis writings affirm, That the 

omiſes of remiſſion of fin and ſalvation are conditional, though the promiſe of the 
grace LI will take the hard heart out of their bodies & is abſolute. This I dare af- 
firm as having read fix of Dr Twiſſe his books agaiu and again. And then he 
adds ſomewhat of Dr, Twiſſe which I leave to others to ar;lwer as they ſhall ſee 
cauſe; ; 

Anſwer. That Baptiim is the ſeal of the covenant is not my expreſſion, ex- 
cept when I ſpeak in an{wer to Pædobaptiſts according to their mind, and in 
what ſeal and manner I allow it, I have ſaid before, What I ſaid of Dr Twiſſe 
[1 the diſpu:arion, was neither unſeaſonable nor diverting, nor untrue. T he 
diſpute was (fo far as I can gather from my memory and the notes I have of 
th: diſpute) whe. her the words ent. 29. 13. did prove that God did make the 
tovenar't chere wi h all that are ſaid to enter into covenant, which I denled, and 
Mr. B. endeavoured to prove from the words [ and ibat he may be to thee 4 80 
20d trom Deut 30. 6, where he promiſech to circumciſe the heart of them and of 
their ſeed ; which 1 proved could not be, ſith the covenant of grace is made only 
to the cl.&, and it is abſõlute in that promiſe, I will write my lawes in their 
hearts , which is the ſame with citcumciſing the heart, and ſo could not be 
meant of all that entred into covenant, Deut. 29.10, 112 (which Mr B. ſince 
acknowledge h in his letter to Mr, Bed ſord when he ſaith thus, The Text ſceme⸗ 
plainly to jpeak of their ſeed not in their ruſant eſtate but in their adult, Deut. 30.) 
bur of the elect cnely, and in reſpect of that promiſe the covenant of grace is 
abſolute, which I thought ſeaſonable, n> way diverting from the buſineſs to 

confirm by Dr. Twiſſe his authority, whoſe tenent Mr B. conſeſſeth was, That 
the promiſe of the ſirſi grace | I pill take the hard heart out of their bodies, Cc.) 
u abſolute. And to ſhew that I did Dr. Twiſſe no wrong, I ſhall alledge ſome 
words of his which I find in his Animaduerſuons on Corvinus bis Defence of Ar- 
minius againſt Tilenus,p.23 5 Negamus Deum pasiſci fedus gra ia cum omnibus? 
fingulis : dicimus hoc fieri ſolum cum electis: that is, We deny that God makes 1h0 
covenant of peace with all and each, we ſay it to be made onely with the cleft. pag. 
346. At ſædus gratiæ abſelutum eſi; quod & nube teſtimoniorm divinorum com- 
probatum damus: that is, But the covenant of grace is abſolute, which alſo we prove 
by acloud of reftimonies, But Mr. B. having given Dr Twiſſe a laſh, on the by 
falls thus on me, 

But Mr. T. hanſwer to me was, That 1he promiſe of ſaving grace i not con- 
ditional, and that though ſome paves of the covenant be conditionall , yet it is all to- 
gether that is called the covenant , the leading promiſe being nat conditional, 
tbereforc the covenant is not conditionall,and that it was 4 jane palpable error of 

- = ſay » That the promiſe of ſaving benefits was made to infants that were not 


Anſwer. My anſwer is the ſame now that it was then, and having upon oc- 
eaſion of this charge, reviewed the notes of the diſpute, which though very im- 
perfect, I hay: yer by me, I find not but that in thegreareſt part of the dilpucey 
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miſrepreſented me to the world, and mace a noyſe inthe world 28 lf he had: 
driven me to groſs abſurdit ies, which having acquitted my ſelf from in my Pra- 
curſor, ScA. 17. he replies m——_— Section, which Itake to be a tacke 
confeſſion of his unworthy abuſing of me, And I dothink it neceſlary to 
tell the world, that I find ſo little ot brotherly love to me, or common inge- 
nulty in his inſolent carriages towards me at the Diſpute, and hls relations of 
me and of the Diſpute in print, that I think I. ſhould kave found better dea- 
ling from a Jeſuite than — him. And though I take him to be a godly man, 
and an excellent Preacher and Writer in practicall points, yet I find him to 
be but a ſuperficiall Dlſputer, and a {light luterpteter of Scripture, But to 
the point. 

— Mr, B. it ſeems miſlikes in my anſwer, 1. That IIſaid, That 
the promiſe of ſaving grace is not conditionall. To declare my lelf more fully, it 
is requiſite I ſhculd thew what promiſe of ſaving grace I make not conditio» 
nall. There is the ſaving grace of redemption, regeneratlon, juſtification, re- 
miſſion of (ins, adoption, glorificatlon, The condi-ion imagined as pre- 
ſuppoſed to the promile of ſaving grace, that is, to the tulfilling of it, is ei- 
ther the well uſing naturall abilities, as foregoing the promiſe of converſion 
and regeneration ; or faith and repentance as foregoing jultification, remiſ- 
ſion of fins, adoption, glcrification. The promiſe of ſaving grace. may be ſaid 
to be conditional in reſpect of thiſe later ſaving graces , and the conditions 
mentioned, yet in reſpect of the promiſers intention and act in the event, cer» 
raln, neceſſary, and infallibly to be performed by the perſon to whom the pro- 
miſe is made, and in this ſenſe I grant the prc miſe of ſaving graces condi. 
tional], that is, that God hath promiſed to none the ſaving graces of juſtifi- 
cation, remiſſion of fins, adoption, but on condition of true repentance and 
faith 3 nor glorification but on condition of perſeverance therein : yer that 
theſe conditions are not uncertain In the event, or leſt to the perſons to whom 
the promiſe Is made, to do by themſelves, but by Gods intention and actings 
certainly to be accompliſhed; or it may be ſaid to be conditiona]l, that is, lo 
as that the condition of any of theſe graces is made the well uſing na- 
turall abilicles, or that the conditions of theſe later ſaving graces are uncertain 
in the event notwithſtanding thepromiſers intention and acting, and thus I 
deny the promiſe of ſaving grace to be conditional] . More briefly, I deny 
the promiſe of regeneration and converſion, to preſuppoſe ſome well uſing 
our narurall abilities, or that juſtification, remiſſion ot fins. adoption, glo- 
Tification, ire promiſed upon condition of our repentance, faith, obedience, 
perſeverance, lefrby God to be performed by us, and not promifed as certain 
in the event, which is the Arminian ſenſe, yet deny that the gromiſe of juſtifi>- 
cation, rewiſhon of ſins, is abſolute, ſo as that God promiſeth that an clect 
perſon ſhall be juſtified, or have remiſſion of ſins wi.hout a fore faith, which is 
charged on the Antinomians. 

The ſecond thing which Mr. B. miſlikes in my Anſwer is, I hat though ſome 
parts of the Covenant be conditional; yet it is all together that ij called the Coue- 
nant. But thls ſpeech it it be liable to exception, Mr. B. muſt, except a alnſt 
the holy Ghoſt, who doth expreſly call all together the covenant, Heb. S. 10. 
* 7h k the Covenant which I will make, and having recited all together, 
by 3900s, v. 13. in that he ſajth a new covenant, And the like is Heb. 10. 16, 
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"The third thing mifliked In my anſwer is, And the leading promiſe being nut 
conditionall, therefore the covenant is not conditional. But there is no juſt cauſe 
of excepting againſt this, ſith It is uſuall, and that according to a Logick 
Rule to determinatefrom the more famous part, or chief part, as a vibble - 
Church is called Holy, or of Saints, even in Scripture, 1 Cor. i. 2. from the 
better part, a field of corn where is muck tare, Do not Pxdqbaptiſts uſually 
call the covenant Gen. 17, the eovenant of grace, though there be other pro- 
miſes than of ſaving grace, and what promiſe is — of ſaving grace there, 
Is made under the covert of words expreſſing other things, And to ſhew that 
there is reaſon for what I ſaid, I urge, 1. Thar the promiſe of wrizing the 
Lawes of God in the heart, Heb. 8. 10, is not onely the leading promiſe, but 
alſo it is the comprehenſive promiſe, including or inferring all the reſt, for 
theretorc God will be a God to them, be mcrcifull to their unt ighteouſneſs, 
becauſe he will write his Lawes in their heart; to thoſe and thoſe onely he pr o- 
miſcth the later to whom he promiſed the former. Yea, It ſeemeth to be the 

rincipall thing God aimed at in the new Covenant, to aſſure that he would 
not write his lawes in ſtone as he did before, but write them in their heart. 
2. That where Zacharias mentions Gods holy Covenant , and the oath he ſware 
unte Abrcham, Luke . 7 2,73, he puts it to be in this (which I take to be ab- 
ſolute) that he would give to us , that being delivered from the hand of our ene- 
mies, witbout fear we ſhould ſerve him in holineſs and righicouſueſs before him all 
the dayes of our life,v.7 3,74 75. 

The fourth thing miſliked in my anſwer ls, that I ſaid , That it was 4 groſs 
palpable error of Mr. B. to ſay that the — of ſaving benefits was made to In- 
anti that were not elecf. It I underſtand Mr. M. he counted it a groſs er- 
ror, when he diſclaimed this affernion, That the covenant of ſaving grace is 
made to believers and their naturall ſeed, Defence of bis Sermon, pag. 116. and 
Mr. G. when in his Vindic. Padob p. ix. he ſaid of this concluſion, that infants 
are taken into covenant with thelr parents in teſpect of ſaving graces, Tou 
know the concli fron in that ſenſe is ſo mani ſeſily againſt Proteiants principles ani 
experience, that no Þ roteſtant can hold it But Mr. E. k's like wif not be con- 
vinced by mens ſayings, let us try what we can do by Arguments 

1. The promiſe of ſaving bene fits is made onely to thoſe to whom ſaving 
benefits are beſtowed : But to ele & infants onely they are beſtowed. Ergo. 
The Major is manifeſt to them that acknowledge God to be true and faithful), 
I — — falſhood and unfalthſulneſs to promiſe and not to perform. 
But it Is certain by experience and Scripture that God laves none but the E+ 
lect. Therefore it is a groſs and _— error as charging God with lying to 
fay, that his promiſe of ſaving benefits Is made to infants not elect. 

12, This is proved directly from the Apoſtles words, Rom. 9.6,7, 8,which 
alſo — — the former argument, where he concludes that the promiſes of 
God muſt be underſtood as made to them only to whom they were performed, 
otherwiſe the word of God ſbouli fall, which he abhorres as b aſphemy. But 1 
argue further thus. 

o them onely is the promiſe of ſaving benefits made, who are children of 
that promiſe,that God would be a God to them in reſpe& of ſaving benefits, 
forto be the children of the promiſe there is manlteſtly meant of thoſe to 

whom he promiſe of being God 9 Nen, 27,7: 
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fore, Sell. 28, 29. which the Apoſtle in that chapter underſtands of (aying 

benefits, which I think will not be denied; if it were, it might be proved from 

v. 8, ct. But the ele onely are children of the promiſe, this is proved before, 

Seck. 28, 29, and might be proved from v. 11. Ergo. 

3. I ſurther argue from the ſame place If any other than the elect Infants 
had the promiſe of ſaving benefits made to them; then all the naturall ſeed of 
Abraham, for no infants. beſides theele&, had more promiſes of ſaving be- 
nefits chan they: But they alyhad not the promiſe of ſaving benefits made to 
them, the Apoſtle determines, that the promlſe wat to Ihmacl not Eſau, but 
onely to Iſac and Facob, That the purpoſe o God according to election might 
ſtand, or be of himthatcalleth, whom he will for the ſeed, v. 11. I heretore the 
promiſe of laving benefits is made onely to elect infants. 

To the Allegarion of this text, 1 find ſomething ſald by Afr, B. in his plain 
Scripture proof. . Part. 2. chap. 1. 1. There is no ſirong appearance of con- 
tradition in this to what we have taught. For I willingly acknowledge, that the 
are vot there ſore the children of God, becauſe they are the ſecd of Abraham, er o- 
tber that were godly, but becauſe they are the children of 1he premiſe, 

Bur Mr. B. c.e3n miſtakes the Apoſtles ſpeech, for he conceives that all the 
naturall ſeed of Abraham were yce ded to be the children of God, but not 
becauſe children of the fleſh, bu becauſe children of the promiſe, as it he gtan- 
ted the thing, but denied theteaſon, whereas the Apoſtle denks the thing lt 
ſelf; affirming, that all the ſeed of Abraham, werenot the children 
of God, Rom. 9.7, 8, and contradiſting the children of the jromiſe 
to the children of the fleſh , which were non-ſenſe if they were the ſame, 
and no diſtin ction or oppolition between them. As if a man ſay, not all ra- 
tives. but tree-men are Citizens, he ſuppoſeth all natives are not freemen, and 
denlcs all natives who are not free-men, to be Citizens 

Mr B. adds, I pray you obſerve, 1. That which the Afoſile here pleadah, 
is, That ſalvation was not by the Covenant tied to all Abrahams ſced. To which I 
reply, This grants what I would evi: ce, that the promiſe of ſaving benefits 
was not to all Abruhamsſeed, but only to the ele of them, But yet (a thaſr.Þ, 
be denieth not but C hurt h · member ſbip did for the time pafl belong to the generality: 
of them. Now it is not the certain ſalvation, but the Church-memberfip of In- 
fams ibat we are diſputing ſor (in ſcgard of the individrats 

Anſwer. Though it be the Church-memberſhip of infonts which Pædo- 
baptiſts diſpure for, and not the certain ſalva on, yet they would inferre their 
Church-memberſhip from that Covenant which was a Covenant of ſalyatl- 
on 2s it was Evangelicall. And this Mr. B. mult yeild, who in the words fore- 
cited againſt Mr. Bl. denies an outward covenant glving right to the Seals, 
and afſerts;»A right io Baprifm as it is a benefit given direAly by God from his 
promiſe, or tovenamt Apol. agein My Bl p. do. which is no cther than of ſaving 
grace, by wich if ſalrat ion be not tied to all Abraham ſced, then that cove- 
nant is not the ground of their Church-memberſhip, and right to the Ini- 
tlall ſeal, and conſequently not to our infants, for take away the Cauſe, the 
eftcCt is removed, & ſo this text is directiy againſt infant · baptiſm ani Church 
member ſbip. My. B. adds, 

2. The Apoſtle diſpmeth not againſt the ſatuztion oy Church-member ſhip of. 
even one of Abrahams ſeed ; ( for ma of bir ſeed were after ibit ſ ed bus 4. 
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geinft the ſalv tt ian of the whole ſeed or poſterity conjunAim. Bit now Anabge 
ils diſpute againſt the ¶ burch-· member ſhip viſ ble of any 7. 

Arfmer. If the Church. memberſhip viſible of the whole ſeed or poſter: 

comjunitim of Abraham be aſſerted (as it Is by Mr. B.) ſrom that covenant which 
the Apoſtle denies to belong to the whole ſeed or poſterity conjunAim (which 
Mr B. grants) he diſputeth for the Anabaptiſts againſt the imagined viſible 
Church membeiſhip of all Infants of true believers. 
«K 3, Siith Mr. B. That which the Apoſtle maialy drives at, is, that men 
& are not therefore ſaved becauſe they are Abrahams carnall ſeed ( and conſe- 
« quently not becauſe they are the carnall ſeed of any other. And I - lat 
« with all my heatt. But the Apoſtle doth not ſay, or mean , thac Abrahams 
tc ſeed ſhould not be ſaved ; for they ſhall agaln be called, and ſo all Iſrael 
© ſhall te ſaved, Rom 11) But onely that they are ſaved, not becauſe they are 
te his ſecd, bur becauſe they are children of the promiſe : And ſo lay we, That 
tc the {:ed of the fai: hſull are Church members, and Dilciples and ſubjects of 
& Chriſt, not properly or directly becauſe they are their ſeed (for ſo they are 
« no better than others: but becauſe they ate children of the promiſe 3 God 
te having been pleaſed to makethe promiſe to the faithſull and thelr ſeed; an d 
tc having promiſed that the ſecd of the righteous ſhall be bleſſed : and that he 
ce will be merciful] to them, and will take ihm to be a people to him, and 
te he will be to them a God, and he hath proncunced them holy, Iſaac was 
4 AHbrahums ſeed, and Jaceh his, and yet not ſaved becauſe his ſeed d rectly 
te andproperly (yer remotely they wete: ) but becauſe children of the pro- 
« mile, 

Anſwer, Me. B. in his piſſige ſhewes, he neither underſtood the Ape files 
ſcope nor anſwer, but according to his overly manner of handling Lex's, per- 
vers both. I grant thit from the Ap. ſtles words it followeth, That men are 
mt therefore ſaved becauſe they are Abrahams ſeed, and conſequently not becauſe 
th:'y arethe carnall ſced of ary ther, But it is minifelt, and agknowledged by 
all Interpreters almoſt I meet with, that the Apoſt es ſcope is to anſwer an 
objection as the words v. 6. thew, That if the Jewes were rejected the word 
of God to Iſracl and Abrahams feed fals; which ſhews , that the objectois 
did not conceive God by covenant tied to fave all Abrabims ſed, and Tſract, 
becauſe he had by covenant tied himſelſ to be a God to Abrabam aud his ſecd, 
Gen. 17.7. and therefore Paul did not rightly (ug elt, Kom. 9 1, 2, 3. as if 
they thould be ic ject. d. The clearing of the conſiſtency of ibeſe two hinge, 
the truth of Gods pi omiſe, Gen. 17. 7. , and the Apoſtles intimation that the 
Jewes ſhould be caſt away, was bis ſcope , not that which Mr. B. imagines 
the Ape ile mainly dt ives at, to thew why the Jewes are ſaved, for the Apolile 
ſuppoleth that they ſhou!d nat be ſaved, and to maiatain it, anſwers the obje- 
aion, Whence allo i: may be perceived, that Mr. B. quite pervats the Apo- 
tles anſwer : For he makes it to be his, i. That the Apoſtle doth not ſay, or megu, 
Abrahams ſced ſhould not be ſauꝛd, whereas i1's the very occaGon of the ob je- 
on, that he determined chat a great part, ot the body or people of the Jewes, 
who were Abrahams ſeed, were then rejected, as his words ſhew, Rom. 9. 12,3» 
445231. & 10, 1,2, 2, 21, & 11,7, 15, 17. 20, Kc. and the Gentiles ta- 
ken for Gods peop's la their ſtead: the ſearching of which was the great 
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which he did teach, and plalnly Inti mated In that very place. 2. That he oncy 
ſages, that Abrahams carnall ſeed were ſaved, not becauſe they are bis ſeed, but 
becauſe they are children of the promiſe, which is both contrary to the Apoſtles 
ſuppoſitlons, which is, that they are not ſaved, and that becauſe they are not 
children of God, nor children ot the ptomiſe, though children of the fleſh, 
and imperrinent tothe removing of the objection concerning the rejection of 
the Jewes, how it could ſtand with Gods pomile, For the anſwer as Mr, B. 
makes ir, had no way juſtified Gods truth, but ſtrengthened the objection, if 
it were ſuppoſed they were children of the promiſe, whogn yet Paul ccunted for 
caſtawayes. Nor do the Apoſtles words ſay the children of the fleſh are ſa- 
ved though not becauſe they are Abrahams ſeed, but that they are not the chil- 
dren of God, who were onely children of the fleſh, not chilaren of the promiſe, 
nor counted for the ſeed to whom the promiſe Gen. 17. 7. was made at all, ag 
it was Evangelicall. As for what Mr. B. alledgeth, That the Fewes ſhall be 4- 
gain called, and ſo all Iſrael be ſaved, Rom. 11. and therefore the Apoſtle doth not 
— that Abrahams ſeed ſhould not be ſaved, it is inconſequent, ſi h che 
Apoſtle might and did ſuppoſe the preſent ſhould not be ſaved though hereafter 
the Jewes ſhall ; it followes on the contrary , he ſuppoſed the preſent Jewes 
ſhould be rejected, becauſe he ſpeaks of the calling and ſalvation of the 
Jewes, was a thing future, yet not till the fulneſs of the Gentiles be come in, in 
the mean time he ſaith, blindneſs happened to them in part. Andſwhar he ſaich, hat 
God hath been pleaſed to make the promiſe to the faithfull and their ſeed , be nei- 
ther ſheweth where that promiſe is, nor do I know where to find it, nor where 
he promiſeth to take them to be a people to him, and that he will be 10 them 4 God, 
and for what he alledgeth, that the ſeed of the righteous ſhall be bleſſed, and that 
God will be merci full to ibem, how little they make for the vithble Church- 
memberſhip of G.ntile believers infants, will beſhewed in anſwering Chap, 
21,22, of the firſt part of his Book. And for Gods pronouncing them holy, he 
Is fully anſwered, Ant ipœdob part 1. Sect. 235&c. It followes in Mr. B. 
« 14 And obſerve further, That Paul here ſpeaks not a word againſt the 
1 P 5 
«, Priviledge of the infants whoſe parents deny not God, nor violate his Ce- 
venant, and fall not away. If any man ſhould affirm, that all the infants of 
the faithſull ſo dying, are certainly ſaved, there is not a ſyllable in this text 
< againft him. For Paul onely pleads, that If men fall away and prove un- 
te believers, God will not ſave them bcauſe Abraham (or any other remote 
© progenitor Jwas faithful, The covenant never intended this: But yet children 
** of thoſe that fall not away, or be not broken off for unbelief, do loſe none 
ic of thelr priviledges,but may belong to the viſible or Inviſible Church If a- 
00 ny man ſhould deny Chriſt, and yet think to be ſaved becauſe they are En- 
70 yliſhmen, or becauſethelr progenitors long ſince were falthfull; I ſhould 
© uſe to them Pauls words here, But whatis this to thoſe who do not de- 
any Chriſt, and therefore are both Children of the fleſh, and of che- 
— —— ? Beſides, thoſe the Apoſtle here excludeth, were aged unbellevers, 
- - — this text hath not any colour cither againſt baptiſm, or their Church 
Anſwer. els[irtle truth in this paſſage, Paul ſpeaks, Rom. 9,6, 72 3, 
c. alnſt the being in the Covenant, — . —— — Iſaucs 


narurall eed, 3nd therefore by conſequence againſt the Church member ſip end 
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Batiſa of believers children by vertue of that covenant belnt made to them, 
and he excludes Eſau before he was born, and therefore other than aged belie- 
vers, and if Eſau the ſon of Iſaac, no Apoſtate, were out of the covenant, and 
declared ſo afore he wis born, then had he died in infancy ,he had not bin ſaved, 
and ſo there is more thima Sahle in this Text againſt him, who ſhould af- 
firm, That all the infants ofthe faithful ſo dying, are certainly ſaved ; for this 
Text affirms ſome infants of the molt holy believers, are not in covenant, 
and if not in covenant, not certainly ſaved, but certainly reprobate. The chil- 
dren of thoſe who fall not away, have no ſuch priviledge, tha they do certainly 
belong either to the inviſible or viſible Church. If there may be infant - children 
of believers who may be children of the fleſh and not children of the pro- 
miſe, then the pt omile of ſaving benefits is not made to any other than the e- 
ect, for ſure it is made to none other of other believers, if ic be made onely 
to the ele& ones of A braham and Iſaac. I go on. 

4. The promiſe which is in Chriſt Tea and Amen, Is made onely to the 
E'eR,f r it is not Tea and Amen to any other, ſich It is not ratified & accompll- 
ſhed to any other. But the promiſe of (aving benefits is in Chriſt Tea and A- 
men, for ſo are as many promiſes as are in Chriſt, 2 Cor. 1, 20. and ſuch ls the 

omiſe of ſaving beneh's, Ergo. 

. Thoſe promiſes which were made to Chriſt, were made onely to the E- 
le, for whether Chciſt perſunall be meant the promiſes were made to him. 
onely for thoſe whom he repreſents , and they are onely the elect, or Chriſts 
mylticall body that Is his Church they are the ele& onely : But the promiſe of 
ſaving benefits made ro (briſt, Gal.3.16. Ergo. 

6. The promiſc which is'of the Covenant confirmed unto Chrif, is onely 
to the elect: Bu: (uch is the promile ot ſaving benefits, Gat 3. 17. Ergo. 

7. The promiſe which js of ctern all liſe, is made onely to the elect: But ſuch 
is the promiſe of ſaving beneſi s, Tit. 1. 2. Ergo. 

8. To whom the promiſe of ſaving benefi's is made, are Heirs _ Pro- 
miſe : But they are only to the elect, for to tbe Heirs of promiſe Gods counſell 
0 * to be immutable ſor their ſalvation, Heb. 6. 7. But ſo it is onely tothe 
elect, Ergo. 

9. Tto.e promiſes by which we are made partakers of the Divine Nature, 
are made onely to the clect: But ſuch ate the promiles of ſaving benefits, 
2 Pet 1.4. Ergo. 

10. I he promiſe of that Covenant Is made onely to the ele& , of which 
Chriſt i ſurcty, for Chriſts ſureti hip engageth him to perform ir, and he per- 
forms it onely to the elect, therefore he is ſurety of the covenant onely for the 
ele : But the prom ite of ſaving benefits is of that covenant of which Chrift i 
ſarety, Reb. 7. 22. Ergo. \ 

11. That covenant which is confirmed by Chrifts blood, is made onely with 
cke elect, ſor it was ſhed for them onely. But ſuch is the new covenant, or cove» 
nant of grace, Matih 26 28. Ergo. 

12, That ccvenant which is different from the firſt covenant In that jt i not 
in occaſion of complaint ju that it was byoken, and they continued nos in it, ls made 
onely totheele& : But ſuch is the new covenant, or covenant of grace, Heb. 8, 
75 8, 9. Ergo. 


13+ The covenant which ingageth God 10 write h lawes in the hearts of 
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thofe to whom It is made , Is made onely to the elect, for God doth this one: 
ly to them: But ſuch is the new covenant, or covenant of grace, Heb, 8, 10. 
& 10. 16. Ergo. ; . 

14. The covenant of which ¶ briſt # Mediator, is made onely to the elect. 
for he is medlator for them onely, ſith he prayes for them onely, Fehn 17. g, 
And he & Mediator of the new covenant , that by mens of death they which are cal- 
led might receive the promiſe of eternal inheritance, Heb. 9. 15. But ſuch is the 
new covenant or covenant of grace, Heb. 12.24 Ergo. 

1 5. That covenant which is an everlaſting Covenant, is made onely to the 
elect, for the covenant with reprobates is not everlaſting. But ſuch is the new 
covenant, or covenant of grace, Heb. 13. 20. Ergo 

16 That in which ate given the ſure mercies of David, is made onely to the 
elect, for no other have them given to them: But fuch is the new covenant, or 
covenant of grace, I/. 55.3. Ergo. 

17. That covenant which engageth God to give to them to whom it is made, 
deliverance from all enemies, and to ſerve God in holineſs and righteouſneſs be ſore 
him all the dayes of their life without fear, ls made onely to the eleR, tor to hem 
onely God performs it: But ſuch is the covenant of grace, Luke 1. 73, 
74,25. Ergo 

That covenant which aſſures perſeverance to them to whom ĩt was made, is 
made onely to the elect, tor they onely perſevere; But ſuch is the new cove- 
nantvf gracezT/a.54 9, 10. Fer. 32:49. Ergo. 

19. It the covenant of grace be made with other than the elect, then it is 
the abſolute or condi ĩonall covenant, as Mr B. diftinguifneth 5 but neither 2 
Not the firſt, as Mr B. confe ſſe h; nor the conditionall, for it is made onely 
with believers, and they are onely the elect. I grant it is propounded, as 
De rwiſſe ſpeaks, Animed.in Corinth. Defenſ. pag. 23 5. or as others (ay, offe- 
red or tendered to others, but made with the elet. Ergo. 

If the covenant of grace be made to any other th in to the elect, then with all, 
Which ſeems to be Mr. Bi opinion,when he ſaith, Plain Scripture Proof, &t. 
pag: 316, The new ¶ ven mit is conditional and univerſall. But i: is not made 
withall. Thit covenant which was made with all, had Adam fot the common 
head, but the new covenant was not made with Adam 1s the common head, 
but wich Chriſt who is given for 4 covenant of the people, Iſai. 49. 8. and 
therefore rhe promiſe was, chat the ſced of the woman ſhould break the Serpents 
head, Cen. 3.15. which Mr B moſt corruptly interprets , Of the whole ſeed of 
the woman, infants as well as others, Plain Scripture proof, & c. part. 1. Chap. 24. 
pag. 69, but it is true primarily or onely of Chriſt, Heb, 2. 14. But Ghrif 
is not a _— head to all, but onely to the elect, who are choſen in bim, Efb. 

1. 31 4. &7g0 
I omit the Arguments which Doctor Twiſſe urgeth In his Auimadver- 
Pons on Corimus, yog.346. Anſwer to M. Haard, fag. 283. 286. Doffor Ken- 
42 Vindic. part 3. ch. 18. pag. 14, 15, and haſten to conſider what Mr B. 
= further _ 
And he faich in his Examen and Apology, that Mr M. ſpeakes like Cort- 
= Wis and the Arminlans; in his aſfercing — conditional ſealin „ and when 
* he talks of the Covenant, Chriſts ſutetiſnip, c. To which anſwer, A 


n man bop urrof chivage do mate any thing Atminlanlm, mhich 1 
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a but contradictory to Ant inomianiſm. I will not ſay Mr T. is an Andl- 
te nomian, for I think he is not; but tis opinion, that the covenant of grace, 
ce which baptiſm ſealeth, is onely to the elect, and is not conditlonall, is one 
« of the two Malter- pillars in the Antinomian Fabrick. 

Anſwer. 1. If any Antinomian or Antipædobaptiſt hath been in this 
age a verier hot ſpur than Mr B. let him be diſciplin'd at Bedlem: For my 
part I know none that hath In his Writings ſhewed ſo much heat (call it fury 
or zeal as you pleaſe) with ſo much confidence and peremptorineſs, and ſo ma- 
ny miſtakes againſt Antinomians, Antipædobipriſts, and others, as he ha h 
don. And ſurely they want net conſiderate men that fear leſt the eſteem he 
ha h gotten by his practical Writings, and for infant- baptiſm, and the Mini- 
ſlery, may cccaſion the ſwallow i ig down cf ſum? things he vents about uni- 
verſill redempꝛion, univerſall covenant of grace, uncertainty of perſeverance, 
and (:lyation, the condition of juſtification, which with ut more than a grain 
of lalt will turn to Arminianim and Popery it teceived by ſuch underitan- 
/ dings as ate not ot good concoct ion. Nor do I know ary man who under ſo 
beat 2 (hew of ſecking truth and peace in the Church,hath more kindred both. 
For tha wh ch he ſaith, That this o] that the covenant of grace is onely to 
ele, and is -t couditionall, #s one of the pillars of Antinemianiſm. 1 have made 
lome (earch into my books, and made uſe of my memory, and though I 
find that ja the Synod at New Town in New Evgland, AugeSt 30, 1637, this 
is made the 81 Errer ofthe Aminomiars, That where fatth is held forth by 
the Miniſiery as the condition of the cvcnant of grate on mans part, as alſo eviden- 
cing juſtifi:aricn by ſanctifcation and the aftiviry of faith, in that Church there is 
aut ſ1fficten 'brea4 And in other books they are charged with error In holding 
the covenant ot grace abſolute, ſo 28 if by ir men were :xempted from du» 
ty, they were jultified wichout faith, &c. Yer I never to my remembrance 
heard th s charged with Antinomianiſm, that the covenant of grace is made 
onely to the elect, but find it avouched by many of their beſt Antagonilts 3 
and the covenant of grzce is held by able Anti- Arminians unconditionall in 
thcſetw9 ſenſes, 1. That God requires no condition from us to be perform- 
ed by cur power, bur what he requires of us to do, he ptomiſeth to works in 
thole to whom he makes promile in that covenant. 2 That in the covenant 
of grace God requires no condi:ion which is of an uncertain event, but to 
thoſe to whom he makes his promiſes of rigkteouſneſs, forgiveneſs, eternal! 
life, ke alſo by covenant aſſures repentance , faith, and perſeverance: and 
therefcre though ſome propoſals of the covenant of grace be conditlonall, yet 
no premiſe as ir ſtands in the entire covenant, Is condirionall : and therefore 
the covenant and all the promiſes to be termed abſolute and condirionall, 

* Mr. B. adds, 2. But to theſe Mr B. hath fully anſwered Mr. T. and fully 
cleared Mr A. and himſelf from the charge of ſymbolizing with the Ar- 
© minlans ; and hath fully proved, that the entrance into covenant, and ac- 
** ceptarion of the term of it (though not fincerely and unreſerved!y) is com- 
mon to the elect and reprobate z and that the reprobate are within the verge 
** of the covenant,as tendered in the Goſpel, and accepted (as beforeſaid 
* with a half heart.) And if any that are run Into the othiet extream; ſhall 
_ © thinkthat this affirming that [ Chriſt hach brought the reprobate alſo into 
© the-covenant of grace —— any part vf che Arminlatterrors, 
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*i- a8 the whole Scripture is 2galnſt them, ſo Mr. Blake hath ſald enough to 
16 ſatisfie, 

Anſwer, What Mr Blake aſſerted and took upon him to prove, did neither 
contradict what I ſaid, nor vindicate Mr M. who ſaid in his Sermon pag. 49. 
i, That God did ſcal to Infants preſently, and put their name into the Deed, 
2. That in the mean time untill they come to years of diſcretion, Feſus Chtiſt who is 
the ſurety of the covenant, Heb. 7. 22. and the ſurcty of all the covenanters, i flea- 
ſed to be their ſurety. 3, That God accepts of ſuch a ſeal on their parts as they are 
able to give in ibcix infant age, expecting a ſuture ratification on their part, when 
they are come to riper years. 4. That inthe mean time he affords them the fa- 
vour and priviledge of being in covcu int with him. 5. When they are grown men, 
they may refuſcto ſtand to 1his covenant, and nullific all. 

Theſe things I count ſymbolizing with Arminians, to ſay that infants 
who may and do when they come to age, refuſe to ſtand to this covenant, aro 
for a while afforded by God the favour and priviledge of being in co- 
venant wich him, even in that covenant of which Jeſus Chriſt is their ſurety, 
and that for a while Jeſus Chriſt is their ſurety which contains 
three: paints of Arminlaniſm, 1. That God affords them the favour 
of being in covenant with him In that covenant of which Chriſt is ſurety, 
who are reprobates. 2, That Chriſt is their ſure y. 3. That they may be 
thus in covenant for a time onely. To ſay that any is aftorded the favour of 
being in covenant wih God who may be ſo for a time, and that Chrilt is 
ſaxety for ſuch c ers, is to hold that God makes this new covenant with 
ather than chen t, and that Chriſt is r Is to hold that the new 
covenanc :is made with all, and that it doth n * eſſectuall calling 
and perſeyerance, but is upon an uncertain condition left to mans will, which 
ate condemned as the Arminians errors on the ſecond and fiſth Atticles, by 

the Deputies of Gelderlaud Act Synod, Dordr.Fudic. Theol, Prov. pag. 131. Of 
South · Holland pag, 141, 142. Of North-Holland; pag 1 54, Of Zealind, ag. 
259. Of ,Virgght; peg. 162, 163,171. Of Frieſſand, fag: 181, &c. Proſeſi. 
IVE e 1.1 Geld. pag. 324. Tranſiſul. tag. 37 b and others, 
And Mherpas Nr. Bl. Vindic Fed. pag. 39. chargethme with miſci ing Cer» 
Nuts; Iren! have not now his book by me, having loſt it, yet ſuch re- 
maining: notes as 1 have by me, dogive me cauſe tothink there is ſomewhat 
rothar;purpole in or neer the place, and however it is carried on, Corvinus 
by the Deputies. at the Synod of Der, in his Defence of Amir ius again(} Tile- 
nus, and by Dr. Twifſe in his Animad, pag. 3 45. and generally charged on the 
Arminians by other Authors ſorecited: And though 1 count Mr M. far ſrom 
Arminjanjim,yer I again,ſfayhe ſpeeches he uſed do ſymbolize with their lan- 
guage, Mr. B. adds, | 

He that will dexy Reprobates to be ſo ſar within the covenant of grace, muſt 
281 onely deny Infant. haptifm, but all Sacraments, till be be able infallibly 10 
4551 * be ele. And deubileſꝭ thi inereſt in the covenant i. fruit of 
ci nee Reprobates miy be in the covenant ot grace in 
this ſenſe, thep.may.bave it tendred to them bythe preachers of the Goſpel, 
they may accept oſ that tender wich half an heart, they may think themſelves to 
i. ie they web hapdiſm engage ihemſelxes to believe unto the death, they 
ons may. 
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may be received into the Church, deemed to be reallyin'the covenant of 
grace t But it la no: true that God ever made the new covenant to or with 
chem, or that Chriſt as a mediator brought them into the covenant of grace 
or was ſurety of them, or that God afforded them for a time the fayour of 
being in covenant with him, And though I deny not chat It is a fruicof 
Chrills death, that whoſoever belleyethon him ſhould live, yet that this is not 
obtained for the reprobate, but the ele; nor apart by it (elf, but together with 
this, that he ſhould gather into one the Children of God that were ſcattered abroad, 
Fohu 11, 52. And that they which are called might receive the promiſe of 
eternall inheritance, Heb.g.i5, Nor need I by theſe aſſertions of mine deny 
Baptiſm or the Lords Supper to any man till I be able to diſcern him infalli- 
ly to be a man cle, Fer I have warrant to baptize him if he ſhew by his 
profeſſion that he is a Diſciple of Chriſt, and thongh I knew lnfallibly he 
were one of thoſe whom Goa would ſave, and had promiſed ſaying grace to 
him, and in chat fcnle were in the covenant of grace, yet for the preſent not, a 
D ſciple, I (hou'd juſtifiably refuſe to baptize him. And thisis a ſufficient 
plea why we baptize not infants of believers, becaule they are not thenyDil- 
ciples, no not though it could be proved God had promiſed to be their 
God, 

Mr. B. adds, Mr T. one day in the pulpit in leading that the covenant belon- 
gel oncly to the eleft, was pleaſed to bring me in as winmeſſing thereto, in the Ap» 
ped, of my Aphor. pag. 43. becauſe I there ſay , that the abſolnte promiſe, or 
propheſie there mentioned is made onely to the cle ; when yet onely the very ſeope of 
the plate is 19 prove that it ij not the abſolute promiſe that ks moſt fitly called the Co- 
venant of grace. 

Anſwer. My alledging Mr Bs words was right and pertinent: For they ac- 
knowledged the promiſe Hcb.8, ro, tobe abſolute, and to the elect onely, which 
wasencugh tor my purpoſe, and this the Author of that Bpiſte calls the new 
Covenant or Teſtament, and however, Mr Bs conceit is I have proved before 
the holy Ghoſt do:h make it to be the Covenant of God, and therefore I deem 
ir fuly be called the covenant of grace, chufang to ſpeak as the Scripture ſpeaks, 
rather than as Mr B. conceives fitteſt, 


— — — 


SECT, XXXIX. 
Mr Barter hath not proved that the abſelute promiſe or covenant ij not it that & 
ſealed in Baptiſm and the Lords Supper. 


E adds, But that this abſolute Promiſe, or Covenant ( if you will cal it ſo) 
L 15 — that ij ſeated in Baptiſm and the Lords Supper, I prove againſt Mr T. 
I, (early, 

Anſwer. He ſhould prove nothing againſt me though he ſhould prove nei- 
ther the abſolute nor conditional promile to be ſealed in baptiſm and the Lords 
Supper. For though ir be true, hat in ſome ſenle I grant Baptiſm and rhe Lords 
Supper to ſeal the covenant of grace, yer inthe ſenſe and to the purpoſes Pædo- 
baptilts uſe to (ay che · covenant is ſcaled by them, 1 reject it, and can freely 
yeild that the uſe uf Baptiſm and the Lords Supper is not to ſeal Gods 
Corcnant either abſoluse or conditional to us, except by rentore couſe- 

> Sas Wueence, 


(252) 
quence, but to ignifie our duty of engaging our ſelves to be Chriſis Diſelplts 
in Baptiſm, and to remember his death in the Lords Supper. But Mr Bs dif. 
pute in this is againſt himſelf , in that his arguments will overthrow his own 
aſſertion of intant- baptiſm, and agalnſt his fellew Pædobaptiſts, who make 
baptiſme to ſeal the promiſe of Regeneratlon from Titus 3. 5, and the pro- 
miſe of being a God to Abraham and his ſeed from Gen. 17. 7. which the A- 
poſtle Rom, 9.6,7,8.makes abſolute, and appropriates to the elect. I need not 
cite again Pædobaptiſts ſpeeches, making baptiſm the ſeal of Regenera- 
tion, and of the Covenant, Gen. 17. 7. having cited before, Sect. 30, ſundry, 
to wit, the eAſſembly in the Directory, Ar M c. Inthe Aſſembly at M ſimin- 
ſter their confeſſion of faith, chap. 28. Baptiſm is ordained by Fe ſus Chriſt to be 
10 the baptized a fign and ſcal of the covexant of grace, of his ingrafting into Chriſt, 
of Regeneration, of remiſſion of ſims, and of his giving up unto God through Fce 
us Chriſt to walk in newncſsof life. rArtic, 27 of the Church of England, Bap- 
tiſm is a ſign of Regeneration or Newneſs, x herc hy as by au inſtrument they that 
receive baptiſm rightly are graffed into the Church, ihe fromiſes of forgiveneſs of 
fin, and of our adopt ion to be the ſons of God, by the holy Ghoſt, are vifibly ſigned 
and ſcaled... In the French Confeſſ. «Artic,z5. By Baptiſm, asly a certain and 
ſtableſeal, this promiſe is ſcaled, that Chri t will be to us ſanflification and juſtiſ- 
cation, In Mr Gatakers two books agalnſt Dr Davenant, there are ſo many 
paſſages out of the chlefeſt Proteſtant Writers which do make baptiſm the ſign 
and ſeal of Regeneratlon, and of the prom. ſe of it, that it would be tedious 
to tranſeribe them, I ſhall poynt at ſome pages wherein they may be found, 
Diſcept. de vi bapt. infant. pag. 23, 52, 110, 119, 118. Strict. in Daven, Ep. 
29.766,77 78. There is one paſſage which he ches often out of Yorflirs, 
Tharthe Goſpel Preachers are wont 10 acknowledge one onely generall effect of 
Baptiſm, to wit, the ſealing of a double ſaving grace promiſed in the Goſpel concer- 
ning the remiſſion together and the purging out of ſins Ly the Blcod ard Spirit of 
Chriſt , which is by inward renovation, which is abſolutely promiſed, Yea Mr Ga- 
24ker, a man deſervedly much valued by Mr B.Diſcept. de batt. infant. ſaith, 
J bar Baptiſm dothequally if not primarily defign internal. renewing, Tegencr ation, 
mortiſication, quickning , which in that ſigu are not onely moſt clearly ſhadowed, 
but alſo painted, both the thing it ſelf doth lowdly ſpeak , an the holy Scripture 
dorh moſt expreſſly, Rom.6.3,6, Col. 2. 11,12 Tit 3.5. Ejh. 5 25. And though 
all expreſs not the ſealing of regeneration alike by baptiſm, ſome placing it in 
the aſſaring to the conſcience, ſome in the giving of title, ſome of regeneration 
already given, ſome of regeneration to be atta ned in time, yet all mike is the 
ſeal of that covenant wherein God promiſeth it, and do commonly diſt inguiſh 
ir from the Lords Supper, which they makethe ſeal of growth as they 2 
tiſm, of new · birth and entrance into the Church. So Mr M. in his Setmen, 
p 43, 51. But let us hear what Mr B. oppoſeth, 
©. 1, That which is ſe aled to by the Sacrament, is a proper covenant, ha- 
«© vlng a reſtipulation on our paris as well as a promiſe on Gods part. But 
ce an àbſol ute promlſe is not a proper covenant with ſuch a — engage- 
ce megt, but properly a meer pramile or propheſie, therefore it is not this ab- 
« ſolute promiſe which is ſealed by the Sacraments, The M2 jor M. T. can- 
« got deny; for he pleaded It himſelf In the pul pit as a reaſon to prove that 
% lafanzs might not be baptized, beczuſe they could not engage themſebves, 
. on ies , 
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& And he brought that paſſage in my foreſaid Appendix, pag.68. as atreiting 
* it, where I ſay i: is a mutuall engaging ſign or ſeal: As it is given it ig 
« Gods ſeal, as it is accepted it is ours, And indeed the very definition of a 
« proper Covenant (of which Grotizs de jure belli, and other Lawyers, will 
« term you) ſheweth as much that it muſt be a mutuall engage- 
« ment; Now in that abſolute promile [I will take the hard heart out of their 
6 bodies &c.] There is no ſuch matter, but onely God telleth what he 
& will do, 

rAnſwer. According to my own judgement T uſenot to tetm Sacraments 
Seals of the Covenant, nor did I urge Mr By words otherwiſe than as an Ar- 
gument ad homiucm, to prove from his own words, that infants have not bap- 
tim rightly according to his own grants. 1. becauſethere is no reſtipulation 
on infants part, therefore there is no covenant properly ſo called berweea God 
and them, aad ſo baptiſm of Infants is not a ſeal of a covenant, and conſe- 
quently according to the ſuppoſition of Pædobapꝛiſts, no Sacrament, 2 Lap- 
iſm is Laith Mr B. a mutual engaging fign or ſeal, as it is given it n Gods ſeal, as 
i. is accepted it js our: But in intant· baptiſm there is no mutuall engagement 
or ligning. Infants promiſe nothing, nor ſign or accept of any thing, Ergo 
infanc- baptiſm Is not, according to Mr By own grants, right; nor are theſe 
objections avolded by ſaying the pirems covenant for them: for neither is 
there any the leaſt ground oi hint in Scripture that for baptiſmall covenanting 
the parents covenant ſhould go for the childs covenant, nor do in the practice 
of baptizing the parents reſtipulate though they declare their filth, and it they 
ſhould promiſe or engage for the child, they f1ould lin, and ſo ſhould and have 
thoſethat have promited as ſareties the infan: ſhould believe and obey Chrilt, 
which they have not been able to perform, but have taken on them Chrills 
prerogative, Heb, 7, 22, Nor Is the baptiſm of the infant bis ſign or ſeil, he 
belag mecrly paſſive, as they ſay, and ſo doing no act, nor engaꝭ ing thereby, 
and if the parent do engage for the child, the parent ſhould be baptized for che 
child, it baptiſm be the bap: ized party his ſeal, But as I (aid, I do net call bap- 
tilm a ſeal of the covenant, and therefore am not tied at all to anſwer this 
Argument, except to ſhew the fuci ity of it. For which end, 1. th: mann r 
of ſpeech is liab'e to exception in the uſe of the term Proper Covenant) which 
I -imgine Mr. B. uſeth unskilſuly for Properly ſo called, 2. There is no 
— of the Major, from this, that Baptiſm or ;he Sacrament is a mutuall Cnga= 
ging hn or ſeal, For that proves rather that baptiſm or the Sacrament ir ſelt is 
a proper covenant, than that that which is ſealed by the: Sacraments is a pro- 
per Covenant, 3. Nor doth it fo low, That if the very definition of a proper 
Covenant be, that it muſt be a mutu.ll engagement, that which is (cated by the Sa- 
craments mult be a proper covenant, but onely proves that upon ſnppoſition, 
that the covenant ſealed ro by the Sacraments, muſt be a proper covenant, that 
then ic mult be with reſtipulatlon or mutuall engaging. 4. though Lawyers 
do determine th it a covenant properly ſo called, is a mutuall engagement, yer 
this proves not that which in Scripture is termed the covenant which they ſay 
baptiſm ſeals, is ſuch, Yea, in all the places (that I know) where the cove- 
nant of grace is mentioned, there is no reſtipulation at all mentioned, nei- 
ther Gen. 17. nor Fer. 1, nor Luke 1. nor Heb, 8 & 10. But where there is 2 
reſtipulation, it is rather the covenant of the Lam chan of the Goſpel. pa 
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which is a meer propheſie or promiſe, is as properly ) & Jralnye, whith 
wetranſlate Covenant, as a mutuall engagement, as I ſhall ſhew hereafter a- 
gainſt Mr. Bl, 6. Nor do Iknow why that may not be a mutuall engage- 
ment if the abſolute promiſe were ſealed to by the Sacrament as well as if the 
condi:fonall. For if the engagement ia the conditionall covenant on Gods 
part ls, that if he believe he (hall be jultified ; and on mans part, that he will 
believe: or rather in baptiſm heteltifies, he doth believe. The abſolute pro- 
miſe is to give faith: Is not God and Man in like manner engaged by bap. 
tiſm in ſealing this as well as the other? 7. I know not how it can be truly 
ſaid, That Baptiſm as given js Gods ſeal, and as accepted Mans ſeal. For nei- 
ther doth God give baptiſm to be accepted. but his promiſe, nor is the baptized 
ſaid to accept baptiſm , but the promiſe, Nor is there any at of God which 
may be called his $:al, bu: he covenants, and I preſume they will not confound 
Covenant and Sal. 8. Nor doth che infant accept, or ſeal, or engage, and 
therefore in infant · baptiſm there is no covenant or (cal. 9 By this delcription 
of Mr, B. there ſhould be a mu: uall ſeal, and (oa ſeverall ſeal, and not bap- 
tiſm Gods and Mans ſeal too. For according to the manner of ſealing Cove- 
nants which are mutuall as the one party ſcals with his own ſeal, ſo the other 
party ſeals with his own dilt iact ſeal 3 and ſo if baptiſm be Gods ſeal, the 
party bap ized ſhould have another ſeal to ſignifie his engagement. 10. Mr. B. 
tells me, that Grotizs de jure belli, and ether Lawyers will inform me, that the 
very deſiuition of a preter Covenant! i, that it muſt be a mu uall engagement, But 
he doth not tell me where it is in Orotius, nor in wh.t other Lawyer. I have 
lightliy looked over the » x, Chapter of the ſecond book of Grot. de jure belli ac 
pacis, which is, de premiſſis, and ſome other following, and find not that which 
Mr. B. ſaith, but find ch. ii. ſet. 5. that he determines that of au infant ij 10 
promiſe, becauſe the uſe of reaſon is required io a promiſe, and therefore in infant- 
bap:iim there is no reſtipulation ot mutuall engagement, and ſo no proper co- 
venant by Mr B. his dect: ine. But what ever other Lawyers ſay, Tam miſta- 
ken it it be not uſuall with the Lawyers in conveyances to uſe this expreſſion, 
That the ſe ler is (aid to covenant to and with ſuch a perſon , who makes no 
reſtipula: ĩon or reciprocall engꝛgement. And both in the Scottiihi covenant, 
and in our ſolemn League and Covenant, I find covenanters engaged to do 
many things without any reſtipulatiun or reciptocall engagement, and there- 
fore do not conceive it neceſſaiy to a covenant that it be a mutual engagement, 
or wich reſtipulation. Mr. B. adds, 

2. If it were the abſolute promiſe of the firſt grace that is ſealed by the $ acra- 
mente, then the Sacraments mul be given to no man, or to all men: but that ij ab- 
ſurd, therefore ſo is the former. The conſequent is manifeſt, becauſe that abſclute 
promiſe or propheſie is onely of the cle, — that before regeneration. Now no man 
bath any ſign given bim, ſo much as probable by which to judge of the urregenerate 
ele, ſo that it muſt either be given to all or none. 

Anſwer, The whole frame of this Argument depends on theſe miſtakes, 
1. That a perſon hath title to baptiſm by vertue of its intereſt in Gods cove- 
nant of grace, and that accordingly a Miniſter is to baptize. 2. That a pro- 
bable ſign of ſuch inteteſt warrants the bapriſm of the party ſo intereſſed, which 
I have often proved to be falſe, and that nothing but manifeſt diſcipleſhip cer- 
tainly known to the baptiaer, warrants him to do it, And indeed if — 
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b1ptize according to that rule of perſons intereſt in the covenant , probably 
fignified, Salvages In New England are to be baptized upon the probable 
lignes they give of being wrought upon by a Sermon afore they know and pro- 
lels the fait hof Chriſt, and feu or no intants are baptized, there belng either 
no ſig given to any man of their being in covenant , or at moſt but of very 
few of the baptized, 

Mr. B. Ap. te his »Aphor. p. 70. Tf a Minifler adventure to adminiſter it up- 
en probability, then ſhould he be guilty of preph ming the ordinance. 

3. Saith 7 B. Or we may argue thus: It may be known to whom that co- 
venam belongs mbich i ſcaled by the Sccraments. But it cannot be known (be- 
fore the fulfilling, no not at all) to whom (particularly ) that abſolute promiſe 
doth belong; therefore that abſclut promiſe is not it which ij ſealed by the Sacra» 
ments. 

Anſwer, 1. By denying the Major, 2. By retorting the argument thus, 
It may be known to whom that covenant belongs which is ſealed by the Sicra- 
ments: But it cannot be known ordinarily in this to whom (particularly) the 
condition]! promiſe of the covenant of grace belongs, for to none (particu- 
larly) beſides the elc& belongs thepromile of juſtification, adoption and glo- 
rificatlon, Therefore the condidionall promiſe is not it which is ſeated by the 
Sicraments. 

« 4. Sai h Mr. B. If (according to Nie T. his judgement) that abſolute 
« promiſe muſt be ſul filled to a man before he be capable of receiving the Sa- 
te craments which are ſeals of the covenant of grace, then is it not that abſo- 
« lute promiſe which is the covenant of grace ſealed to by the S acraments ; 
te But according to Mr. T. his judgment ) chat abſolute promiſe mult be ſul fi- 
led to a man before he be capable of (a right) receiving the Sacraments, 
« which are ſeals of the covenant of grace: Therefore it is not chat abſo- 
t lute promiſe which is the covenant ſo ſealed to. The Antecedent is evident, 
«« if you conſider, 1. That it is the promiſe of the firſt renewing grace which 
tt we ſpeak of (for all after grace is promiſed condicionally ) 2, That Mr, 
« T. pleadeth that believers onely are diſciples, and ſuch diſciples onely muſt 
be baptized, 3. That faith is a pare of this firſt grace abſ lutely promiſed 
«« (35 is commonly judged) The giving of a new ſoft heart, is the giving the 
e leed of all graces, and ſo of taith. The conſequence is evident, be- 
« cauſe the mercy promiſed in thecovenant which is ſealed, is not given be- 
ic fore the firſt ſealing : But the mercy promiſed in chat abſolute promiſe is 
« ( according to Mc. T. and in part the truth) given before the firſt — 
tt of the Covenant of grace; theretore, &c. God doth not promiſe 2 Sea 

« to a man that hath a new heart to give him anew heart, or to a man 
ic that is a bel ĩever, that he will give him to be a believer 3 except we ſpeak of 
te the continuance or increaſe of faith 3nd newnefle which is not the thing 
« inqueſtion, 

Auſwer. The conſequence of this argument may be denicd, and the reaſon 
of it alſo; For according to the Apoltle, Abraham received the fig of Cir- 
cumciſion, a ſeal of the righteouſne(ſe of faith, which be had yet being uncirriumti- 
ſet;Rom_4.11.1f then the ſealing of the covenan: of grace by baptiſm be ch {ame 
with theſealing of the righteouſneſs of taith by circumcition, Rom. 4. 110 which 
ks che common tenent of many Pædobapeiſts, who from this vu — — 
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defultlon of Sacraments, though falſly, as ls ſhewed before) then the mercy 
promiſed inthe covenant which is ſealed, is given before the hilt ſealing, Yea, 
if the conditionall covenant be ſealed to believers now, juſtification whick is the 
mercy promiſed in the covenant which is ſealed is given before the firſt ſealing, 
For a man is juſtified actually as [0vn as ever he believes, as I am conſident 
Ar. B wil grant: Bur he is not regularly baptized till after his believing, there- 

fore a believer is juſtified, and conſequently the mercy promiſed in the firſt co. 

venant which ls ſcaled, is given before the firſt ſealing, That all eficr grace 1 

promiſed conditionally, is ſaid by Mr. B. without proof, and how incorlilteny 

ie is with the promiles of perſeverance, how much it undermines the doctrin: 

of the Saints perſeverance, how it diſables the godly to plead the promiles, 

and cakes away their comtorts when they are ſenſible of their fui ings, it the at- 

ter graces of recovery alter fal's, and perſeverancetothe end, be promiſed con. 

di ionally, I need no: ſhew it here, fith De. Owen hath done it amply in his 

Treatiſe of Pe/ſeverace, ch. 4 5c. Dr. Kendall in his ſanct i ſanciti, ch. 3, and 

wou d be here a digreſſion 

5. Sach àfr. B. The benefits sf the Covenant of grace which are ſealed by the 
Sacraments, are ( by thoſe of ace) to be received Ly faith. But the benefits of 1he 
abſoluie jromiſe of tbe ſirſt grace arc not to be received by faith : Therefore this 
& net the covenant of grace ſo ſealed. The Maj r is evident ; Mr. U. ſaith , ene- 
ly believers muſt be baptized as diſciples : The Minor is proved be ſore. Faith is 
part of the thing promiſcd, and we do not by faith reccive our ſirſt fab, er cur power 
to bcliewc. 

Auſrer, 1: is not T onely, but Mr. B. himſelf, who ſpeaks in effect what 1 
ſay, Plain Script. preof,, & c. fig. 299, 3c. of the firſt edition when he [31.h, 
« That in the inſti ucion, and every exawple of baptiſm through all the 
« Bible, the firſt grace is rercquiſite as a condition, is undeniable, as might 
ce be manifelt by a rect: all of the particular Texts could we ſlay ſo long upon 
ce it. John required a profeſſion of repentance in thoſe he bip:ized. Jeſus 
** fi; ſt made them Diſciples and then by his Apoſtles baptiz:d them, Jehn 4. 
« x, Theſdlemn inſtitution of i: as 2 t anding ordinance to the Church, 
« which tells us fully the end is in 2fatth 21,19, 20, Go and diſciple me all 
© Nations, bap:izing them; &c. Now for the aged, a diſciple and a belie- 
tiver are all one, Mark16 16. Hethatbelieyeth and is bap:ized ſhall be (a- 
«© vod, As 2. 38. Repent and be bap ized every one, &c, 41 They that 
ce pladly received his word were baptiz:d, Act, 8.12, 13. The Simarltans 
ce believedand were bap:ized both men and women. Simon himſelf believed 
te and was baptized, As 8. 36, 37. If chou believeſt with all thy heart thou 
ce maiſt (be baptized) and he anſwered, I believe, &c. Paul believed upon 
10 Ananias inſtruction, and then was bapt zed, As 10. 47, 48. & 16.15, 33+ 
« & 18. 8. & 19, 4,5, &c. Lou ſee it is ſtil required, chat at all age do firlt 
ic believe and then be bapt lx: d. 

I acknowledge he puts in theſe words ¶ for the aged at all age] by which he 
would prevent the interence from his own words againſt intanis baptiſm, in- 
timatingthar there are an infſtitucion and examples of infant baptiſm elſe- 
where, ut this is but a vain caution, when his own propoſition is, That in the 
inſtitution & every example of baptiſm through allthe Bible, the firſt grace (to wit 
Faith) i prerequiſite as a condition, # undeniable, $0 that which he a 
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in his cautlon, is contradictory to himſelf, and 4 palpable ſalſhood, there be- 
tag no other inſti:ution or example of baptiſm to any but diſciples or bellevers 
In all the Bible; and therefore baptiſm of infants who are not bellevers or 
diſciples, is a manifeſt abuſe, deviatlon from Chriſt and his Apoſtles ap- 
polnement and — by Mr. B. his own words, and conſequently will- 
worſhip and protanation of that ordlnance. As for the preſent objection, I 
deny the Major if It be univerſal! , though Mr. B. faith, it is evident, bur 
proves it nor, nor doth any conceſſion prove ir, For thowgh I grant perſons 
are to be believers afore baptiſm, yet it doth not follow cha: the bene fits of 
the cover an: of grace, which is ſcaled by the S icraments, are to be receiv d by 
ia th, and not betore, It is Mr. B. his miſtake, that the promiſe to which there 
is ſea ing, mult be fulſi led af er and not befors, The contrary is manifelt in 
Abrahams circumciſion, in bap: {ſm as I lizewed bet ore, and in the Lords Sup- 
pet. For even in that very inſtant of Mr, B. Plain Script proof, &c. page 296. 
ta prove the Sacramæat t be amutnall engaging hen, when he ſaith, Recciving 
the Elements is ur engaging fign, that we receive Feſus Chriſt to be our oneiy 
Stviour an Lord; 4s giving Gods ſi that he giveth ws Chriſt : the (ealing un 
the part of the receiver is to atking tulh.lcd, that he receives Chriſt, and of 
the giver hit he gl Yes hi I, 

« 6, Snitch Mr. T. Ihe covenint ſealed by the Sacrament, is a plainly 
« p;opounded ut.quettion:ble Covenant : But this abſolute promiſe of the 
« firſt grace is no: ſuch but very dark and doubtfull ¶ and the moſt learned 
« cannot agree Whether there be any ſuch thing :) | herefore, &c. 

« Thave ſpoken my judgment of this in the Appeacix of my Aphoriſms. 
* "The places alledged to prove an abſolute premiſe of the firſt grace, ſome 
e [earned divines I lay do not prove it; becauſe he new and ſoft heart there 
me M ioned, may be a further degree of newneſs and fofineſs, or though 
© there be no condition there expreſſed, y et it is in other places, and therefore 
tc trobeſoun:critcod there: To which end they cite Deus. 0. where God 
ee promileth ih: very (ame blelling (to circumcile thelr hearts that they may 
love the Lord,&c.) on a condi:ion which is here thought to be promiſed 
© ablolutely. Mr. T. cculd not underſtand Mr. Blake about this. 

Anſwer. If Mr. B. mean by unqueſticnable Covenant, that whick no learned 
man hath queſtioned, the Major is talſe, and mult be revoked by Mr. B. if he 
will maintain the conditionall covenant to be ſealed to by the Sacrament, for 
that hath been queitioned by learned men; who have denicd the covenant of 
grace to be conditionall, and they think this to be a very good proot, that the 
holy Scripture where it ſpeakes of the new Covenant, mentlons the premiſes 
without condirlon, If he mean ungueſtionable dc jure, which cught not to have 
been qneſtioned, and which though ic ſeem dark and doubrtull to ſome, yer 
is — — by God, — is in It ſelf perſpicuous; the Minor is falſe. 
As for what Divines ſay, it little moves, when the Scripture cppoſerh the new 
ſplcit and ſoft heart to a ſtrong heart, as being in them before, and to which the 
new ſpirit, new heart of fleſh, ſuccecd. Ezek. 11.19. & 36, 2& not to a leſſe 
new or fleſhly heart. And if elſewhere conditions be put and not there, the pro- 
milcs in thoſe places are not proved conditlonall, though to me the codirions 
Deus, 30. 1; 2, ſeem not to be of the promiſe, v. 6. but of the promile v. 3. I 
do not value Mr, B, hls judgemens ſo Freren tarther 
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than his reaſons carry me, which, I cake it, are the ſame in his Appendix, with 
theſe in his mock · titled book which I have anſwered. I glve Mr Baxter our 
new Doctor Sub. ili, leave to quip me with my dulnaſs in being grown ſuch an 
old ſuperannuated dotard, as that I could not underſtand Mr Blake, time was 
when | chonghe I could have underſtood as profuund a Doctor, but now I am 
content not to underſtand ſuch deep notions, I ſhould ſay non-ſenſe as theſe, 
Diſciple all, covenant all, c: T hope Iſhall have by Divine affiſtance, ſo 
much underſtanding as to demonſtrate the ſi i olouſneſs of thoſe dictates in 
My Blakts and Ar Baxteys writings, whereby they have befooled the men of 
this age, and my Strange and wild docbrine, as Mr B. calls ir,will ſupplant Ar B. 
his famillir and tame docti ine, without ſpeaking like Aſy Saltmarſh and the An- 
tinomi ins, and my ſpeech about My A, will be juſtified after the clearing my 
{lf from the fourth imagined extor, to which I now haſt, 
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SECT. XX XV. 


My ſpeech about Gods ſcalirg to none but belicucrs, is cleared from My Bix- 
ters Objeftions. 


M. B. Plain Scripture, c. pag 222. calls it my fourth crror that I affirm in 
my Apolog. pag. 152, 153. T hat every right adminiſtration of Baptiſm is 
nt Gols ſealing. Actually it ſealeth not but when it is adminiftred to 4 believer. 
It may be called a right act of the Adminiſt rator according to Gods appointment, but 
not Gods ſealing, &c. And for confutation ſaith thus. It muſt be underſtood 
that our queſtion in not about the internal ſeal of the ſpirit, but onely the external 
ſeal of the S acyament, which are two diſtin things. The nature of this ſeal, and 
whether it ſeal conditionally or abſolutely, I have fully opened in the Appendix e, 
my Aphoriſms ef Fuſtification, whither I muſt deſire the Reader to tur and read it, 
i ſave me the labor of doing it here. 

Anſwer, That theſe imagined errorsof mine about the nature of the Cove- 
nant.and ſeals are not the root of my pretended error about baptiſm, is abun- 
dantly ſhewed before; and It hath been often affirmed by me, thu the reaſon 
of my oppoſing infant · baptiſm is, bec iuſe it agrees not wich the inſticutionand 
examples of bap:iſm (which B: his words clted in the next Section before 
verifie ) in the holy Scripture, and the arguments from the Covenant and ſea], 
and the pretended law of viſible Church-memberſhip, no way extant unrepes» 
led, of which the Apoſtles practice ſhewes they were ignorant, though many 
godly and learned men have embraced them, are meerly an humane invention. 

hat there is no error of mine in what I hold about the covenant, much lefle 
dangecous error is already ſhew ; I ſhall now ſhewthe ſubtilty of Mr B: his 
arguings againſt my ſpeech about Gods ſealing, 

According to his direction 1 have read over his ſayings in his Appendlx in 
aniwer to the nth Queſtion , and what Ar Blake excepted — him, and 
kis reply to My Blake in his Apologie, Sect 60, Cc. And the ifſue of my 
thoughts in this, 1. That there is nothing but jangling and uncertainty in 
theic debates about the imagina dealing by the Sacrament, it belag not a- 
Reed whar bs ſealed,theouEmardor lnmardcovenans , what 1s thef$yllogiims 
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whoſe parts ite to be ſealed, or what part thereof ls to be ſealed,the Major, Mi- 
nor, ot Concluſion, nor how tt is ſealed conditlonally or abſolutely, actually 
or apticudinally, nor towhom the lealing is, whether to every communicane 
or onely to penitent believers. And In my reading of other Authors'I find 
much uncertainty in their determinations about this pretended lealing, andthe 
thing ſealed,which I have briefly touched before, Mr. Humphrey in his Re- 
inder to Dr. Drake, fart. 1. Secf. 4,6. part. 2. Sc, a, 5. tells us, That in 
the nature of it the Sacrament iᷣ Gods ſcal onely, not metaphorically or tropically,bict 
formally, not 4 ſeal of our faith but of Gods aſſuring the tenor of it, not oncly Mans 
particular intereſt 25/olutly, but condition illy to all, and that as well the threatning 
of condemnation in caſe of unlelief, as the promiſe of righteouſneſs in caſe of F aith, 
the receiver of the $ acrament ſeals not by way of aſſurirg, or condq ing, but eng age= 
ment to the condition on his part yer not in eſſe, but in teri agrecing to the rernys of 
("brift pripoſed, expecting [zlvariin if ever he have grace to perform his engage- 
ments, and yeilderh to be damned if nxt. 2. T har the digladiations of Pæco- 
bhaptills one ag unt another, are by Gods juſt judgement uſefull to thew 
their iniquity in M ſſing o hers to ſubſcribe to theit Dictates ich they 
oppoſe ene t oth rin. 3. That they do evident ly prove that emen is 
1.0: good which h. y bring *or infant- baptiſm to prove their covenant-right 
to the (eal, For it inſants be onely in the cutward covenant , and baptilm 
lea another covenant, then title to this ſeal comes not by bare intereſt ia that. 
If it be a mutunil engaging ſea], then ic is no ſeal of an ia ant who deth nct 
ingage ; it it ſeal the conc i ional covenant, and It belongs to all, then all may 
be le lied, if covenant interelt intitle to the ſeà, if bap: iſm ſeal abſolute y 
tononetlil he beli ve, then biptitm is no compleat ſeal, and ſo no Sacta- 
ment to a n an till he bel ive; it it ſeal the threatning as well as the promiſe, 
then choſe ſu uld have the Sacrament to whom the threatning belongs, as well 
35 woche whom the promile ; it it ſeal abſolutely onely Gods generall 
ttu h then it ſeals nones particular intereſt, and then none can claim title to 
it, 4. Thar moſt of their ſpeeches are meer diftates withcut ſhew of proot, 
ard that from the mcraphor of the ſeal of the covenant, which the Scrip:ure 
no where uſeth, and Mr B. thinks it the way to loſe our ſelves and not to edifie, to 
make it the ſubject of tedicus diſputations,and to lay too great a ſtreſs on it. As for 
what he wiſheth me in his Apol. azaioſt Ar. Bl. Sect. 80. to take notice of 
it, I reply to what he ſalth againſt my diſtinction of actuall & aptitudinal (cal, 
I think it not worth while to reply to it, ſi h I uſed that diſt inctlon onely to 
ſhew how Bellarmis might be anſ weed without Mr BLkes way of conditlonall 
ſeal : It is little material whether the Sacrament be called a ſeal actuall or apti- 
tudinall, or no ſeal at all, the exp'ication of my meaning before given is e- 
nough to juſtifie my words again ſt any thing My B. hathor can object. As for 
that which he ſaith, That tie queſlion is not about the jnternall ſeal of the Spirit, 
but onely the external ſeal of the Sacrament, which are two diſtinct things, L an- 
wer, the queſtion is about my words whether they be true, which deny that 
God ſealeth in every right adminiſtration of baptiſm, and affirm that he ſcaleth 
not but when it is admiſtred to a believer : And though it be true the ſeal of 
Baptiſm and the Spirit be two diſt inct things, yet I ſay God never ſealeth by 
Bapulſm without the Spirit, nor can * wichour the ſeallag of rhe __ 
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de rizhily according to - > languzge3nd truth, called Gods ſealing. 
Let's ſee what Mr. B. oppoſeth. i 5 

His opinion T prove unſourd thus, 1. Tf the Kacrament rightly adminiſtred to 
an hypocrite , have all in it that 8 ta _ 2 ſealing, then . 
act all ſealing, c. But, &c. T Ge. A ſeal ij an engaging or obligin 
fen, — — teſtiſying. He that actually uſerh a figa to ſuch an end, dot 
aFually ſeal. Now 1. God uſeth this fign. 2. And to this end. He uſeth the 
en while his Miniſters uſe it in his Name at bis command; for immediatly he ne- 
wer nſeth or applyeth it to any. 2. He commandeth it to be uſed to this end, to eu- 
gage bimjelfe to make good his promiſes. For 1. To what other end ſhould God 
command them? 2 Elſe he ſhould command them to be uſed to one end to one,, 
and 10 another end to another, which cannot be ſhewed that he hath done, (I 
ſpente of the end of the Ordinance, not of the event which God hath decreed ſhall 
blow.) 
I Anſwer, The Minor of this Argument is denied, And ro. the proof I ay, 
1. That it is not alwayes true, I hat he that actually uſcth a ſign to ſuch au end, 
doth "all. For if actuall ſeaſing be actuall iche it is conceived 


to be m om. 4. 11. whence this phraſe is taken) the aCtuall ſealing muſt 
be denominated,not onely ſrom the end but alſo from the event, as if God uſe 
a ſign to comfort, he doth not aQuallly comfort except the perſon be comfor- 
ted. 2. That it is not univerſally true, that od uſcth the fign while bis Mini- 
fters uſe it in his name at his command, but then when they repreſent his perſon, 
As for inſtance, when Aaron offered ſacrifice, burned Incenſe, &c. which were 
to ſigniſie Chriſt, they did the'e things in Gods name, that is, to his honor, at 
his command, yet I do not conceive I: can be ſuid that God did offer Sacri- 
fice or burn Incenſe, And for bapt iſm, though I confeſſe it is commanded by 
God to be done by his Miniſters, and that it is to be done into his name, yet 
it Is no where intimated as if they did ir in ſtead of God, ot Chriſt, as their act. 
3. But let it be granted that baptiſm done right y :ccording to Gods com- 
mand by his Miniſters, is his act; how is it proved that it is uſed by God 10 this 
end, to engage himſelf to make good his promiſes ? For my part I reid not any 
where in Scripture, that God uſed haptiſm for this end, to engage himſelf to 
make good his promiſes , nor deth Mr, B. prove that end by any piſſage of 
Scripture. And to his reaſons I anſwer, 1. To the firlt, though nelther 1 
nor Mr. B. know any orher end, yet doth not this prove, that that is the end 
Beſids , if Tſhonld affign no other end, yet it were enough to anſwer Mr. B. 
his queſt{on to (ay, It is to try obediencegas in Abrahamsoftcring his ſon, But 
Mr. B. might eaſily know if he would Ma che Scripture, that there are other 
ends of God in commanding bapriſm; to wit, the owning of Chriſt as ont 
Lord, Cor. 1,1 z: dl. 3, 27 joyning all Chriſt ians Ito one body, 1 Cor. 12. 
x3.Epbeſ. 4. 5 The 19, and 27 Atricle of the Curch of England acknow- 


ledge this to be one end of baptiſm, to be a ſign of profeſſion, and to be a mark 
of Ference of Chriſtians — others. 15 * 1—.— it were gran- 
ted to be abſurd, that God ſhould command the Sacraments to be uſe to one 
end to one, and to another end v6 another, yet this doth no whit prove that this is 
the end which Mr. B aſſigns for the fore golng reaſons, Yet ſure If lnfant- 
lurtiſm were granted, baptlim muſt needs be 


to one end, to wit, a ſign of pro- 
een enn, 5 feen 
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ſeſſion to the aged, which it is not, nor can be to an infant. Laſtly ii K 
elded that the end of baptiſm were to engage God to make good his promil= 
s, it ls a good argument againſt Mr, B. ti at God ſeals not actually to an 
byppocrite, lich he doth not promile, and co: ſequently not to engage himiel fe, 
by the $1cramentto make good his promiſe unto the m. But Mr. B. adds 
thus, * 
< 3. If the promiſe be to o hers beſides believers, then ſo is the ſeal ( for 
te to whom God ptomiſeth, to them he engage h himſelfe to performe , but 
ci the profile is to others therefore &c. This will be evident if it be once un- 
60 dated that it is only the conditional promiſe which ſealeth by the Sacra - 
tc ments [ if thou believe in the Lord Ic(us thou ſhalt be ſaved Þ For this 
« promileis made o unbelievers, thoughMe good promiſed is not to be 
« enjoyed by any hi performe not the Condition. Thus I have fully prov- 
« ed in the ſoreſaid Appendix to my Aphoriſms : and will fall under the next 
« queſtion, * 

9 E read, tha to Abraham & bis feed were the promiſet made or 
faid , Gal. 3.16. That the promiſe through the faith of ¶ briſt might be given 10 
hem that believe v. 23. 7 fe be Chriſts then are ye Abraham: ſeed & beives actor 
ding to the promiſe v. 29. Whereby.are given unto us exceeding great & previous 
promiſes 2 Pet. 1. 4. The chil#ren of the promiſe are counted for the ſeed 
Rom. 9. 8. Strangers from the Covenants of promiſe Epheſ. 2. 1 2 But this 
is to uſe Mr, B. His own words of my doctrine, firang and wild doſtrine 
to (ay that God promiſes to unbelievers, the promiſe of ſalvation is made to unbeliev- 
ers , that to ibem he engageth himſelfe to performe : nor do I ſee how he can 
avoid Antinc mianiſm, which he ſo much abhors, to wit the juſtification of 
Infidels, ifi be true, that this promiſc is made to unbelievers. Nor is he 
rel ieved by ſaying, the promiſe is made to them though the good promiſed in not to 
be enjeye4 , For what is this but to liy the proniſe is made to them by God, 
but not pet formed, which is to make God falſe? Nor is he re'ieved by ſay- 
inz it is made conditionally only io unbcliguers ( if thou believe thou ſhalt be juſtifi- 
ed.) For this is equivalent to bis, he that bel eveth (hall be juſtified , and ſo 
the promile is made only to the believer : though it may be ſald to be offered, 
tendered, propounded as a Law, or ordimnce of Ge d to unbelievers. yet 
neither Scripture language, nor any other approved Au hors ſpeech , will T 
concieve w2rrant this ſpecch, God prumiſcth ,engageth bimſelf to performe this 
pormiſe (of ſalvation, juſtification, i made 10 unbelievers, As Yor his 
diQates in his appendix , and the next queſtlon, the futility of them is alteady 
ſhewed. He goes on thus. 

« 2, If God do no more in his actual calling to believers , than he doth 
« when the Sacrament is rightly applied to hypocrices , then he actually ſea- 
© leth to hypocrites. I he major is proved by the enumeration onthe ſeve- 
tall acts. 1, God maketh the promiſe. 2. He commandeth miniſters 
© topubliſhic, 3. Hehath inſticuted the Sacraments as mutual engagit 

i ſignes or ſeals. He commandeth miniſters to deliver or apply them to thoſe 
© that proteſs their conſent , and deſire to enter or renew the Covenant, 
4% This I need no: ſtand to prove, Mr. T. Here yelldeth that che 
** giving of the Sacrament ls the right a& of the adminiſtrator , which it could 
nor be except it were commanded ) as alſo the lnitlaring (eal tothe chlgren! 
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* of thoſe belleving parents that will enter him its the Covenant, 28 is proy- 
ed before. No what act more than cheſe doth God petfotme to the elect 
© or believers. na f 

& Auw. It was aſfayed to be proved before; but not proved that God com- 
mandeth qiniſters to deliver or apply the Lords Supper to them that deſire to 
renew their Covenant, or — to believers Infant children; what I ſaid 
of the right act of the adminiſtrator I ſpake perticularly of baptiſm. Nor is it 
true thar God maketh promiſe. to hypocrits , or commandeth minilters to pub. 
lim it, and kow Is it from Scripture ſpeech , or truths to ſay , "God hath 
inſtituted the Sactaments as mutual engaging figns or ſeals, and how deſtiu- 
Rive this is to infant baptiſm is ſhewed before, To this pueſtion , I anſwer , 
The witneſs ol the ſpitit is a fufſher act of God neceſſary to his ſealing as 1 
meant my words, and expreſs my ſelt in my Poſtſcript. Seſl: 21. Pag 153, 
what ſaith Mr. B. to this? 

Ff it be ſaid that he adaahe ſeal of his ſpirit ; that it nothing to the queſtion, ſee- 
ing we are ſpeaking only of the ourward ſeal. Anſw. thcugh hir. B. ſpike 
only of the outward ſeal, yet he ſhould have ſpoken of the Inward alſo. If he 
would have oppoſed my ſaying , he ſhould have proved that God actually ſeals 
by the ontward Sacrament: without the inward teſtimony of the (pici: , lll 
then, he ſpake nothing to the queſi ion. 

But ſaith he. F it be ſaid that he aſſureth the conſcience of the truth of the 
promiſe , and maketb 1he outward ſeal eſfectual. I A. 1. That ſtil 
the inward ſeal , and ſo nothing to this. Anſw. He ſhould rather have ſaid it 
is all in all tod this, ſich my worcs denie Gods actual ſcaling withour, 
*© 2. That ls the making of the ſea] ſucceſsful , which is n« thing to the 
cc ſealing : If you ſeal a deed of gift to three men and one believeth it, and 
ce another doth not believe it, and another doth halt believe it, yet this Joth 
ce not make it no ſealing to him that believeth net; you ſeal equally to chem 
« all. 

rAnſw. 1. However it be in mens ſealing , yet Gods actual ſealing is fi! 

eſlectual, they ſeal only to the eye, he to the heart, 2 Cor. 1. 21, 22, 
2. He makes no deed of giſt but to believers ,nor ſeals to any but them Epheſ, 
I, 13. and 4. 30. Rom. 4. in and 8. 15, 16. 
3. And God doth not alwayee aſſure theelect or bel levets, but they oft con- 
et clude hardlyer againſt themſcives thanothers do that have. So that I deſire 
« Mr. T to produce any one act which God performes to believers,and nct to 
others, which may appropriate the name of {ling to them. 

Anſw. though God do not al wayes actually ſeal to believers , yer this 
doth nelther prove chat his actually lealing is uneffectual, nor to any others, 

Mr. B. hath anſwere to his demand, and were it not that 1 much plety 
the ſouls of many miniſters and poeple who are by this notion ot ¶ ſeal of the 
Covenant of grace] partly to uphold and continue as manifeſt a 

in erer was in Chriſtian church, I mean jufanc-baptiſm , be- 

fog by all, moſt by Mr. B. Confeſſed to be without inſtitytion and ex- 
ample in Bible , perplexed about delivering and recieving the Lords- 
— & would much trouble me that I have ſpent ſo much time de land Ca- 
» 8.new deviſed gotlon. Int overſhooes over books , 22 
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few lines more in anſwer to Mr. B. whoſe page 116 faith thus. 

& And by this the former queſtion about fealing conditionally may be 
& decided: which Mr. T. darkneth with a/mize of werds; and addeth 
6 [ That God ſeals not condi:ionally in chis ſenſe , as if he left it to a mans 
ce liberty to whome he had ſealed to agnize or recognize that ſealing or to free 
T7 rw 7 wk if they pleaſe, and ſo nullifie all: yet ſo as to afford them awhile 
« the fav our and privi'cige of being in Covenant with him, which Mr. M. 
« He concieves meant by his conditional ſealing ] Heare are more things 
« heapt up, then will be ſatiſsfied In one anſwer : therefore I ſay 1. it is 
« improperly called {liberty of the will which confiſts In an ladifferency to 
te godd of evils as Gibeouf and Bradwardin &c. will teach you. 2, more 
« jmprop.rly is the nuJlifiing of the Covenant called a freeing themſelves 
& which is an enſlaving themlclves. 3. And the violating of the Covenant 
is not fitly called a nullifying of it. 4. Yer if you will needs uſe thoſe 
« terms; I ſaythut God (ealeth the conditional promiſe to thouſands that 
« ſhall periſh, and leiveth it rgtheir own choiſe, whether they will recognize 
te and contiaue, and be fai: hfull to the Covenant ( glving them onely the 
« common gracc: )which mea do prove unfaithful to, & break the Covenant, 
& and lo periſh for treading the blood of the Covenant under foot. And 
© dothMr. T. thiake that no wicked men periſh as Covenant · breakeis 
« with Chriſt? 

Anſwer. I am ſo uſed to Mr. B. his ſnarling at me, hat Think it not worth 
while to take no: ice of all the noiſe he makes, and methinks a wiſe Reader 
ſhould be no whit moved with theſe frivolous accuſations of me, as darkning the 
thing with a maze of words 1 ls a pretty phraſe) which are very few and 
very plai1, intimating as it- I would needs uſe thoſe terms though im;roperlys 
whic h were uſed of neceſſity when I was to ſet down M M. his meanlaꝑ, not as. 
mine, but his, eyen his very expreſſions, except it be to obſerve the quarrelſom 
vein he was in when he wrot that book againſt me,. If the expreſſion be not 
proper, let him blame Mr. It. yet let it be obſerved, that the ſpeech of the nul» 
lifying the covenant, was neither mine nor Mr, Ms, but nullifyiog all, which 
is to be under ſtood of the leal ing and priviledge mentioned. As for his refe- 
rence of me to Gibeorfand Bradwardin ro ſhew the impropriety of the uſe of 
the term LLiber: y] 1 am not likely to be taught by them, except I had the 
books (one of which I have loſt by the p under ot above three hundred bookes 
never recovered) and Mr. B. had glven me better directions where to find my 
Leſſon, I conceive it hiberty.of will properly ſocalled, whereby men are mc- 
vedto chuſe evill, though the perſons be ina {tate of ſervitude, abu 8 33. 
Elſe it were not penal] to chuſe evill, And for what Mr. Y aſſerts, I have ſhew-= 
ed before that Gods covenant of grace is neither made nor ſealed by God to 
any but the ele& 3 and I ſay, that though wicked men may periſh as covehan 
breakers with Chrlit , that Is, as breaking their own covenant or with 
Chriſt, yet no man ever breaks the co of grace, that Is Gd new co- 
yenant.or promlle of ſaving-gracein Chr iſt, ic being the very end of the ma» 
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Plan by reaſon of the breach of it, as the Author to the Hebrews plainly ſhews, 

Heb. 8. 6,7, , 9, 10, Se. And this is expreſsly called Gods covenant to turn a- 
Way - pure, from Facob, Rom. 1 . 26, 27, So that to deny the promiſe of 
the firſt grace of fegeneration, converſion, or effectualf calling to be properly 
Gods covenant of grace, andto make a condltionall after to be Gods Cove» 
nant of grace, and to ſay Gods covenant of grace my be broken, and perſons 
with whom it is made not continue therein, is to alter or deny the new cove- 
nant, and to make voyd the grace of God and the comfort of his people, and 
to my underſtanding to ſymbolize with Arminians. 

Mr. B. adds, 5. It M unworthily ſaid, That God affordeth theſe” but a while the 
favour and priviledge.of being in covenant with him, ſeeing it s their own wilfull 
af to caſt then ſelves out of thi priviledge ; they might have continued it, aud pro- 
cecded further in it if they would. ; 

Anſwer. 1 agreethat it is unworchlly ſaid z but by this cenſure though he 
aim at me, yet heedle ſly he hits Mr. M, whoſe ſpeech this was. But whoever 
be ln the fault, it ſeems while the rod is Ia Mr. B. his hind, I muſt be laſhed, 
Ye Mr. B. his reaſon is ſo far from proving it unworthily ſaid , that it ſcems 
rather to be worthlly (aid, that God affords them but a while the favour of being 
in covenant with him ſith it is their own wil ſull a to coſt themſctves out I rather 
think it unworthily ſaid, becauſe God ſhould fail them to perform hi «cove- 
nan of putting bis fear into their heart, ſo as that they ſhall not depart from I im; 
nor his covenant be everlaſting contrary to Fey. 3 2. 40. 

6. Saith Mr. B. Tet withall we affirm, That to his ele God freely givetb, as 
leave, ſo a willio enter ſincerely into Covenant with bim, and faithſully 10 keep co- 
venant and ſo ihe continuance of the j riviledges of the covenant 

. Anſwer. It Mr. B. had as the Scripture doth, aſcribed this to Gods cove- 
nant, and underſtood the difference between the covenant of grace under ihe 
Goſpel, and the natlen all covenant made with the people of Iirael , much of 
the oppoſition between us had been ſaved. But fith things are as hey are, I am 
reſolved with Gods aſſiſtance to try his ſtrength in what is yet unanſwered of 
his ſecond main argument, after I have cxa ined the remainder of what Iz- 
dobaptiſts ſay after the old way of arguing from Covenant ard Seal, 


Chriſtianity is rot by Birth, or the Church, nor tbe Church at Civill Corporations, 
as My, M. his equivocation in the uſe of the term Covenant of grace. ' © 


Return now to Mr, M. whom I meet in his Defence, pag 119. paſſing over 

ſox Arguments, and thus anſwering me, I joyn with you that it is an error to 

ſay, #has all infants of believers indefinitely are under the ſaving graces of the Cove 
nant, for although I find abumdance of promiſes in the Scripture, of Gods giving ſa- 
ving grace unto the poſterity of his people, and that experience reacheth ws, that God 
to cominue bj Church in their poſterity , and 1hat Gods election more among 
ſeed than others, yet neither io Few nor Gentile was the Covenantſo made a 
fririudl pars and grace of the cmenam ſhould fe conferred u- 
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in our ſentence of infanes as they,and do give as much comfort at we truly can. 
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Chriſtian 8 ic will appearto be but a fancy in the Vat Mc 
B. brings for it 
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To which I ſay, were L to write as 1 Geographer, I 
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25 foraſmuch as the Jcrlpture no where calls any other Chriſtians than 
> and profeſſors of Chriſtianity, Adr 11,36, & 26, 28. 1 Pet.4.16, 

he term [Few by nature, Gal. 2. * is not m much as viſible 
55 by nature, but by natural birth of hat nation / nor is the term f; 
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| i One 38.49 — —̃ʒ̃ — 
le | becauſe I do For 
_—_ e nos equi ne. be ihat 


on! I uu | ivecation 
yen l tal ; "moth 
fie nut the ane thing. which evidently proves: Me: N. 
from his own words. For in the firſt conplufin of. 
h the covenant of grace for; ſubſtagce ( which he makes the Covenant 
of laviag grace) fromthe external way ot adminiſteation, i — blames me 
tor not includiog. k. And. I he by covenent af the way. of 
eternal admla ratlön, how — — 41 his Sermon, pag 1 26. in che re- 
e I lon of his two firſt co ions; I the covenant be rhe ſame, aul the 
fl adminiſt ration is 


dren belong to it 
the lame: berefore from his own words he is — 2 
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parents, ſo i q tere. By which words it appears, that Mr. A, took this to be 
Abrabum Cojy (as he calls it, that According tothe promiſe mate 10 „ brabam, x 
will he a Cal r0 thee and thy ſeed, Abraham and his ſced . the proſelytet and their 
ſeed npon their (the parents) viſible owning 1415 and bis Covenant, bad this 
viſible priviledge for their poſterity, that they ſhould be accounted to belong ta Gode 
Kingdom and Houſhold with theiy parents. 2. That fo it ij in the Chriftian Church 
by verrue of that promiſe E will be hy God and the God of thy ſeed, Sen. 17.7 Gen. 
tile belicvers upon 1hcir viſobly — od and bis Covenant , bave thi viſible 
priviledge for iheir poſterity, that they ſpould be accounted 19 belong to Gods Ring- 
dom and Houſbold with their parenss. 
Concerning which, Concluſion 1 ſay il! Mr. A. uſeth ambiguities of 
ſpeech, there being divers Covenants of God, to wit, the Old and the New, 
and divers wayes of viſibly owning God, as by ſacrificing, circumciſion, &c. 
by Baptiſm, the Lords Supper, frequenting the Church meetings of Chrit. 
ans, &c. divers kingdoms and houſholds of God, as the whole world, and his 
Church, the viſible or inviſible, which might occaſion varlous ſenſes of Mr. Ar. 
his words. But gheffe his meaning to be thus; As the Jewes and prole. 
lytes being circumciſed, their children were to be ſo alſo : ſo Gentile. belie- 
vers being baptized, thelx chlidren are to be baptizcd as vihhle Church-mem. 
bers; which being the ſame with the Antecedent of Mr. M. his Enthymene, 
and the conſequent, it is evident Mr. M. his argument is a meer trifling tau. 
tology, as I have often ſaid. Bur I ſhall not inſiſt on Ir, having in my «Apole. 
gie, Se. 10. andelſwhere ſhewed it, That which 1 ſhall conſider chiefly in it 
gloſſe on Cen. 19. 7. which to me ſeems as (or more) abſurd than the gloſſe of 
Papiſts,Thou art Peter, and on this Rock will I build mfChurch: i.e. The Bi- 
ſhop of Rome ſhall be my Vicar generall of the Occumenicall Church. For 
I. according to Mr. M.his Gloſſe ,[ Thee, that is, Abraham, to whom the 
words were lpoken] ls put for without all rue of Grammar or Divinity, or 
as they (peik in Logick ſapponit by [every Jew, or Proſelyte, and every believer 
or Chriſtian Jew or Gentile, who doth not viſibly own God and his Corve- 
nant.] 2, According to this gloſſe the naturall ſecd of proſelytes though 
bur viſibly owning God and his Covenant, are called Abrahams ſced, without 
any uſe of Scripture ,which.ſpedk-of na other ſeed of Abraham but 1. Chriſt, 
Gal. 3. 16. By excellency ſo called, 2. by grace the elect, Rom. 9.7, z. Be. 
lievers, Rem. 4. 171 2, 16, 17. Gal: 3.29. 4 By nature, Gen. 21. 12, Pſal. 
185.6. Gen. 15. 13. 18. Neither 0: which are proſelytes v ho do onely own 
God and his covenant. 

3. Thepromiſe of God to be a God 10 Abrabams ſeed is thus expounded, 
The naturall ſeed of Abraham and the nzturall ſeed of F roſettes, and of Gentile 
C briſtiaus vifebly owning God and his covenant, ſhall biue this viſible priviledge, 
abs: they ſhould be accounted to belong to Gods Kingdom and Houfhoel4 with their 
parents. In which paraphraſe I note what he calls to be accounted ro belong to 
Gods Kyngdom a viſible priviledge. Now [zoe accounted} I muſt refer toſome 
perſon who.doth ſo account, and thę accounting muſt be either an act of op- 
nlon, or ſelence, or faith, andrhen to be accounted to belong to Gods Kings 
dom, is not a viſible priviledg, but inviſible, it being in the chonghts of ano- 
nother, and the ſenſe lhould be, I will be « God fo thy ſeed, that ls men a3 v.'9- 

Kgacors ſhall in thele mog his take proſelyres ana ibeir children on 
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long to my Kiagdom, or ic is ſome out ward tranſeunt act, and then it is an 
inlci il ſeal, or I cannot conceive what it ſhould be: if an initial ſeal either of 
Circumciſion or Bap: iſm, if-elther of theſe, then this promiſe ¶ I will be thy 
God and the God of thy ſeed) hh this ſenſe, I will bring it to paſſe that thou, 
thy ſeed, prolely:cs, belizvers of the Gentiles and their ſeed, even infants, ſhall 
be circumciſed or baptized. Tf any cia make any other ſenſe of the words, I 
ſhall be his debtor. And if this be tie ſenſe, then the promiſe ls made a pre» 
eiction of infant- Circumciſion and Baptiſm, which whether It be not a rid{- 
culous expo ſition, I leave it to any conſiderate man to judge. The Apoſtle, 
Rom 9.6,7,8. where he exp unds this very Scripture, underſtands being a God, 
of ſaving grace acco-ding to election, and by Abraham: ſeed the elect onely. 
Rom.4 11,12-13,16 juſtifring of believers by faith, 70. 3. 16. 29. inheritance 
aud bleſſing to believers thro gh Chriſt Feſus. Our Lord Chrlſt, Luke 20, 36, 
37,38. Of being the children of God aud of the reſurreflion. Mr, M. his 
ſeif in his Sermon, pag. 7. makes theie words 4 promiſe of ſalvation to the in- 
fants of beljevers dying in their infancy. pag. 10, he ſaith, The ſubſtance of the 
Covenant ou Gods part was to be Abrahams God, and the God of bis ſced, to be an 
all-ſuFcient portion, to be an all -ſuſſicient reward ſor him, to give Feſms Chriſt to. 
bim, and righteouſuc(s with him, both of juſtification and ſanFification, and ever- 
laſting life : And this he diſtiaguiſhe:h from the adminiſtration of the Cove- 
nant. Len in his Defence of his Sermon, pag. 98. he conceives he right allega- 
tlon of an expreſſion of Cameron, That Circumciſion did ſeale primarily the tem- 
porall promiſe, ſanfification ſecondarily, to have au unte ward look, as being inc n- 
ruous to 4£00cnant of grace in Chri,t to ratifie temporall ble,ngs, which tbey may 
— ſhall haue no portion in CViſt. Hath it not then a more untuward 
look to make this pretended vllible privilege to proſelytes children though but 
vilibly owning Gd and hls covenan, of having an init iall ſeal Circumciſion 
and Bap:iſm c mmunĩc ited to them, mean: by the promiſe, I will be thy qed 
and the God of thy ſeed. Gen. 17. 2. Much more to call this the Copy of Abra- 
bam the Father of belicvets? Not that I deny temporall promiſes in that Co- 
venaat, which I have proved to be mixt, but J allege theſe piſſages onely to 
ſhew the inc onſiſtency of Mr. M. his (pe: ches. Bck es, the promi e were not 
true ſo expounded ; fer if this were the ſenſe; I will be be God of the poſterity 
gerechtes owning G64 ard bis Covenant, that hey ſhall be accounted to belong to 
Gods A ingdom and his Hon ſhold with their parems, then Ged doth promlſe that 
viſid'e privilege to them (tor the words are a promiſe of an event, not a declara« 
tion ot a right, and (xw what God would do, not what they might claim) 
which in many he performs not, there being may of the ſeed of ptolelytet, that 
never had the privilege, and many of the children of Chriſtian gentile belige. 
vers, who nevec had the viſible privilege of being accounted to belong to Gods, 
Kingdom, whereas the word of God mult be ſo expounded that it do not fa}, 
as about 28 text the Apoſtle — Rom. 9.6. Gul 
Mr. A. Defence part, 3. pag. 1 27. ſaith, It was not a ferſo ilege 1d A+ 
bab on, no — Abrahon, — , and „ f pomp" he 
venant by yertue of thai promiſe, I will be the God of thee and thy ſeed, and p.129- 
This I add to make it more clear, thas that promiſe Gen. 13. will be the God of 
thee and of thy ſeed, i a Goſpel promiſe, which from age 19 age hold: forth [ome hene 
fits even 10 the natural ſecd of beljevers, 
EY Anſwer, 
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Auſwer. 1. What Mr. M. means by Taking inte covenant , Is ſom ew bat 
doubifull to me by reaſon of his uſing the term ¶ venant ſometimes for the 
outward covenant or adminiſtration, ſometimes for the promiſe of God, 
and confounding theſe terms [taking into covenant, being in covenant, belonging 
to the covenant , being covenanters, entring into covenant) ſometimes meanin 
theſe terms of the promiſe of grace, ſomerimes of the iniriall ſeal termed by 
him the Covenant, and taking into covenant, belng in covenant , belongin 
to the covenant, ſometimes being underſtood, (as they ſhould always be) in 
order to Gods act, vho alone takes into covenant, and puts a man into cove- 
nant wich himſelf ; but frequently, though abuſively, by another mans act, as 
the adminiſtrators act of Circumciſion and Baptiſm , very ſeldom of being 
la covenant, or belonging to the covenant by tte circumciſed or baptized per- 
ſons own act of promiſe, though in reſpect of it onely, in right ſpeech, a pet- 
ſon is ſaid to be a Covenanres, or to enter into covenant, Of which thing I 
have often, though in vain complained, it cauſing obſcurity u hich a man who 
isa teacher of — ſhould avoid. But concerning the pro iſe, Gen.17 7. 
J will be 2 God to thee and thy ſced afier thee in heir generations. 1. I deny that 
A braham: natural poſterity were taken into covenant, that is, circumciſed , ( as 1 
conceive he means) by vertue of that promiſe, as I have often proved, 2nd is in 
effect confeſſed by Mr. A. Defence pug 18 2. when he ſai h, Tho formall reaſon 
of their being circumciſed , was the command «f God. 2. I deny that under the 
term ¶ Thee )is meant any other than Abrahams individual petſon. 3. I d:ny 
that under the term Thy Sced, is ever n eant in Scripture the natural ſeed of 
ptoſelytes, or Chi iltiin beliering Gentiles. 4.1 deny tha: by he promiſe, I wil 
be the God of thy ſeed, can be concluded that which Mr M. aſſeris, That th s pro- 
miſe Gen. 17. 7. / will be the God of thee and of thy ſecd, is a Goſpel premiſe, wi i h 
from age to age holds forth ſome benefits even to the natural ſiei of believer „r that 
this was xAbrahams Copy, That ujon hi and the proſelytcs viſibly owning God and 
his Covenant, their poſterity ſhould have this viſible privilege, tha they ſhould be ac- 
counted to belong viſibiy to Gods Kingdom and bis Houſhold with their parents, 
Nor doth Mr. A. provethis ſenile of that promiſe, Gen 17. 7. either from 
the words, or their coherence, or by comparing it with any other Scripture as 
yeelding that expoſition of irelſwhere : but ſaith ſomething pag. 127, 128. of 
his Defence, to which (though I have anſwered it ſufficiently in my Poſiſcript 
to Mr. Blake, Seſl. 6. pag. 119) yerl repeat it with addition, becauſe much of 
pleading of Pzdobaprilts is hence. 

Firſt, ſaith ihe, though Abraham was the Father of the faithful , and ſo 
ina ſome ſenſe [ the root as you elſewhere call him ] yet the Covenant was 
« made with him for his faiths ſake, and believers are his children, and 
« helres, andpertakeof thoſe priviledges and promiſes which were made to 
©« him: and therefore lock as Abrabams faith juſtified him before God, 
« and gave im intereſt inthe ſpiritual graces of the Covenant, and none but 
© himſelf, yer it was ſo beneficial and advantagiousto his children, that for 
1 kis ſake they ſhould be accounted to belong to Gods Kingdome and houſ- 
** hold, and partake of the external priviledges of it, and thereby be trained 
© up under the diſcipline of it, and ſo be fitted for ſpiritual ptivledges and 
10 graces which God doth ordinarily confer upon them, who ate thus tral- 
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An. x. Priviteges of Abraham in that promiſe [ I will be thy God and the 
God of thy ſeed ] are cither Evangelical belonging to Abrahams ſpiritual ſeed, 
thac is elect perlons or :rue believers; or domeltick and political, as that of 
mu!riplyiag his ſecd , the birth of Fſazc , continuation of his churchin and 
from him in his inhereting poſterity till Chrifts comming. the birth of 
Chrilt , deliverance out ot Egypt, poſſeſſion of Canaan, thele belong to 
Abrahams natural ſeed , yet not to all but tothe inheti: in g, not to Fſhmact , 
nor the ſons of Keturah, The former all are partakers of it who follow the faith 
of Abraham whether Iews or Gentiles, but none are In refference to theſe 
promiſes reckoned Abraham ſecd, but thoſe who are real helicvers in Chriſt. 
A Proſelyte owning barely God and his covenant viſlibly is not either A bra- 
hams ſeed or pirtaker of the (piritual prlyiledgis of ſanRificacion, juſtificati- 
on, ſalvation, . The lattet fort cf promiſes belonged ro Abrahams natural 
poſterity , yet not to all but to the iced inheriting , nor to all of them, but 
to the Iewes, and in them tor one of them tothe line from whence after the 
4: Chritt came, Nore of theſe were made to the bare viſſible Proſelites 
and their chidren , though I grant thelr children where taken into the polli y 
of Iracl , a id were to be circumciſed and to eat the Paſſover, yet neither did 
il is pri i edge belong to them by vertue of the covenant, but the command, 
nor tor theic faiths uke as the immediate adequate reaſon (C for then theſe 
fhou'd have belonged to pr · ſelites of the g ute who be'cived in God as Cornelius 
the Centurion , who was Aa believer, but they cid ror, for he was not Cir- 
cu nciſed, nor to be citcumciſed wi h his children it, he had any , nor bla» 
med far defect of it) but meerly (ſ of ir as iscxpreſt in S:ripture ) beciule it 
was Gos wil' to have it ſo. New Mr. M. brings not a word to prove el- 
ther that the child reu of proſylites viſſibly owning God and his corenant, or 
the nacural poſt. ri of chviſt ian pro ſeſſors of the Genilles are cicker Abrahams 
feed , or have ſuch an Im reſt in ex ernal church privileges as Mr. M. aſſer a 
by rettue of th promile ,or thar h ag tees to Abraham in reſpect of ex er · 
13 churchprivileges for kis falths fake muſt agree either to only viiſible pro- 
ſylres, or chr iflians, or res] believers, but (peaks lite a dict uor not a diſputer. 
Nor is there any good conſequence in this, what, agreed to Abraham tos his 
faith's ſake agrecs to every believer, For then every believet ſhould be Father 
of the faithful as Abyiham was for his faick's fake, It is truethar If the truth of 
Abrabum fi i h were the immedine adequate reaſon of cxterna} privileges as 
i was of juſtification , it would follow them, What cx crnal privileges agree 
to Abrabam for bis taith's ſake ſhould agree to every beiieyer , but ſuch bes 
livers then muſt be true real bel levers as Abraham was, not bare viſſible pro» 
ſy'i's or chtiſtian protefſors. But ſurly Mr. M. meant no more by L for 
Abrabam r faiths ſake ] but thix, that A brabams faith was the motive or octaſion 
God took to enter into eovenant with him, nor was it ſipmly his real trur 
faith, but his remarkeable exemplary faith. deſcribed Rom, 4. 18, 19. which 
was the mo ive or cccaſion ot Gods entring Into covenant with him, whichis 
not yerefied of every ttue believer | and the mortve-or occaſion wat nos bare 
the truth; bur the eminent degree of his faith, .cÞn wy. Rofſcr Pag. 2 19- 
1 ia ſtance Marth 26. 18519. the eyes of the Hing of beau 
inding and looſing were given i Peter for his confeſſion. ſake ?) yet k follows 
norebekepes ar pirentoevery'one that mgkes the ſame confeſſion sh $10: 
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And the reaſon becauſe the confeſſion was eminent and exemplary at a ſpecial 
time, and it was but the occaſion , not the immediate adequate reaſon of that 
gift co him: for that was onely the ſpeclal grace and purpcle of Gods will, 

ly, ſaĩch Mr. M. had it been a perculia privilege to A brabam's natural ſeed 
profiliter of other nations could never by vertue ef their becomming followers of 
Abrabim s faith hrve brought their children into covenant with them ſo as 10 have 4 
viſible (hurch-member-ſhip , as we = they did. 

Anſw. I do not know that the prolelytes natural ſeed had the viſible church- 
member · ſnip Mr. A. Mentions by vertue of the promiſe Seu. 17. 7. and 
their parents faith, but of Gods command Exed 12 48. 
cc 31y ſaith he, And we know alſo that this promiſe of being the God of be- 
c ſievers and their ſeed was frequently renewed many hundi eds of years after 
cc Abraham, Iſauc, and Facob, were dead and roten, as Deut. 30. 6. 
cc ſo Eſa: 44. 2, 3. ſo likewiſe Eſay 59. 21. and this laſt promiſe your ſelf 
cc acknowledg Pag. 54. to be intended chiefly of the nation of che lewes, 
ct at their laſt calling in: And whereas you uſe to elude theſe texts by ſaying 
ce theſe things belong onely to the eleR, when they come to believe, and reach 
cc not to any privilege which is external ; I reply, by the ſame anſwer you 
cc might cut off the ſeed of Abrahim, fue, and Facob , for to be ievers 
te then as well as believers now were theſe promiſes made. 

& 4xſw: Thit which I ſay is no eluſion of che tex:s , but ſo plain and evi- 
& dent, that Pzdo-bap:ilts of note do concur with me. Mr. Rich. Baxter. 
cc ja his letter to My. Bedford in the friendly accommodation between them, 
ce To this and that which followeth I anſwer; 1. Theſe following arguments 
te perſwade me chat you erte ; 1. noſuch promiſe (cha give.h certainly (or 
ce novum or the ficlt effectual grace to all the rightly baptiz:d or to all the 
ce children of believers ) cin be ſhewed in Scrip:ure ; I will circumcile thy 
cc heart and of thy ſeed, ſcems to me to be none ſuch 1. becauſe elſ it ſhould not 
* be the lame circumcifion that is promiſed tothe parent of he child: but there 
cc is no intimation of two circumciſions In the text: one to the father, be- 
* ing only an increaſe or actuating of grace; and the other to the child being 
reihe giving che firſt renuing grace ; 2. the text ſeems plain ly to ſpeak of [their 
c ſeed I not in their infant ſtare but intheir adult Det. 30. For. 1. v. 2. The 
&* conditon of the promiſe is expreſsly required, not onely of the pa- 
tte rents, but of the children themſelves by name. 2. And that condition 
* is the perſonal performance ofthe ſam acts which are tequired of 
ii the parencs vid: 10 returne to the Lord and obey his volce with all their 
E& heart and ſoul. 3. Thecircumciſion of heart promiſed is ſo annexed to 
© the act that it appeareth to be meant onely of thoſe that were capable of the 
tc act v. 6. The Lord thy God willcircumciſe thine heart and the heart of thy 
« ſeed to love the Lord thy God So chat it is not ment of thoſe that are unca- 
fable of ſo loving, And after, A new beart is given to the cle& onely. By 
de this deQrin you —— not to be proper to the elect, which is 
* cogtrary to all the Autl-atminlaas that I Know of. Out of which. k plain 


4 rent in Dau. 30. 6. Speaks not of an external lep, 
arkAc , bur la their adult. 
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Jacdb h ſcrunt. Aud Teſhyim whom be bad choſen ( whom he bids not to fear J 
and h bleſſing on his off-pring and that 1bey ſhall ſpring up « among?) the graſs 
gc, che terms Facoband Feſburim are taken not perſonally ¶ for it were in 
rain to bid Facob dead long before not to fear) but ColleRively either for the 
nation of Hracl, or the church of God called the ſrael of God. Gal. 6. 16. 
In the former accept ion the ſeed and off. ſpr ing mutt be ment of the children 
of Iſracl, that is the Iſrielires by natural generation, and then the ſenſe is 
( x5 Mr. Gather in his Annot. on that text) my ſplrie , that is my bleſſing 
« ( the one expoundeth the other ) whereby chey and their ſtate ſhould thrive 
te and flouriſh , and mul-iply , and increaſe, that had been almoſt clean 
« exh1uſt and exceedingly impaired in amanner beyond al hopes of recovery 
te before ch. 26. 19 Exck. 37. 3. 11, 14. Socttheir land ch. 3 3. 
« 15, and of their leed ch, 61, 9 He tolloweth ſtill the compariſon taken 
«* from gronw:ds well watered as ch, 58. 11. and the feed ſown in ſoil ch. 3 2+ 
« 10, In the latter ikke, it isatype of that ſpirirual growth and incceale 
« of Gedschurch , an! the trembers of i under the Meſſiah, by the graces 
& nd comforts oi his ſpiri: As. 9. 31. Erbcſ. 4. 12. i5. Col. 3. 19+ 
„ 2 et. 3. 18. S:ech. 27. 6. and 37, 3. and 61. 9. 21, Take it 
« either way it mates nothi g for a external viſlible privilege from age to age 
t belonging to thr natural (ſeed even o Genti.c belicvets: but in the ſirſt ac- 
« ception it notes a futu e multip ying ot the Jewes then much walted, in the 
« Inter ſpiritua gracesengcontorts TO! he clect. 

« And tor the laſt tx: Ameſe Coron: As. 5 c. 2 verſum viceſimum, 
22 in hauc partem Re monſirante t trahumt, in alteras partem accipit A foto us 
Paulus Rom. 11. 27. fromiſſonem ahi olutum & cleforum troprium in es Con- 
tineri maui fiſtu verbis confirmaus : Externum nibilſonas ſpiritus meus qui eſt in 
te. zei nis ctiam inculcat io ſælos eletto- & cffcaciter vecatos tictari docet Apeſto- 
lo Fc bunc vitulum interpretanic Rom. 9. 3. Gal3, 16. . 4. 28. Mr. Ga- 
taker ant: on Eu. 59 21. thy ſecd ] the faith ful the ſeed according to the 
promiſe Deut. 30. 6 Rom. 9. 6, 8 Gal. 3. 16. 29. Se Dr. Owen of 
Perſeverance ch. 3. Seck. 41. ch. 4 Seft. 3. ch. 3. Sec. 9. ch. 7. 
Seck. 239 . 

And for what Mr Af countsabtnrd I ycild irthar my anſwer cuts off eAbre- 
ham's Iſaac's and Jae rarnral poſterity from theſe promiſes except they be 
elect. And as for Mr. Af. deprehending mein abſurdity aud triſl ing ſuch as 
I cenceive in hr. Cotton d words, I teil him that his di courſe runs upon a 
miltake of my wards and meaning ( which he doth almoſt in every thing he 
repea's of min: aud centres out of halt to frame his book as Lam willing to 
conceive.) For where dc I (xy that which ke aſcribesro me, and from which he 
would inter iike triti ia nd ablurdity as was in Mr, (Cotton: ſpeech, that God 
made this promiſe to Abraham, !/44c, and Facob to be the God of them and 
their ſeed in all generations? Ad yer if L had (aid it, (uchtrifling 33 Mr. Cot - 
ton uſed, would not have follow. d on thoſe words aſet ibed to me, unleſs I had 
ſaid alſo, that Abraham, I ſaac, ad Facob were put for every believer and [1bciv 
ſeed] had been meant in hat vropolition alcribed ro me, ot their. ſpiricuali ſeed 
by falth. And for the clote ot chat diicourie in which he tells ne, 1 bas by 
Jour orm &gument you cut off all the Fewes bus ſuch as were eleft and inwardly boly, 
an much as you do the Gentiles from _ any viſibie communion in W 
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Lops, E lay Mr. . farkets On me his own brats, firſt a propoſition I deliver 
not, then anargument which was none of mine as he makes it, and then 3 
concluſion I never owned, nor would follow on that propofition or that argu« 
ment he would father on me. For if it were granted that I aſſerted that God 
promiſed to A brababam, Tſace, and Facob, to be the God of them and 
their ſced in all generations, and that wy reaſoning on Mr. Cvrzons words 
would prove this propoſi.ton muſt be meant onely of the elect, and inwardly 
holy (as Mr. A. fich imagines) Ldo not cut off the Gentiles from 'having a- 
ny vilible communlon in externall privileges, unleſs L had ſald the elect Jewes 
or Genciles onely had viſible communion in external! privileges by vertue of 
that promiſe, Gen.17.7 . whereas I never ſaid that externall privileges, as v. g. 
of he initiall ſeal of Ci cumciſion was proper to the elect, and inward. 
ly holy, or derived it from the promiſe, Gen, 17. 7 but onely from th: com- 
mand, v 9. 10. 


— ern, — 


SECT. XXXVIIL 


Animadverſions on the third Chapter of the firſt part of My, T. Cobbets Juſk 
Vindic. Se&. 1, 2, 3. about Gen. 17. whereby his poſitions about Church · 
Covenant aud externall privileges of the covenant of grace are refelled. 


TY how little purpoſe Mr. M. hath alleged the promiſe, Gen. 17, 7. hath 
been conſidered ; I ſhall now view what Mr, Cobbet Fuft. Pindic. part 1. 
thep.3. brings for his do&rine of federal holineſs of Church-members chil- 
drenfrom thence. Firſt he begins, Sec. 1. with certain diſtinctions, The (A- 
venant of grace, ſaith he, is conſdered either nakedly or as inveſted with a viþie 
politicall C hurch codenam, if not explicite, yet implicite. Me are to conſider this 
place, Gen. 17, not ſo much in the former as the later ſenſe ; God making of it with 
ference ts the Church, which was io remain inthe joſterity of Iſaac, v. 18,19, 20, 
21. albeit at preſent it be to be contained in Abr hams own family, whence alſo he 
ordaineth an initiatory ſeal, and way of reſtipulation, to which they ſubmitting to- 
gether as one ſelected body colleftvely, and as members thereof diſtributively, ibo 
did imylicitly make conf: ſſion and promiſe to Ged and bind themſelues in a nearir 
religious tie one unto another. Hence then renewed Deut. 29. 2 Chron, 15. & 
30. & 34. Nehem. to. Ezek. 16,8; 

Answer. Ix had been well if Mr. C. had defined the covenant of grace in 
thisſenſe, and how it ls fercht from Gen. 17-7. that I might have known whe- 
ther ke rakes it in the ſame notion which I do, whoſe Examen Mr. Cotton in his 
letter to mecerrified me that he was to examine. A covenant in the proper ac- 
ception is apromiſe ſingle or mutuall, the covenant of grace is Gods covenant 
or promiſe of grace, a tetm not uſed in Scripture, theugh agreeably enough 
to it. Every covenant of Ged may be well enough wa A covenant of grace. 


Jt was of his grace, that is; free favour, that God made any covenant with man 
In innoceney, that beemred into covenant with the Iſraelites at the glving 
the Law ar Mount Sinai: yet commonly Di ines oppoſe the covenant of grace 
to either of theſt covenants. It lstrue there are who make the covenant at 
Mean: Sins chevorme of grace wink a diffrent adualaifiraion, which 
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tobe 3 miſtake, is/hewed la that which follows, Uſually difference Is made 
between the covenant of grace and the cayenant of works, or ofthe Law, 
which is agreeable to the Apoſtles expreſſions, Gal, 3. 17. & 4. 24. The one 
promiſerh juſtification by keeping the Law, the other by believing in Chriſt, I 
tor my part take the covenant of grace for Gods promiſe of Evangelicall ſa- 
ving grace, to wit, regencxuion, juſtlfication by Chriſt, &c. according to the 
doctrine of the Authcr to the Hebrews, chap. 8, 9, 10, 11h. & 10, 16, 17. 
whith cur Lord Chriſt calls The New Teftament, Math. 26. 28. I acknow- 
ledge alſo, that Gen. 17. 7. and elſewhere, this covenant was made to Abre- 
ham under c vert expreſſions, which intheir firſt and moſt obvious ſenſe held 
forth other things. But I am put to gheſſe what Mr Cobbet means by the co- 
ven ant of grace, and in whichwords, Gen.17. aud in what ſenſe he placeth 
the covenant of grace there, He ſpeaks of a viſible politicall Church covenant, 
aad conceives the cover-ant of grace, Gen, 17. tobe inveſted with it eithet 
explici. or implicit, The vihble poli. ical! Church-covenant (as I conceive 
from (undry writings -f the New England Elders J is, that promiſe of mem- 
becs ia a particular Church gathered in a Congregationall way wherein over 
and bchdes the promiſe they make of taith in God, and in the Lord Chriſt, 
they explicitly or implicitly procniſe to each other to walk in holy communion 
of Gods Ordinances , and ſubject ion to thoſe that are over them with the 
members of the coagregation to which they adj in themſeives as members. 

Mr. C. ſuppoſeth this covenant as elſewhere ſo here, Gen. 19. to be inclu- 
ded; I wich many others ſee no clcar ground for ſuch a covenant there or elſ- 
where. B. ſides, what he means by the covenant of grace conſidered as inveſted 
with a vilible political Church covenant, it not explicit yet implicit , ls ob- 
(cure. [Invelted] is as muchos clothed, and it is uſed as a term of Law, as 
in the great queltlon about inveltures Into Biſhopricks in former ages, and 
lo it notes a legall ad miſſion. Bur in what ſenſe the covenant of grace ĩs ſaid to 
be invelted, is ſomewhat dick, This I conceive is the meaning, That the 
eovenar:t ot grice, Gen, 17. 7, is made to Abraham and bis ſeed conſidered as 
joyned by a vilible polizicall Church-covenant. But I concelve ſuch a poſition 
nei her true nor (ate ; Not true, for no mention either explicit or Implicit of 
ſuch a Churchcoven:nt is here or in any ef the places he cites. None there: For 
though (Hod made the promile in reference to the Church which was to remain 
in che pany of Tſaac, v. 18,19 20 21, yet that Church might be joyned by 
common p:ofeffion of the ſum Gcd, wirhout a promiſe explicit or implicit of 
walking coge her in communion under an etetnall politie. God ordaiacd 
Circumcifion as a ſign of the Covenant made with Abraham : But in what 
words or (i there's any implied way of reſtipulation, confeſſion, or promile 
to God, I am yet to ſeet, much m xe wherein they did bind themſelves in 2 
noſter — ie one to ano her. For though God intended by Circumcli- 
ſion to bind them to leave fin and keep his precepts, and to direct them to look 
forthe Meſſt. h. yet chat they by any word or act of theirs, did promiſe to do 
ſo, I find not there, nor is it likely that Iſhmael did make any ſuch prof: ſſion 
or promiſe to God or to others ot the family, conſidering his after carriage to 
La, and his expulſion from Abrahams houſe, As * other texts, Deut. 
29. 12.13, there's ment lon of eutring imo covenant with the Lord, not a word 
of eacring into coyenant one wich another , much leſs of ſubmitring to any 
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ourward Eccleſiaſtical governors or government. The ſame may be lald of 
the Covenant, 2 Chron, 15. 12,13. 2 Cbron. 24, 31,32. there's a covenant 
to God mentioned, but not a Covenant to each other called a Church- coye- 
nant. Chron, 30 There's nv ment ion of any covenant, but of keep 
the Paſſover. Nebem. 1 0. 29, 30. it is ſaid, They clave to their brethren their 
Nobles, and entred into an Oath ro walk in god Lam: but that they entred in- 
to a covenant one with another, I find not. It the words, They clave to their 
brethren their Nobles, be meant of a promiſe to them. yet a promiſe of ſub- 
jection to them as Eecleſiaſticall (uperiors, of holding communion with them 
in ordinances for admiſſionto Church-memberſhip, I find net theref, but an 
engagement with them to retorm certain abuſes : And then-Ordininees (not a 
Covenant) were made to charge ihemſclres with tor the ſervice of the Lord, 
Exck. 16.8, There's no mention of mans promiſe to God, or to one another, 
but the promiſe of God to them; that he ſware io 1/rael. and enty cd into covenant 
with them, and tt. ey became his. Nor is the poſi:lon ſafe, that the Covenant of 
grace, Gen. 17. 7. is made to Abraham and his ſeed conſidered as joyred by a 
vilible political Church-covenant : for then ſhould rot the proſclytes ot the 
ate!, as (or inſtance, Cornelius the Centurion be included in the promiſe cf 
ing a God to him, becauſe it is certain he was not j yned by a vilible po- 
liticall Church- covenant to the Jcwiſli Church, ſich he was unciicumciled, 
and counted unclean, inſomuch as that Peters going in to him, 4 11. 3, 
was conceived as unwarrantable for that reaſon. And what cn be the iſſueot 
this doctrine, it received, but perplexing ſuperſtſtious tears of their ſalvation 
in ſome ii they be not in Churc:-cormnant, tor wi hout the promiſe of being 
God to à perſon, no man is ved, and injurious cenſures of thoſe not in 
Church. covenant, as out of the way of flv ion, which will make it like the 
grand Imroſture (s Dr. Merrou calls it) of the Romiſh © hurch That ent of com- 
munion with it # 1:0 ſaivation. I do no: make ſuch a C hurcir-covenant ui w- 
full, tor what we are bound to Co, we may |.wiully promiſe io do, nor Col 
deny iis expediency and uletuinels, elpeciiily it it be et in 100 ſteict and in- 
tangling a foim. But I this k there's nv ſuthei nt proof that it is of Divine 
inſtizution, cr the form of a particulit Church ei her in reſp. & ot its tru hor 
purity, much leſs that it is a condition of intereſt in the cov: nint of grace, as 
if the promiſes thereot were in de under iht condition. Bur I conceive this 
ipcech of Mr, C. be e together wi h hat other exceptcd againit me by me in 
the firſt part of this Review pag. 9 1 are very danger us. Iꝑo en 
Again, ſa ich Mr. C. That Covenaut ef grace i; conſidered either in it ſelf, er 
its adminiſt r tion; to which puri cſe Circumaſion is calicd the C cvenant, partly 
becauſe it was the ſign and ſeal of the cournant of grace, Gen. 17 112.13 partly 
tao, becauſe it was the covenant of grace in the adminiſtration of it, Ter. 13. 11. 
& Tſai. 24. & Zach. 11. 10. bath reference to jthe covenant of grace, both as 
inveſted with the Church covmant, and in reſpcA if ( burch adminijtrationtbereof, 
Anſwer. The adminiſtration of the covenant of grace is to me no way intelli- 
le but thus, that by it is meant the adminiltring the promile it ſelt, which I 
know not how-itfhouid not be done but by making or writing ,or ſome other 
Way „ or recording it, or the things promiſed in the covenant of 
krace, to wit, juſtification, &c. which may be de ne eithet by Divine authority 
& power conſerring ot beſtom ing, and this none can do but the eternal Father, 
on 


(277) 


Sn and Spirit, or by way of ſignification, revelation or aſſurance of theny, (0 
I confeſs the — * the Golpel, and in ſome ſenſe the Sacraments (as 

they are called) may be termed Church adminiſtratlons of the covenant ot 
race, 

But this ſeems no: to be Mr. C his meaning, for he ſaith, Circumcifion is 
called the Covenant, partly becauſe it was the ſign and ſeal of the covenant of grace, 
Gen. 15. 11% 2,18. rei roo becauſe if was the covenant of grace in the admini- 
ſtration of it Which words are an inept tautology, If to be the covenant of 
grace inthe adminiſtra ĩon of It, be not ſomewhat beyond being a ſign and a 
ſeal cf it; and fi:hcircumeiſion is laid to be both, circumc iſion muſt not 
onely ſign and ſea] the covenant of grace, but muſt be the a{miniſtration of ir, 
which ho v it ſhould do but by conferring the grace of it, I know net. If it be 
ih way, it mult do it ci her cx ere operato, or ex opere operantis : it this later 
way, then how do infaw's rcccive grace by it, who believe not, nor do any o- 
ther ac pre- required il che former, it is the lame with the tenent of Po- 
piſh Doctors. Ard for therext, Jen 17.11, 12 13, his own words, pag. 
43. refue him wh he | 4 h, Every one that bt h read Catecheticall dcArine will 
ſay, thit when in ene verſe iis ſaid of Circumciſieu in their fi:ſh, that it was bis 
covenant in their flofos It is an uſu] Mete in [poriing of Sacraments to call 
the au: word ſucr imennt all fign aui ſcul by the name of the thing ſignified an ſcaled 

dg 44. C Arcumciſion is hat 4 branch <f the coun ant, or condition 9f the covenant 
on their part. As terte ex Jer. 13. 11. there's nota word of ci cumciſion in 
& onely it is ſuid that Cod hi c te cleave to him the whole houſe of Iſracl, as 
the girdle clery throthel:yus of 499.11, buttoreter this to citcuncilion is fri- 
volous God had by his Covenint, Providence and actings for them ln won- 
det full mai er me them to eleave to hi a, That (hey might be unto him for 4 
people, as i f. lou s in the verſe. In the other text, / 24 5 it is {aid the Tews 
d tro eu the everlaſting coumant, which it i: be under teod of the covenant 
of grace, then may it be br ken, a: d pertons may fall from grace; if of cir- 
cumcihon, as Mr. C. ſeems ta unde ſtaſd it, then it is no more Lu: they had 
uncucumciſed hemſelves, wi ich were both falſe : for at chit time and after, 
even unto this day, the Iewes keep the ordinance ot circumciſioon very ſtrict- 
ly, "nd frivolcs. as if this hd been the great ma ter for which the carth mour- 
red, did fue aw, lan gui ſſed, was utterly compre 4 ani ſtui c. Bur nhe cove- 
nant here is meant of the covenant of he Lu a mum $71: wich was cycre 
liſting, chat is, to continue as long as thrir polity ſtood, Exod 24.7, 3, 
as Ex'n, 27,21, & 12. 24. & 28. 43, 2 Chron. 6. 2. 2. & 7. 16. the 
word [ forever } is uſed tor a long time, cr the continuance of the Iewith 
S ate. do Fer: 11, 3, 4, Fer: 31, 32, they are accuſed to break the covenant 
at moun Sinat by diſobedience, chictly by idolatry. and therefore nei her of 
the Tex s yeild any thing to prove circumciſion te be the covenant of grace in 
the adminiltrition of it. That Gods breaking of bis Covenant, Zach. 10: 
hath no reference to the Covenant ot grace, ei her as invelted W. Church- 
covenant or Church- adm iniſtration thereof, is ſhewed above, Set 25, in the 
right admĩniſtrat lon of it. 

he diſtinction he makes of being in the Covenant intent ian y and a&ully T al- 
low, nor do I deny the diſtinction oſ being in Covenant internally and ſavingly, 
ang onely exte: wally in reſtect, of men , though I find not Tſhmacl any * 
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ald to be in the Covenant, and the promiſes Rom. 9. 4 are meant of the pe- 
culiar promiſes tothe nation of Iſrael , by the ( venavts are meant the tableg 
of the Covenant as Bega in his Annot. on that place, however all there ſaid 
is meant of the Iſraelites only as is ſhewed before Sect. 29. and therefore 
—_— makes nothing for Chriſtian Gentile profeſſors being externally in 
the Covenant of greceas Mr, C. imagines. Nor do I know any Tex: in 
the Scripture wherein that phraſe is uſed of being in Covenant or having the 
Covenant belong to them externally only. 

The diſtinction of being in Covenant externally in their own or their pareuts 
ri ght hath no proof in the new Teſtament , however it have in the old. The 
ſeed of Abraham by proportion is a new invented ſort of Abrahams ſeed , no 
where Proſelytes of old ( not true believers) in their Genzrations. au (were)vi- 
ſebie inchurched beleivers in thety Generations ſcil. parerts & children together are 
terms Abraham ſced in Scriptue. That Deut. 29 14. notes the ſorts of perſons,nos 
the indiuidua cannot be true, for [ him that is here and him hat is not here] 
note indivicual perſons diſtinguiſhed according to their preſcnt and ſu ute 
exiſtence, That Gen, 17 7. i meant of a Church ſced indefinite er by pro 
porrion is ſaid, not proved by Mr. C. and denied by me, I pris on te his 
Concluſions, 

dect. 2. I grantike firſt concluſion accordi g to the exp'icotion I give in 
my Exercit. Vag, 2. lu my Examen part. 3. Sect. 2. that the Covenant Gen. iy 
7 was 4 Coxenam ef grace, and the ſame in nature with that Covcrant cj grace 
new heli ſorth io 16. But Mr. C. hath a turcher meani g to wi: that the Cove- 
nant as it is a Covenant cf tyangelical grace contains a ptemiſe to a Gentile 
bel:« vere of the external privilege of an ini ial ſeal or external 1ight to outwWaid 
ordinancesto.themand their nutaral ſced, and accordingly fai h Pag. 41 
The Cevenaut then of the Goſpet hath out ward privileges # Gods Tabernacie an- 
aexed as wel as Abrahams ( ovenant, yea in thai it's the ſame wiih ii. Which 
concluꝶ un in this ſenſe were manlfeſt iy falle, fur che Lord hath of purpoſe 
taken away ſuch a Tabernacle according to Chriits predict io John 4. 21. that 
there might be no diſtinctim of Iewes and Geiles all having one acceſs by one 
Spirit to the Father Eph. 2.18. As for his proots I intend not to conitrue 
every ſpeech of Mr C. there being many of them if they be good ſenſe 
yet very darke , but oncly ſnew the impertincncy of his Taxis to this 
purpoſe. 

Le i. 26. 11, 1. Containes a promlſe proper to the Iſralites obeying 
Godv, as v 12 &c. and ſhewes, and it is a promiſ. of that which is not now 
to be performed tous ot ſerling his Tabernacle among us, the I abernacle 
and I emple being now taken away ſince Chriſts incarnation, God hath 
ſetled no , haves now among us bur Chiiſts body or heavens Iobn. 2. 21. 
Heb. 8. 2. and 9. 24 or the Cnurch of God. 1 Cor. 3. 6, 17.a0d. 
6. 19 and his ſet ing chls Tabernacle or Temple is by laving grace, hath 
no retereuce to ou.w:ird Church privileges, ſuch as Mr. C. means. 

Reuel. 21. 3. ls a promiſe of ſomething to be performed in the laſt time 
whether at che calling of he Jewes, or after the jule ment. Whatever ic be it 
notes another thing than external right to — ordinances common to 


lect and Reprobate gthough it be expreſſed by a terme Illuſiye to the material 
— — ep aſias hi LIP 27 


. ebe 


(279) 


Fobeſ. 2. 11, 12. Tris faid the Gentiles were without God iu the werld 
— their Converſion; not becauſe their children wanted an external right to 
an initlal ſeal, for Cornelize the Centurions children and ſuch Proſelytes of 
the gate wanted ſuch a right, and yet were not without God in the world ; but 
becauſe they knew mt ihe true God, and his will concerning them that believe in 
Chrift , Diſcat: Anzlyſ: loci , or or worſhiped not the true God after, his will as 
the new Annot. even as Galt. 4. 8 the Galatians before their Converſion 
are ſid not to have known God, but to de ſepyice io them thas by nature were not 
ods. 

Exod. 29.45 is a promiſe to the Iſraz\ites whom he bronghe outof Egypt 
5. 45. and from whom he hid ſanctitied & tron and his ſons. 

Revel. 21. 4. a8 v. 3. is ncit her ment of cu ward ordinances, 
nor of an eſta e which is yet peitali ing to che godly who are ſtill under 
perſecu ions. 

Levir 26. 41, 42, 45. Certain promiſcs of reſtoring the Iſrae- 
liesfrom Captivity and bringing them beck to Canaan as v. 43, 44+ 
flew. 

Zcch. 9. 11. whether meant cf temporal deliverance or ſpiritual it is 
another bing than outward ordinances, in the former ſenſe it is proper to 
the Jewes carried to B.bylon, in the latter to the e ect onely. The like my 
be aid ot Gen. 17.5. 5.8 P/. 111.5. Tcrem. 33. 31,1. (likely v. 
35.36. )2 Cor.6. 16 18. Exsd. 3. 6. compared with Levi: 20. 37.38. 
Heb: 1. 6. In none of whech their's 2 — of Infants or meer 
proteſſing parents to the viſible adminiſtration by vertue of Gods Cc ve ant 
Gen: 17. 7. to be Abraham and his ſeed ; not d ath it follow becauſe God ſaith 
my Ceuenant ſhall be in your fleſh for an everlaſting Covenant Gen: 17. 13. 
therefore cu war. ordinances and rie ht to them as then are to be rerpæua A 
fr chen Circurcifion of which theſe wods are ſpoken muſt con inue (tall, 
but ra her a> My: Ley in his Amt: on Gen: 17. 13. The (ovenant may be 
ſaid to te everlaſting in reſpe# ef the ſtiritual part ſor which Carcumciſion 
was cr. inet, and in reſ et of tbe lo.1g continuance of the outward cere- 
mory. 

It Exch:37. 25, 27. be weint of the Jcwes calling in the time yet to 
come, and the ſame phraſes be uſcd, yet that ei her the promiſe thould be 
meant: 25. of theit cnildrens having an ini ia ſcal, v: 27, their hav- 
ing a material Tabernacle or Temple and ont ard ordinances as in the for- 
mer time is but a vain conceit: For then they muſt by the ſame rcaſon have 
David the ſon of Jeſſe to be their klug. wherefore as by David is meant Chriſt 
typified by David , lo Circumciſion is continued ia the mortiſying at fins (vl. 
2 11, and Gods placing his Tabern cle is as Piſcat : ſch. in Exe h 37. 27. 
The gyatious inhabiting of God in the hearts of the elect 2 Cr: 6. 16. And it 
becauſe in ine new Teſtament ſuch al uſive phraſes ate found as are in the ſame 
language with thoſe uſed in the old, therefore ſuch outward things are la 
ported by them as were inthe Law , then outward privileges , © „ ries 
ſhould be meant by preſenting our bodies as Sacrifices, being Preiſts ro God 
&c. It is in my apprehenſion a manifeſt Anti-evangelical and Iudaizi''g aſſer- 
tion whichMcz C. hath,that the Covenant of the Goſpel hath our ward privileges of 
God: Tahe rnacle amexed as well a Abrahams (ovenan * 
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gest: z awkea he ſaich Con, : 2. that the Covenant of grace Gen : 17. 510 
be conſidered as inveſted with ( h urch Covevant , i: is ſuch an ambiguous expxeſ 
ſion as I know not well how to underſtand what 1 imagine to be the meaning 
I haye refuted befcre In this Section. Nor doth that which is here ſaid , tha 
there iᷣ mention of this (Covenant to be kep, by them v.: 9. and further ex eſſed in 
one particular ihercof v: 10, and that this was required as au initi tor fign incer- 
porating them into one inſtituted Church body, w herby they were made capable offur« 
ther Church · ordiuancei and other duties which lay upon them virtually by it,prove 
the Church-covenant he ſpeaks of, unleſs it be proved ( which I think ke can- 
not do) they did tie themſelves thereby to walk with one another in holy 
Communion with ſubjectioa to their. $uperiors as a diſtinR viſible political 
Church. 15 | 


3 


Animadverſſon on Sect: 4. of the ſame Chapter: whereby the Cen ceine of 
My, C about external being in ihe C ovcuant of grace are ſhewed ic be vaiu. 


C224 Mr. C. ſets dowa this concluſion, that there & 4 bare external 
being iu the Covenant of grace of ferſins who prſſibly never ſhall be ſaved, 
But he no where ſh: wed in >criprureeicher the term Covena: of grace, or the 
phraſe of being in the (vvenant of grace externally or in ernally. Did Ar: C. 
and other Pzdobaptilts e iſt inctiy ſet down 1. What th. y mean by [| the Co- 
venant of grace ] 2. What they mean by [| being ex ernally in the Covenaut of 
grace] whether it be any o her thing than to be Baptized or Circumcilcd , and 
hat it is diſtinct from one of theſe or Title to cne of them, 3. By what act 
It is that a perſon is cxcernally inthe Covenant of grace, Whcthe: Gods or ht 
owne, or others as v. 9. The adminiſtra ors, p:rents, or the Churches, 
we might more eaſily judg of his pofi:ion. It he mean no more than this, 
that there is a being inthe Covenant of gracein reſpect of men, that is, men 
as adminiſtrators and others do think or judg ſome to be in the Covenant of 
grace, chat is, that God hath promiled ſaving grace to ſome to whom he hath 
not, Tgrantit, and I might ſay in the like manner, ſome are excernally 


elected, regenerated , juſtited, adopted who are not ſo ſavingly. And l 


ſhould grant that ſuch as are taken to be in the Covenant of grace by realon of 
ch ir own profeſſion of faith in Chriſt are rightly judged by us to be in ihe 
Covenant of grace an d may be baptized , though perhaps they ſhall not beſa- 
ved. But ſuch as ate taken by us to be in the Covenant of grace without Gods 
—.— ot act of their own Profeſſion of falth , by an adminiſtrators of 

ptiſm and others miſtake. Concerning the promiſe Gen: 17. As if it 
were made to every believing Gemile by profeſſion inchurched , and his na- 
tural ſeed as Abyabams (Church feed (28 Mr; C. calls them) are not therefore 
Tightly judged to be ln the Covenant of grace, nor righcly judged co be fit ſub- 
jects of _—_ which appears tobe Mr: C's, meaning by his words Pag. 
31. when heſaith', the Covenant & theirs externally and quoad homines conſiderei 
a inveſted with Church Covenant, aud in reference 10 Covenant-ordinances 
whereof they are capable as of old abej were of Circumciſcen ani arc now of baptiſm: 
Let us evalider what Mr, C. brings to this purpoſe. | 


what 
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what he ſaith the _ ij ſaid to belong to thoſs Fewes Rom: 9. 4. 0% whon 
Jet the word took no ſaving effe# v +6. is not right. For v: 4. ls not meant 
by { the promiſes ] he promiſe by excellency called the promiſe of the ſpirit Gal : 
3. 14. given to Abraham v: 17. diſtinct from the Law y: 18, But the 
peculiar promiſes which ate made to the Iſraelites up n the obeying of the Law 
that they ſhould poſſ.ſs Canan, liue long in it, aud proſperouſly as Deut, 5. 
16. and 28.3, &c. For all that which is ſaid Rem: 9 4. is me int of what was 
proper co the Iſraelites after the fleſh. But the Covenant of grace is effabli 

or made a Law on better promiſes Heb: 8. 6. And the phraſe Rem: g. 6. [ not 
4 if the wo dof God had taken none effect, which is word by word, noe — 
or 4" e it may not be, that i: it i nor poſſible, or it may not be yeelde 
that the w#rd of God fell or was not verified ] is meant not of ihe promiſes v : 4, 
but ct the promiſes mentione iv: 8 to witthat Gent 17. 7. Which he doth 
not ſa dil belong to ary cxte rally en whom it had no ſaving cſſect: but ſupp ſe 
it to have been vere d and mae gced to all to whom it was made, who in 
Go. intent lon were only theelc&, ca led theretcre children of the promiſe 
v: that is thole that were beo tn by the premiſe , net to every child of 
Abraham by oe tutal gener tion, in particular not to Tſhmact, nor Eſau. 
Nor is it right which he adds , Hence 40m: 9. 4. By oppeſetion tot he Gen 
iler, hey (che Jewes meant v2 4. ) where thoſe which were not ſtrangers to 
the Church, but of i:, if he mean it ofthe Chriſtiin Church. 

1 grant the Jewes were net ſtrangers to the covenants of promiſe, but in the 
ſame, Eph. 2:11, 12, But that all rhe Gentile belieuert and their children were 
then that which il ey were not before, is not a ti ght collection. For as they were 
axeobuzies, uncircumciſed in the fleſh, ſo ch. ywete ſtill; nor were = ever 
of the poliry of Iſrael. And it the Covenants of promiſe be mcant of the Tables 
of the covenants, and if the word ( promiſe] be placed thus (as ſome place it) 
wt having hope of the promiſe , they might he ſtill ſaid to be ſtrangers Tod the 
Covenants. However, if then they were acquainted with, and partakers of the 
Covenants of promiſe, this can be and. rſtood cf none but true believers and 
the covenant as it waFſpiritual, which is nothing to the being externally inthe 
covenant of graces. 

Mr. C. adds, Hence God makes hi covenart with them all, Deut. 29: 10, 
12, 13,14, 15. ſpeaking there of that ſolemn renewall of the covenant of grace, a 
Deut. 39: 6, 10, 12, 13 14. compared with Rom. 10, 6,7, 8. evinceth. 

Anſwer. The more ample diſcuſſing this place, and vindicating my Ex- 
ceptions from what Mr. B. replies, I reſerve till I anſwer his Plain Scripture 
proof, &c. part 1. c. 17 and his Correfive, Sef. 3. For preſent I ſay, If God 
did make his covenant with them all, and it appears to have been the covenant 
22 as Deu: 30. 6, 10, 12, 13,14. compared with Rom. 10. 6, 7, 8. evin- 

then all muſt be not onely externally in the covenant of grace, but alſo 
internally: For the promiſe Deut. 36.6. is to circumciſe the heart io love the Lord, 
cannot be expounded of the external being in the covenant of grace, but inte- 
nal. Mr B. in his Friendly «Accommodation, A new boart & given to the cleft x 
oely, which is all one with the circnmciſed heart. : 
He gos on, So Exch 16. 8. He made a covenant with that Church and 
** people; many whereot proved very baſe, as that chapter ſheweth. Now this 
Vn covenant of grace, albeit inveſted _ Chuechecorenagt, . 

0 
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c chat v. C. That God for that his Covenants ſake conũdered as his, will 
cc. deal ſo graclouſly wich them after all their provocarions, as v. 62, 63. Al. 
*© pelt he 9 not thus properly for the ſake of that lnyveſtute of his covenant 
ct annexes, ſcll. thy covenant, the Churches covenant abraRively conlidered, 
ce . 61. See mere Exck. 36,from v.17. to the chapters end. 

Anſwer. The ching that M. C. ſhould prove Is an external being la the 
covenant of grace quoad homines, But Exck. 16. 8. neither (peaks of the co- 
venant of grace, bũt the covenant of the Law, which was made in mount Si- 
nai Frning the new Annot: refer to Exod. 19. & 24. Piſcat. Schl. in locum, vi- 
Frari te per Moſen, educendo te ex E gypto, & pangendo tecum fedus, atque ita du- 


cenda te in uxorem: Nor is this meant of externall being in covenant in reſpe& 


of men, but of Gods promlſe to them, as the words plain'y import, , I ſware 
upto thee and extred into covenant with thee, ſaith the Lord. As for the reaſon 
why the covenint v. 8 muſt be the covenant of grace, becau'e he will deal gra- 
ciouſly with them for that his covenant,v. 60. it gots on this ſuppolition, that the 
covenant v. 8, is the ſame with the covenant v. 60. But Piſcar. Schol. on the 
place reckons that v. 60, to be the covenant made inthe times of «Araham, Tſaac, 
and Facob, and Leuit. 26.4 leads to it. But were it granted to be the cove- 
nant by Moſes, it follows not that the covenant muſt be the covenant of Evans 
gelicall grace. For in Moſes his renewing the covenant In the land of Mob, 
chere ga promiſe of reduction of them, Deut. 20, 3. which being upcn con- 
dition of their returning to God, and obeying bis voyce according to «ll that Moſes 
commanded that day,muſt be underſtood of the Covenant of the Law, which. 
had its promiſes of ſuch tempotall favours,and not of the covenant of Evan- 
elical grace, That which Mr. C. ſalth, That he did not thus properly, fer the 
File of ho inveſture of bis eovenant amexed, ſcil. this covenant, tbe Churches c0- 
venant abſtrafiively confidered, v. 61. Iknownot whu ſenſe to make of it. 
"There's not a word of Church-covenant, or inveſturewith ir. The plain met- 
ning is either this, Nos by that coverant of the Law which thou haſt broken, bat by 
the new cavenant of the Goſpel, as Junius in his 4 not. in locum, Diodati, the new 
Annot. or this as Piſcat. Schol. in locum, not becauſe thou art worthy of tbi ag- 
gregation of the nations, as if thou hadſt kept covenant with me, as if be had ſaid, 
tug of my grace or free favour, or as Grotius, It is 4 Metony 1.y if n were ſaidy 
net becauſe on thy part thog baft ſtood to the covenant. 

I have ſeen Exek 36. from v. 17. to che chapters end, and I ſee nothing there 
to Mr g. his . to prove a bare externall being in the covenant of g race. 
There's not che word Covenant In all the paſſage : Pur on the contrary, there 
are promiſes, v. 25, 26, 27. of a new heart giving bj Spirit, which as Mr. B. 
Caith * proper to the ele, and notes an internal being in the covenant of 
grace. There's little but muddineſs andimpertinency in th: rell. 

He ſpeaks of an exterxal being in Chriſt, Fobn15. 2, (which is not denied in 
— of proſeſſion of thoſe that are ſo) and of an external ng of 
iſt, for which lt's]ikely he cites (not as It is printed, Heb, 13. 14.) but 


2 But ſure that partał ing is a ( i which is required 
3 fp — up aving partaking to which is —_— 
Tres be cont. 

ſen ih refuſers, Iq . 1. are called Chrifts own, either by kindred or 
ait to thee from the ald engagemenss of thegy ro be hls by their — 


—— 


ng of our confidence. For an extern 
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or by ertue ofthis redeeming them from 6E ght, the land of the North, or 
ſome other way. Surely not becauſe they did externally belong to Chriſt, or were 

in the covenant of race & were to be baptized. For they expreſly denzed 
Chriſt, and rejected the counſell of God ageinſt themſelves being not baptized by 
John, Luke 7:30. 

I grant chere is an externall being called, Matth. 22. 14, but this not compe · 
tent to infants: I doubt whether Heb: 10, 29, be to be interpreted of an ex- 
ternall being fanfified quoad homine i in reſpect of others by the bloed of the Cove» 
unt. The New Aunt: (ay thus, In regard of the meritorious ſufficient ſatiſ- 
faction purchaſed by it. Piſcar: Schol. in lecum per quem vide batur * ſanFifs- 
tum quamdin, (cil. Chriſtum con tebatur. Dictum xard Itay , I think it is 
meant of the ſame ſanRikication of which he ſpeaks in the ſame chapter, v. io. 
14. ch. 13, 12,to wit, an effectuall ſanctification by remiſſion of fins, and 
purging ibeir conſciences from dead works, chap: 9, 14, (which alone, and not an 
externall ſanRiticacionT find aſcribed to the blood of the Covenant) and the 
perlon there nid to be lanRikied with this ſanctiſicatlon not in reality but ac- 
cording to his profeſſion and opinion of himſelf, as Luke 15.'7. ſome are ſaid 
in be ju#] perſons thas need no repentance that Is, according to their own profeſſi- 
on and opinion, 

The purging from fin, 2 Pet. 1.9. was externall I grant, not inward ln che 
heart , yet irwas not a mere purging by the outward ordinance of baptiſm, 
but their own profeſſion, and partiall reformation of themſelves not compe- 
tent to infants, 

2 Pet: 2. L It's doubt ful wherhcr ir note an external being purchaſed by 
Chriſt, or a purchaſe by Chriſt onely ſufficient, or an effectual haſe , yet 
ſaid of them onely according to what they proteſſed and conceived_of them · 
ſelves, as Luke 15,7, Heb: 16, 29, or others conceived of them, 

That Deut: 3 3, 3, hould be meant of an externdll Saintſhip, is ſuppoſed, not 
proved, though it it were applied to the body of IIrael, yet it might under - 
ſtood in reſpect ofthe better parc, that the people were called Gods Saints. 

Pſat 50,5, The Saimts of God, and theſe that had made a «covenant with bim by 
Sactifice were Tſrael. verf 7, & it is true there weremany hypocrites z but as the 
new Annor+God in reſpe of bk clef calleth the whole body Holy, $ aints , and hu 
people, not meerly from an externall Saintſhip. To which I add, if it be re- 
ferredto the covenant , Exod: 24. 8. to which Mr Ainſworth in his Note on 
the place directs. ir was the covenant of the law, not the covenant of grace 
"which is meant, Pſal: 50, 5, 

It is true, There are inviſible Churches, which ars 65 Tſaac was, Children of the 
Promiſe,Gal: 4, 28, Children of the 9948 v. 31, & 26. But that this 
ſhould be verefied in all the members ot the Galatlan Churches, unto whom 
Pani wrot that Epiſte,Gal: 1, 2, ls not true, nor is it proved by Mr G 
Apoſit ſpahe what be faith, vi 28,3 tf every member of the Churches of Galatis.. 
Ir is rue chat Teruſalem above ii the mother of ms all but that Ls 41] ſhould 

he every profeſſion of the faith in the Churches of Galais, is falſe : for 


then every one of them ſhould be born after the þi inberi 

The new Am: on Gal: 4. 24. 6. therefoxt ſãy, 4 

movher of al rhe feirhfull who are heirs of the kjygdam of Heaven wbeihen they be 

Temes or Grniles. 7 6 dl, 4. 26. is not ig he * 
0 2 2 
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of cvery ptoſe{ſed Chriſtian in Galatia, but of ſo many as held the rl k: ſalh 
with Paul, and were born after the Spirit. Thus in like maner Rom:B,z, 21 
when it is laid, who ſpared not bis own & an, but gave bim up for ws all, it is nos 
meant of every profeſſor of Fai h In Rome, but all the elect and true be levers, 
as that which follows in the ſame verſe and verſe 33 ſhewes : So that we need 
not aſſert el her that every troſeſſor of fuß in the Galatian Churches was a child 
of the Feruſalem above effefuilly and ſavingh, or tha: there were ſome particulay 
viſible Churches in which were vo hypecrites ( which yet may be true nowith- 
ſtanding the Parables Matth; 13 and 25.0r 1 Tim: 3,15. compared with 
2 Tim: 2, 20) oi that ſuch as areſavingly intereſſed in the Cavenant of grace, 
ſhould fall from grace, or that all were externally and according to men childrew of 
the promiſe,as Mr C. ſpeaks. ; 

Heb: 4, 1, 4, proves not that the promiſe of grace Two may be to one a5 his. 
legacy or perti. n externally and according to men, of the ſaving good whereof it i 
poſſible one may fall ſhort. For though there be mention ot 4 promiſe left, yet 
not of a promile left roany that come ſhort of it, unleſs by being left be meant 
propounded or tendered oncly. 

— ædobaptiſts do grant they admit falſe brethren to baptiſm and the 
Lords Supper, called by Mr Cobbet ſcals of Church and Covenant fellowſhip, but. 
it Is not in them to admit them into the fellewihip of covenant, meaning the 
covenant of grace; for that is Gods peculiar, We admit them to baptiſm on 
this ground, not becauſe to us they are in covenant (we ſuſpend any judgement. 
about their intereſt in the covenant, as being out o our cognizance, and no 
Rule for us to admit or keep back ſrom baptiſm ) but h. cauſe we know them 
to be profeſſors of faith fn Chriſt, 

It by Blanks be meant ſuch as to whom the promiſe of the covenant of grace 
Is not made, and by Seals, Bap: iſm and the Lords Supper, we think we do or- 
digarlly put ſeals to a blanł, nor co we make ſcruple thereof, or think It true 
that the ſeal muſt follow the covenant,or that Ger: 17.9 10,1113. Aﬀs 2,38 39. 
I Cor: 11,25 prove it. That it is not taught Gen:17.7,10,11,13, A#: 32 8,:9, is 
ſhewed in the fore- part of this Review, Sect 5. and in this part, Sef 5 8, 13, 
20,21, 22, 23, 37, and elſwhere, j Cor. 1 25. thecup in the Lords Supper is 
called the new Teftament in Chriſts blood; but that all, or onely thoſe who are 
in the covenant of grace mult have the the cup, is not proved thence, and the 
falſhood of it is ſhewed above often, 

We do not ſay when we admitted p-rſons to biptiſm, we judged them to be 
In the covenant of grace, elſe we had not admitted them; but we knew they 
proſeſſed taith in Chriſt, and ſo were Diſciples of Chriſt, and thereupon ad- 
mltted them according to our Rule, Matth, 28,19. leaving it to the Lord 
erhether they be in the cdvenant of Grace or no, we being not directe to en- 
ee they were in the covenant of grace, but whether belle vets and 

7 by proleſſion. S. 
I for my part agree not to it, that either actording to Scripture, or the bell 
Proteſtants ay ave ſaid io be children of the promiſe, or that the cevenant of Evan- 
gclica (ror a N. T. confirmed by Chriſts blood, is made to them, or belongs 
20 ihrn der rbe elect. Such Doctrine gives great advantage to che Armial- 
ans, undermines perſeyerance.in grace, and the Polemicall Doctrine of our- 
choice Diyines, as I hewed part 3. Sect 4. and elſmhere la this * 

* — = ö 
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tr Review. Mr. Norton, Mr C. his Colleague, commended by Mr Cotton with - 
Mr Cobbet,as a prime writer in the New Engliſh Churches, Reſp. ad 0) N 
Apollon. p. 30. ſaith, Objectum ſaderis gratia ſunt ſoli electi, objeflum faderi Ec- 
clefiaſtici ſunt tum clefi tum reprobi 

My own Tertulli. v in his book de Anima, chap. 20, 22, when he urgeth that 
Tex, Cor: 7314 for a peculiar cleanneſs of believers children i privilege: of 
ſeed;\means not the federall holineſs Mr C. teacheth, but holineſs by reaſomoſ 
the freedom from that unholineſs in their procreation , which the Infidels. 
children had from the many groſs idolatrous ſuperſticions, by which they were 
defiled, and as it were ded cated to the Divell , as I ſhew in my »Apologie, 
Seit 16, page 85. Param, Peter Martyr, Bucer, Melancthon, Mr. Philpot, 
ace all Neotericcs. Cyprian, Gregory, Netianzen, Ferom, Auſtin, though - 
they did plead for Pzdobap:iſm from the Argument of Circumeiſion, yet 
did not m iin ain Infants covemant=eſtate, as Mr. C. but a neceſſity of bap- 
tiſm to Infants ready to die, b-cauſe of the Text, The ſaul that i not cir- 
cumciſel ſhall be cut eff from bis f eople, Gen: 17, 14, Inſtances whereof In 
Augnſtine azd others ate many cited by (hamier Pauſir. Tom: 4,4: 356+ 3, 
Se 39, 40 41. And they thought the Infant dying baptized was ju- 
faliibly ſaved, whether believers child or not: As tor others , they denied 
their earring into the kingdom of heaven, as I ſhew you la my Examen, hart 
J Set y, 8, 9, 10 

I have often conſidered Zech: t1,10, and J conceivethe ſenſe as Mr C. 
makes it of the coven m of grace in reſpect, at leaſt,of ibe externall adminiſira+ 
tion thereof among them, as verſe 9, and their externall right in that bis cove» 
venaxt, to be very vain: Fot if it be meant of the covenaat of grace, then it 
is as much as to (ay, Thit I might not write my Lewes in their heurt, forgive - 
their ſint, c. as] romiſed them, Fer. 1. 33. and then God ſhould break his 
promile, the e ſh »uld be falling item the coven3nt of grace, &c. If the ſenſe. 
be of the coveuant of grace in reſted of cxternall adminiſtration ihereof 4 
mongſi them, and their external right in that bis ceuenana, then it is as if he had 
ſaid, That I might take i Cirtumciſon, the Faſſover, aul ibe reſt of 2he 
Femple-ſervice, and the peoples right to them. (For what is the externall admi- 
niſtration of the covenant of grace z but the ſeals, a they call them, and the 
reſt of the ſeſ rice of the Sanctuary?) Now this neither agrees to the 
phraſe ; for Circumc iſion is never called Gods covenant with all the people. 
and to break cizcumcifion , what is it but either to dr2w up the ſore · iu, and 
to forbid circumcition ? If this be reterred to the time of Chriſts coming, 
this had not been a prediction of an evill ro them, but of a beneſit to be eã- 
led of that y aal, verſe g, mentions not externall adminiſtration of the covonant 
of grace, or ex ernall right there o. But whenever It was accompliſhed, he- 
ther at the bege of Jeruſalem, or at ſome other time, it was the taking a- 
— of ſome who might be their ptotectors, whereby, they were ex- 
poſed to deftryQion 3 which whether they were the Haccabges or fume o- 
thers, may be doubted. However, it is ſo frigid an incrpceracion to inter- 
py as Mr C. doth, chat methinks he ſhould be athamed to bloc paper 
With ir, 
© The Covenant ch to. whether it were that Gen. 13. ot that Exod. 19. or 34+ 
ag. & 1s cextain {1s meant nor of the Ves; of rege 
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"all believers Gentiles or Jews, but of the covenant which he made wich the 
I ſcaclitiſn nation, which he brake by takingaway their Leaders whether Goyer. 
nors or Teachers Maccabees or ſome other, and ſo expoſing them to ruin by 
the Grecian or Roman Lords or lome other, 
Pal. 44. 17. Dau. 11. 30, 31, 3,33. to deal falſly in Gods Covenant,and to 
. ſorſahe the boly Covenant, and 10 do wickedly agemſt the Covenant, do not in- 
timme that Mr. C. would infer that there are So ſaid 10 be in the Covenant of 
only externally, For to deal falſly in Gods -Eovenant is no more than not 
to keep Gods Commands, as the term Covenant is oft put Synecdochically 
Pfal. 25. 10. and 131.12. To forſake theholy Covenant, is to forſake the Law, 
to do agiinſtit, Is to do againſt the Law, as Anticobus had imagination againſt 
the hoty (ovenant, that is the Law of the Jews. And that this is the meaning 
is apparent Pſal.44.18. where v.17. is thus explained, our heart is not turned 
1 nor our fteps declined from thy way. This Covenant then was no other 
than the Law of Moſes, the Covenant made in-Horeb, ſpecially the Decalogue, 
whence the Ark called the «Ark of the Covenant 1 Kings 8.1. the Decalogue 
tbe words of the Covenant Exod. 34.28. And it is apparent in that Atiochus er- 
deavored to compel them to break that Law, as to facraficeto Idols, to tat 
Sy ines flcſh and now this Covenant was not the Covenant of grace. For 
the Apoſtle plainly diſtinguiſheth the Law from the promiſe 400 years before 
- Gd.3.17. andthe Covenant at Sinai is oppoſed to that of grace called the 
Jeruſalem above Gu 4 24. Nor is there any difficulty in that which Mr. C. 
objects, that belicvers then might be in a free Covenant of grace, and at the ſame 
time under the contrary Covenant of bondage. For the believing Jews to wit 
David and the reſt of thoſe that believed Heb. 11. were under the command 
of the Covenant in Sinai. yet under the Ceremonial part, yea were not un- 
der the ſentence or judgment of the Covenant of the Law ſo as to be juſlihed 
or condemned by ir, | 
Theeverlaſting Covenant Iſai. 24.5. is no other than the Law 2s is proved 
above. It is faid Rem 3.3.( not 7. as it is printed) If ſome believed not, ſhall 
their unbelir f make the ſaiih of God whom effet i? But the inference of Mr. 
C. la irlrolous, the faith of God was plighted 10 them, and they were externally 
in the Cevenam, though ibe faith of God took ſaving effect only in the elect and in 
the believing. For I would know what the faith ot God was whether it were 
the Covenant of ſaying grace, or the outward Covenant ? If it were only the 
outward, how did it rake ſaving effect in the elect ? Did the faith of God 
take effect in that which was never promiſed > The outward Covenant me 
thinks Mr. C. ſhould not ſay did promiſe ſaving grace, but external] right 
and adminiſtrations, — grace is not the effe of that Cove- 


mant. 

— — Covenant ls but a meer notion ( except under- 
Se ireumeilionis called the — — 
lt.] chere nofakh of God plighted to any Gentile bel lever and his 
ſted, wherein God promiſeth that they ſhall be accounted viſible Church 
members, and as having external right or enjoyment of Church adminiftrail 
„ Ifheſhould it would be falſe, many of them never arraining them or 

Ie were the lawatd Covenant in which God plight- 
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Nor doth Rom. 9. C. imimate what Mr, C. dreames; that the word or Ce- 
venam of grace, took effect in all the Jemi, in ſome externally, in ws hn iy 
ly. Bur asthe ſtream of Proteſtant writers ¶ whereof forme are alleged 
my Examen part. 3, ef. 4. and others before in chis part of the Review } 
and the very words ſhe It took eſſect only in the elect, who are therefore cal 
Id v. 8, the Children of the promiſe diſtinguiſhingly from others; and the A» 

fle plainly reſolves that the ſeed Gen, 17,7, 2s not I ſmael but Yates not 
Eſau but Facob, and conſequently no believers natural ſeed, except elected. 

As for Rom 9.4. It is otten (hewed that zhe Covenants there are meant of 
the Tables ot the Covenant and the promiſes, the ſpecial promiſes mide to the 
Iſraclires after the fleſh, as is manifeſt v. 4.5. exprefling peculiar privileges to 
them diſtin& from what the Geotlles, though believers, have. 

which Mr. C. ſaith, the Covenant of grace and an outward ( vvenant ave not 
two diſtin Covenants :hus the Covenant of grace made with the ele — — of 
their ſaving intereſt in that, I wil be a God to them the [ame is mado with in 
reſpe both of viſible intereſt and the vifible adminiſtration of is, I ſee no truth 
ia k. For there is no Scciprure that ever ex 5, I will be 4 god to ibem, 
that ig, they ſhall have viſible intereſt, and the vihble adminiſtration of it, 
that l, they ſhall be circumciſed &c. many have the promiſe of ſaving intreſt 
who nelther have, nor ever hid viſible or vlſible adminiſtration as their lag» 
guage is of the Covenant of grace, and on the contrary many have no _ 
Intereſt, yet have the viſible intreſt and adminiſtration Mr, C. ſpeaks 
whick la truth follows the command, not the Covenant, Nor Is it conſi- 
ſtent with Mr. C's, own ſappolitions, that «men may be inthe external Coue- 
nan: who is not in 1he Covenant of grace ſavingly, tharthe one is only the viſible 
imereſt and adminiſtration, the o1hey 1he promiſe of ſaving grace, it they be not 
two dittinct Covenar.ts, For they muſt needs be diltin& Covenants which 
are mad to different perſons of different things, as theſe are ſuppoſed to be 
by Mr. C himſelf. Nor doth Mr. C. prove by any text that there ih any 
other w of emving into the Covenant of grace ordinarily, but by a true and live- 
dy faith, It is true Exek.16.20, 21, 23. thechildren of the Ifraelites were 
Gods children by ſpecial right as his ſervants Leit. 2 5. 5 5. becaule be redeemed 
them out of Eg yt, and he Fed em red a ſpecial Coucnant with them, and they the 
whole nation had alſo engaged themſelves in a ſpecial (,ovenams to be bu, and it is 
true the Covenants and fromiſes were their Rom. 9 4 and they were the chil- 
dren of the Prophets, and the children ofthe Covenant which God made 10 Al. 
ham AR. 3.25. that is, the people among whom and our of whom Chrilt 
came, to whom he was at firſt mad known, to whom the Prophets were ſent; 
but this Coth nor prove that they were all turerndlly oy externally in the Covenant 
of grace. They had no right 10 be babtized, yea the greateſt part ot them ( 
for this is ſpooken of the people of the Jews whether believers ov not, even of 
them thar offered their ſons and daughters to Divils.) denied Chriſt, and 
werebroken off by unbelief Romi (1.20. | 

Gel.4.29, is impertinently brought to provo a bare externadbeing in the 
Covenant of grace, For it ivmeant only of bel levers bor after theiſpiti? v. 
ga? the ſpirit do weit for the hops of the rightauſneſs which + by 

I n 
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r 10. 307 ue ſaid to be purchaſes by the blood of Chriſt. It wis judged in 


abuſe in Sbapleton by Dr: Ruinold, Apel. Theſſ. S ef: 20. to interpret the fac « 
yy nu by bi: blood „ of any reprobates, Of 2 Pet. 2. 1,1 — wed] 
befo 


re, 
An externall being, in the covenant of grace, quoad homines, by the parties 
oleſſion, I never denied , but an externall being in the covenant of grace 

of bellevers infamsby vertue of the parents faith in the New Teſtament, I 
ſtill deny. 

«© Mr 0. takes upon him to anſwer my Dilemma, Examen pag. 52, and tells 

« me, The covenant is theirs externally and gnoad homines, conſi. 
te dered as inveſted with Church-covenanr, and in reference to covenant- or- 
c dinances, whereof they are capable, as of old they werg of Circumciſion, 
ce and are now of baptiſm, Thus it is theirs at preſent in relpe of the vi- 
ce fible faith and imterct of the parent or parents in the covenanr, and for the 
cc future it's theirs in the further grace of the covenant upon condition of 
cc their believing if they do live to years of diſereticn. a 

Anſwer. The poſition I intended to prove by the Dilemms , was ſet down 

page 48. That the Covenant of ſaving grace in Chriſt expreſſed Gen yg 7. 
in theſe words, I will be thy G4, and the God of thy ſeed, is not made to I be- 
liever and his na urall ſced, to which Mr C. his anſwer is, by telling me, The 
covenant i theirs externally c. which is to anſwer nothing to the Argument 
whichprocecded againſt rhe afferting Geds Covenant, Gen, 17.7. as a pro» 
miſe of ſaving grace to belong to a believers naturail ſed. Ner dh he 
prove, but dictate that Ger. 17. 7. 5 Ther's a promile concerning the excer- 
"**enall covenant, or to any Gemile believers naturall ſeed, or that there is a> 

e ny mention of Church-covenanr, or that title to Church. ordin nces, 3s 
4 Bapriſm and Circumcilion is derived from intereſt inthe promile Gen 17, 
« 7. Or that the parents viſible faithor intereſt in the covenant, makes it the 
cc childrens : er that the covenant is ſuch an ambulatory or revocable ccn- 
© tract, as to be the infancs for the preſent in reſpect of the parents faith; but 
cc forthe future l 's theirs in the further grace of the the covenant upon con- 
c dhlon of believing it they live to years of diſer et lon. 

! hele Dictates are hatched in Mr. C. his neſt, but have nothing in the 
Text for them, nor doth he attempt to prove them In that chapter wkich is 
termed, TheExplication of Gen. 17,7, &c, Ia like manner he dictates in that 
which follows. | 

I had ſaid, if the covenant of grace to believers ſeed be abſolute, then el- 
ther God keeps it or not: if he do not keep it, then he breaks his word, which 
is blaſphemy; it he da keep lt, then it follows, chat all the poſterity of belle- 
vers are ſaved, contrary to Rom. g. 13. Or if ſome are not ſaved though they 
be in the covenant of grace, there may be Apoſtaſie of perſons in the cove- 

mant of grace. 02 
& In anſwer to which he tels me, God may be ſaid abſolutely to covenant 
i wich belierers Iced collectively and ſpecically conſidered, and yet all the 
<< individuall children not ſayed, It is abſolutelely made, and made good 
c chat, that ſort of perſons ſhall be and are ſaved by virtue of Gods covenants 
2 —— TI _——_— _ : the covenant is to the — 
* i or thi la rei lmternall ſaving intereſt: elſe none 
* ufchera dying Infares ſhould bes. Were 
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" Whereto I reply, The promiſe Is to Abrehons ſeed, Gen. 17.5. Bur that 
the promiſe is ro be a God to any jGemile believers naturall indefinite col- 
le&iveſeed in reſpeR of the internall ſaving intereſt, as ſuth is not true. The 
promiſe ix not made indefinltely but definite)y to A brabumrſerd, under whom 
none but bellevers of the Genriles, or elect perſons are mearit, nor is it made 
ſpecifically to a ſort of men, but to ſuch and ſuch numerĩcall perſons as were 
Abrahams ſeed by nature or grace: Nor is it made colleRively to any of them 
2spart of the whole number of Gentile-beli:vers naturall ſeed, bur as - 
brahams ſeed by grace, and if anyof them be ele ct, it is made alſo to Gentile 
unbelievers naturall ſced under theſame conſideration. It is true, ſome of the 
believing Gentiles ſeed dying infants are ſaved;nor can we ſay that none of the 
unbelievers infan:$,dylng in Infancy, are faved, notwithſtanding the Argu- 
ments brough: to prove their per iſhing, But none of them are (ayed by vir- 
rue of a promiſe mace to that ſort of perſons, that is, believers naturall chil- 
dren (tor there is no ſuch promlle) but ty vertue of Gods election, conform- 
able to which is the promile of ſaving grace, Gen. 17, 7, as the Apoſtle ex- 

efly derermines, Rom, 9.6,7. 8, and conſequently as election is of indivi- 
duill perſons (not of a collective indefinite (pecificall ſeed as Mr. C. ſpeaks) 
ſo is the covenant. M. ( goes on thus, 

Suppoſing they are ibe Iſrael of God, a part = elect ſeed, yet the means of 
ſerving effect in and upon them, is the word of the Covenant, Rom. 9. 16. IT. 
through the effectuall word and engaged truth of God that ihat part of the Church 
ave [avingy purged, Eph. 5. 25,26. 

Anſw. I graatchis to be true, yet conceive that Eph. 3. 25, 26, ſpeaks of 
the word of promiſe, not barely as made, but alſo as accompliſhed in Chriſts 

rformance , and publifhed by-preaching , whercupon baprilm follows, by 
Loch which-Chriſt (anRifies and purgeth his Church ſavingly by the one as 
the means, by the other as the ſign. 


He adds, The covenans is to the individualſced of l and each of ibem in reſpeR 
of externall intereſt, md yet many of them not ſaved. 
| Anſwer. Ibis is an expoſition which is without proof, or ex2mple of the 
like, 1. That where God ſalch, I will be «God to Abraham: ſetd, he means o- 
ther believers, even Gentiles natural leed. 2 That he means this in reſpect 
of externall ĩntereſt onely to ſome. 3. That ſome of thoſe to whom he pro- 
miſethto be a God according to the covenant of grace in Chriſt, may nor be 
ſaved, 4 _— Abrthanss ſeed he meaneth in reſpect of ſaving effects, 
the indefinitecolle&ive ſeed of Gentlle· believers, ſo as that @ is onely made 
ood to that ſort of perſons ( which were true if none but Iſaa and Iacob were 
avedz For if the promiſe of ſalvation be onely to the ſort of petſons, it is made 
good in one or two of believers ſeed) but in reſpect of extern all intereſt to the 
Individual ſeed all and each of them, yea though the parents be but hypo- 
_ — ry in the covenant of grace themſelves. He goes on. 
or yer # Gods faithfulneſs impeached or impaired, nor need the faith of belie- 
vers be ſhaken, if this or haz child ſhould prove, live and die 4. Tore of 
. Irrer of Abrahams 
«ject, 
Anſwer. Neither is Gods faithfulneſs imp eached, nor need the faith of 
believers be ſhaken, chough all their 2 die wicked, It is not true, _ 
p 
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he Apoftles_ reaſoning, Rem. 9. 46. compared memiaus amy ſuth Clhurch-(eed o 
2 ar 2 in & ſuch, but onely che ele ct. Mr C. doth d, 
caarge his adverſaries doctrine, as deming c imereft at all 10 a1y believers in- 
fauts iu the covenams. I have ofcengrantcd it to the elect, but to none as be. 
Uevers infarcts. Mr Baillce charged me with this thing, to which I anſwered in 
my Letter to him, Sect᷑. 1. our doctrine is as comfortable as theirs when 
ſpeak truth. It is no Goſpel but a dream to affirm what Mr. C. doth of Abra- 
— fancied Church · ſeed, though it be Goſpel to ſay, God will be a God to 
dbrahams ſpir ituall feed elect and true believets. 


— — — — 


SECT. XL. 


Animadverſeons ou Se. 5. of the ſame Chapter, ſhewing 1hat Mr. C. his ſuppoſed 
vifible intereſt in Gods covenam is not the rule in bat Ming. 


_ Mr. C. ſets downthis conclaſion, That the Church in diſpenſing ay 
enjey ved init iatory ſeal of the coven nt of grace, tooketh unte viſibility of ime- 
reſt in the covenant, #0 guide her in the application thereof. Nor is the ſaving in 
tereſt of perſons in view,which is her rule by which ſhe is 1herin to proceed. | 

Zoncerning which I (ay, that I grant it if the terms be altered iato plainer 
exprefions as thus: The baptizer in the admitting a perſon to bapriſm,is not 
bound to ſtay baptiſm till he know a perſon hath ſaving intereſt in Gods co- 
venant of grace; but it is ſuſficlent, If he be a viſible diſciple or believer to 
admit hlm to baptiſm, Aud that M. C. may ceaſe his wonder, he who con- 
ſeſſed chat it's not to be denied that God would have Infants of believers in 
forme ſenſe to be counted his, to belong to his Church and Family, & not to the 
Divels as true in facie Eccleſiæ viſibils, & . dothnot oppoſe his fourth Con- 
cluſion reduced to the plain terms I have ſet ĩt down . Yet there are ſundry 
things in which I oppoſe him. 1. That he makes it the Churches buſineſs to 
Apenſe the initlatory ſeale (as he calls it) of the covenant of grace, which I 
tale to belong to him chat is ſent or uſed to make diſciples by preaching the 
Goſpel, not rothe Church 

2. That he maketh the rule of baptiziog to be viſible intereſt in the cove» 
nant, which according to the inſtitution is viſible diſcipleſhip, or faith. 

3. That he takes that perſon to have viſible intereſt in the covenant of grace, 
ſo as to have right therby to baptiſmywho neither by extraordinary revelation 
from Gad, nor by any ad of his o, hut barely by his parents profeſſion 
haha pretended viGhle incereſtin the covenant. But let's examine what he 
ſaith {becauſe be ſeems to be the ſelected man in New England to plead for 
Iafantbaptiſm, 

Whether Fobn the Baptiſi did admit to baptiſm thoſe which he knew would 
Prove falſe and frothy, is doubtſull. Mt Norton Mr Cs.Colleague, Reſp, ed Ax 
pollen. c. Ereg. x. ſeems to hold the negative, andckes to thit purpoſe, Puraw 
and Anetim. kagree wh Mr. C in is poſiten, Thur perſons may be bupti- 
7 upon vifi ble profeſſion without knowledge of the ſaving ftate of the pur, ye 

da not think Auanius and Sajphirs, or Simon Magw were known 92 


es nen chey nete deptized, nos do Lthinls the Temes Mr c. allegab 


21, 
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21. 20,&c,0r 22, 20, &c. or 23,12, 13, prove, that any of thoſe bapelzed, 
As 2.41, or 4-1, 2:3; 4. were of the munber of them that oppoſed Paul, or proved 
falſe. II 25 did ſay 10 Iudas that bis body was broken or given d + bim, and 
his blood ſbed, It will be hard to avoid thence the proof of univerſall redempti- 
on. Ithink itthe ſafeſt and moſt likely tenent that Judas went out afore the 
Lords Supper. For the Paſſover it was not adminiftred to Fudss by Chriſt 
nor do I know what warrant we have to make it à ſeal of the covenant, or to 
belong to a Minilter of the ſeals, as they ſpeak, It was arite inſtituted to · te- 
member the delivery out of Egypt, ond appointed ro be uſed by each family 
wichour any other adminiſtration than the providing, {laying, dreſſing aud 
bringiag to the Tableſ: Tfthe Priſt did any thing in it, it was at the Temple 
not at the Table, each perſon was to take himſelf according to his eating, A bra 
ham and Tſaac did circumciſe I ſhmael & Eſau rightly according to Gods com- 
mand, which is the rule in adminiſtring ordinances, not covenant · in ereſt. 
But that they did circumciſe as Prophets or Prieſts at that time, to the Church in 
their families, ic is (aid wichour proof. The buſineſs of circurcifing was not 
the work of a perſon as a Prophet or Prieſt co his family, but did belong to 
the parent or ſome other in his ſtead, though no Prophet not Pi leſt. Chamiry 
Pauſtr.cath.tom. 4 | 5 c. 14 {ef 9,1e, ſanh,tYe read of no certain Minifter of c ir- 
cumciſion either in ibe maftiturien or elſwhere , ſo that there's no obſtacle but that 
Zipporah, and the woman in the ſecond of Mccabees, c. 6, might circumciſe. 80 
there is nothing read. by which the immolat lon of the Paſchal Lamb waswone 
to be done in each family, is proh bited, rhough no Prieſts were uſed, I ſhmaet 
and Eſau, and Iudas, were no viſibly imereſſed in the covenant; being diſcove- 
red by God and Chrilt to be ſuch as had no intereſtfin ir. That 4 Miniffer 
cannot of himſelf admit to baptiſm, or reje# ſrom it regularly, but by and with the 
Churches conſent, is dictated wuhout proof, I grant that if go perſons 
[rung intereſt in Gods covenant and fromiſe of grace, were the Rule to bapt ide by, 
adminiftrators could not obſerve the ruie in faith, but doubtingiy. Bot that ſuch 
viſible inte reſt in he Covenant as Mr C. means, is therefore the rule to baptize 
by, follows not. What or where A. R. ſug gefls to the contrary 1 find not, nor 
doth Mr C. tell us, What he adds, I ſzy viſebilizy of the parties imereſt in the 
covenant, I ſay not meer viſibility of faith and repemance , is qulte belides the 
Scripture, which never appvints perſons to be baptized becauſe of thelꝭ viſible 
mereſt in the covenant, but their viſible faith and ance, 

'* Hetellsus, © The initiatoty ſeal is not priinaelly and properly the feal of 
ce mens faith and repentance, or obedience, but of Gods covenant rather ; 
ie the ſeal is to the covenant, even Abrahams ctreumetfion, was not —— 
* ſeal to his faith, of righteouſneſs, but to the righteouſneſs of faith exhibi- 
«© red and offered in the covenant : yea to the covenant It ſelf, or promiſe 
ie which he had believed unto righreouſaels. Hence the covenant of grace is 
© called the righteouſneſs of faith, Rom. 10. 6, 7, 8. The rl;hreo nefs of 
e fakhſpakerh on this wiſe, v. U. and the word of falth. Hence albelt 4- 
© braham muſt walk before G od, who is now zboutto enlarge the covenant 
'© ro his 35 well as to make It to him in a Church-reference, Gen, ty. 1, Cc. 
1 yer the ini: iatory feal in his as as well as their fleſh, ts Gods covenant, v.13. 
*© or afacr i fagn firſtly and exprefly of Gods covenant, v. 11. & 7. 
compare een {x plc oblige im nnd ahem Wager Hue for- 
© mer'y 
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e.merly-menticned, Herce A+ 2. 38, 39, the ſeal of baptiſm is put to the 
FR promiſe as the choice matter and foundation in view, and as that was 
ce aground of repentance it ſelf; repent and be baptized for the promiſe is-t0 
« you," not, for you have repented as it that were the thing to be firſtly ſeal- 
« ed by baptilm, bu: the promiſe rather. 

Anw. The juititory ſeal is a late deviſed term not found in Scripture and 
it is uſed upon an erronecus conceit as if the nature of S2craments were to be 
ſeals of the Covenant, and baptiſm were the inlriatory ſeal, Buttheterm # 
iniliatory ſeal ] is choſen rather than the word L baptifm ] ( though it be the 
Scriptute term) by Mr. C. andcthers, that they may ſhuifle what they ſay 
in and out under the term of i initiatory ſeal,ſomerimes underſtanding by it 
Circumciſion ſometimes bap:Iſm as if they were the ſame and what is (aid of 
the one were meant of the other, which is meer fallacious arguing. But ſet- 
ting aſide Mr. C*s lately deviſed term, the end of Chr:ſtian bapt iſm is in the 

ul place, that thereby the party bapt ix. d may teſtifie his repentance, faith: 
and hope in Chriſt, love to the people of God, and reſolu ion to follow 

Chriſt to the death. And this is proved in my Exercit: in the twelfth reaſon 

of my doubt — Pedobaptiſmpag.z 3. in the 2 part of this Review Sc. 

5. trom theſe Scriptures Ram 6.3 4,5+ 1 Cor. 12. 3. Gal.z.26, 27. Ephe, 

4.5. (ol.2 17. 1 Pet. 3. 20. where the phraſe of tho anſwer of 4 good conſcience, 

as Beda rightly obſer ves in his cAnnoz. on chat place, alludes to the manner 

of the primitive baptizing after the anſwer to the queſt ions pre pounded con- 

cerning the parties repentance, faith and obedience : which were held ſo ne- 

ceſſary to baptiſm la the firlt ages of the Chriſtian Church that none was 

baptized without it; yea and when infant baptiſm came up even till our dayes, 
and in ſome places according to the (men prayer Book even to the infants 

the ſame queſtions are propounded, yea the. Lutherans confeſſe that without 

faith in inſants it i in vain to baptize them. The continuance of which queſtions, 

as Lud: Vives Comment: in Aug»ſtin: de civit: Dei l. 1. c. 27 rightly 

ſaith, proves the _— uſe of baptiſm to be of thoſe only that coul4 anſwer thoſe 

queſtions, In reſpe& of which Baſil and others call baptiſm be ſcal of faith, 
Teriullian of repen ance, the ſealing of faith, c hamier: Pauſir : Cath. iom. 4. 

I. 2.c.8.ches the treatiſe of 3he ſpirit under the name of Ba il ch, 1 2. ſaying, 

Confeſſion goes before bringing o ſalvation, baptiſm followes ſcaling our conſent, 

whence he infers thus manifeſtly /abvation is Abel to confeſſion, hut baptiſm in 
ihe ſeal ofconſeſſon. No where that ever I could find ainong the Ancients is 

G2 priſm termed the ſeal of the Covenant. Bucer on Hs. 2.3. To be bajtized 

in the none oſibe Lord Jeſus Chri t in by the fign of baptiſm to teſtiße that were 
the believers in Cbriſt for remiſſion of ſms, G ret: Arnet: on Mark. 16.16. 
L. Aud & baptized] be that believeih, and by baptiſm maketh profeſſion of his 

faith.” Sd that the profeſſion of faith by it is the primary end and uſe of bap- 
aiſm gar is there any place of Scripture thut 1 know, which doth make the end 
of baptiſm to be the Kling of Gods Covenant to us. And here by the way 
It is to be noted what ſhifting is ſed in this matter by Pedobaptiſt. They 
ſay the ſeal _ the Covenaut and the partie: intereſt init, aud this 

they make the righteouſneſs of ſaith as Mr. C. here, but when they are preſſed 


that then in yain are ĩafants non-ele& and non-believers baptized, who are 
a ia that Covenant, they fly ro an imaginary external Covenant, and by 
c 
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fble Intereſt in that as ſealed by it, and there by a right to be baptized; which 
yet by their own confeſſion is not the Covenant of grace, nor by ſealing chat 
intereſt is the Covenant of grace ſealed, for that is Gods Covenant of righ- 
teouſneſs by ſaich, not t he — perſons Covenant, or his right. As for 
Mr. Ci. obſervatioas here they are talſe and ſlighty. For neither is it true that 
it is hence ( bect uſe ba ptiſm is not primarily the ſeal of mans faich and re- 
pentance, but of Gods Covenant rather) Abrahams circumciſion was called 
a ſeal of the rightcouſneſs of faith:bur the contrary gather is true. For if it were 
ft (cal of the righteouſneſs of faith which be had yet being unt ircumciſed, it ſealed 
rather his own faith, and the righteouſneſs by it already obtained, than Gods 
covenant to him of ſomething to come. And if circumcifion be called Gods 
({enant, yet it follows not that baptiſm i rather a ſeal of Gods covenant, than 
of mans faith and repentance, That Which he ſaith of Aﬀs.2.38.39. Is as 
vain ; For the promiſe is not alledged there as ſealed in baptiſm, or pling any 
right to byptifm, but meetly as a motive to them to repent and io bs baptized 
in the ſenſe I give Antipedobaps. fart. 1. Sect. 3. In this part of the Reviews 
Sec. 5.8.21, 22, 23. wherein Mr- C' frivolous interpretation is examined. 
And though the Apoſtle do not bid them be baptixed becauſe they had repen- 
ted, yer he bids them firſt to repent and then be baprized. | 

Infants have no viſible title ro baptiſm bcc: uſe they make no viſible per- 
ſonal profeſſion. Parental faith in the Covenant made to them and 
their chi'dren Is but a deluſion, What ever may be ſaid of the texts 
Deuteronomy.26. 17, Peuteronomy. 29. 16, 1z, 12. &c. Concerning ta- 
king it of children (of which in the examining of Mr. B's reminder) there 
Is ao viliblli: y of iatants Church-memberſhip in the Chriſt lan churches men- 
tioned in et ip ure. I know not how the believing Gods teſtimony is the 
aſſent of . harity. I Riil Cay there is no judgment of charity concerning infants 
who donothing which may be interpreted to the better ot the worſe. Mr, C. 
if ke had recited my words fully in my Examen Pag.41. might have found 
my words to yceld him no help for his tourth Concluſion, I paſs on to the. 

ch. 
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SECT. XLI. 
Seck. 41. Anuimadverſuns on the ſixth ſc . of the ſame chi ſbewing that Chriſt 
& vos head of any uuſound members, nor parents profeſſion of faith uxites chil- 
dren to Chriſt ſo as to extitle them to baptiſm. 


S* A, fexihly he ſets down this concluſion, That Chriſt i in Scripture conſide- 
red as head of the viſible & hunch in which are many members of Chrift ibe 
bead in chat reſp, which prove unſound,. as well a5 in other reſpect⸗ he in conſs- 
dered as head of the viſible Church, wherein are noue bus ele ones, x 
Concerning which L ſay, that part of the. inviſib!e Church which is on 
earth profeſſing faich. being both viſible and inviſible, viſible in reſpect of 
thelr profeſſion, inviſible {a reſpe& of their ſincere belleving, k muſt needs 
follow that Chriſt is head of the viſible, belag head of the Inviſtble Church in 
reſpeQt of thaſe perſons which are of both. And I grant chat Chrilts bead 
We belogs Mazaphor and nocking, ſundry thlogs as duperlorley,Gorermenty: 
wee boom tx et — 


—— — — — 
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direRion; unlon; partlelpatlon' of the ſame life, ſenſe, motion xc. Tn re- 
ſpe& of ſome of theſe Chrilt may be ſald to be head of that part which is on 
viſible, as in glving them officers, outward order, direction, help againſ 
perſecutors &c, But that in Scripture Chriſt is made head to any unſound mem- 
bers I find not. Mr. C. urgeth Sal. 3. 16. that to Abraham and bis ſeed were 
tbe promiſes made; that & to Cbriſt, yes not io Chriſt perſonally, for the promiſe of 
pardon of fin did not belong to him, and to (rift perſonall were not the promiſes 
made, but in him confirmed, Gal. 3. 7. with 16, But rather of ('briſt clleFively 
head and members, Gentiles and Tewes,v.14.28. 45 Gen. 3. 15. The ſeed of Eve 
* Chrift,with bis members in and with him. | 

Anſwer. I ſtick not to grant Gal. 3.16, by [Chriſt] to be meant not orely 

Chrilt perſonally conſidered, but alſo colleRively,as Bega, iſcator, & others 
concelye ; yet I do not think the Arguments brought by them ſo cogent f or 
chat ſenſe, but that it may be underſtood of Chrilt perſonall as a common fer- 
ſon receiving promiſes for all his members, For the ſcope of the Apoſtle to 
prove Genriles and Jewes to have one manner of juſt ificat ion, is obralned b 
underſtanding the promiſes made to his petſon as a common perſon in betalf 
of all as well as to them as in him, and eternal lite is promiſed to all the mem- 
bers of Chriſt if ir be promiſed to Chriſt as a common perſon ſtanding in 
thelr Read as theſecond Adam. As for Mr C. his reaſons, the former s 2- 
gainſt his own opinion. For if by Chrift be meant Chrift collefively, that , 
Chrift and his Church , then the promiſes be made to Chriſts perſon with his 
Church; for what is Chriſt colleRively but Chriſts perſon with his Church, 
And ifthe pardon of fin be apromiſe,then it muſt be made known to Chriſts 
perſon included in Chriſt col ective: Therfore either ic muſt be ſaid, thit the 
promiſes were made to Chriſt collective reſpectively, to wit, ſome to his pet- 
ſon, 3s that he would uphold him, raiſe him from the dead, give him glery, 
others to his Church, to pardon their ſins, renew their nature, &c. or that 
Chriſts perſon had the promiſe of pardon of fin made to himſelf as a common 
perſon, but not for himſelf as needing it, but for his Church or in their ſtead, 
as 2 Cor. 5. 21. Thepromiſes might be ſaid to be given to Chriſts perſon 
2s a common perſon, Gal, 3. 16 and yet confirmed in Chriſt as a ſurety of 
hem, v 17. yet in this place the term [ Head] is not uſed, and therefore not ap» 
peſite to Mr, C. his purpoſe, 
But Mr C.propounds a queſtion , Whether this in Gal. 3. & 1 Cor, (2, 
« 13, 13. be ſpoken of the viſible or inviſible Church, and anſwers it, jrhat ic 
ie ſeems the places admit of the conſideration of the Church as viſible, Fliſt, 
1c in that the Apoſtle ſpeaketh of all the Galatian Church-members as well as 
© others a one in Chriſt, Gat. 3. 28. Now were all theſe members elected 
e will any ſay? Iſuppoſe nor yet all are one in Chriſt their head. 

Anſwer. Nr. C. a tinle before faid, The promiſe Gat j 3. 16, could not be 
made to Chrifis perſon, becauſe the promiſe of the pardon of fin is not made 10 Chriſt 
penſonall, which goes upon this ſuppoſit ion, that the pardon of fin is promiſed 
coabe ford, Gal. 3.16, But ſure promiſe is made onely to the elect, not 
toall Gu vllible Church-members: Yea the very ſcope and coherence of 
Ty + after, ſhew that the promiſes u. 16. were of the ſpirit, v. 
I-jo. of ohe-inborioanc o, 13. 18%, of life, v.21. which are proper to the ele. 
r ſpeech, Fa, 3, 26.10 the anfound. members ofthe 

Vi 
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viſible Church, ſhewerk meer ofcitancy. : Nor is Ie neceffary thit becauſe it fs 
(aid, Gal. 3. 28. Te ave all ene in Chriſl Ieſus, that this — be underſtood of 
every Galatian Church member, but of all thoſe of whom he had ſaid, v. 26. 
That they were all the ſons of God by faith in ¶ Vril em. And afrer, v.29. thee 
they were heirs according 10 ib promiſe, which is true onely of the eleR of them. 
And for what he adds, Secondly in that he ſpeaks of them aft as ſacramentally one 
with Cbriſt in baptiſm, Gel. 3.27, 28. compared, ſo 1 Cor. 12, 13, aͤ if becauſe he 
faith, they were all baptiqed, he meant it of all ihit are baptized, it is refured 
from the very words [ by one ſpirit made to drink into one ſprriti put on Chriſt} 
which, il there were no more, do {hew that theſe (peeches though indefinite, 
yet pro ſubjctta materia, muſt be limited to thoſe viſible baptized perſons, who 
were lincere bel levers, and united to Chriſt bythis Spirit, and ſo thoſe words, 
Epheſ. 1. 23 & 4. 6. Col. 3. 11. and many more are to be underſtood, And 
to the other realons, That Chriſt bath be adlige influences into the Officers and 
Members, many whereof ere not ſavingly joyned io him, and that it is the Church 
wherein he hath ſet diverſity of Officers z which ij the viſible (hurch, nat the in- 
viſible, 

7 anſwer, Chriſt as a Superior, and in ſome other reſpects, may have head- 

like influences of command, governing, &c. on ſome not ſavingly joyned to 
him, but not the influence of union by his $plrir, which is that which makes 
any members of ¶ briũ, of bis fleſh and of bis bones, Ephef. 4.4. & 5. 30. Nor is 
it true, that Chriſt doth not ſet Officers in the inviſible ¶ hurch, though it ſbe true 
that he ſets no Officers in the Church that is onely inviſible, but Indeed he 
ſers Otcers in the Church inviſible, and chiefly to and for them, whilerhey 
are viſible, And therforethe Apoſtle, 2 Tim. 2. io. ſald, He endured all things 
for the elefis ſake. Hence, (aith Mr. C. Profeſſion of Faith unites a man to 
Chrif as head of the viſible Church without fimceriry. But the Scripture ſairh 
not ſo, that any is united to Chriſt as head without the inhabication of the 
Spirit. Mr. C. adds. 
Hence alſo a pa: e it, making profeſſion of Falth in theicovenant of grace a3 
tt inveited with Church-covenant in reference to his children, it doih unite 
* them alſo to Chriſt as head of the viſible Church ſo far as to give right to 
i ſolemq ini: iatlon of them into the fellowſhip of the church in circumciſion 
as of old, or baptiſm, as now, Parents acts in this caſe being In the face of 
he viſible ckurch, their childrens acts; s the places quoted, Deut. 26. 17, 
18, & 29. 10, 1112,13, 14, & 16, 16,17, declared, 

Anſwer. Mr. C. tells us, Hence, cœc. and this is che conſcRary he would 
infer from his fifth Concluſion, and minding diſcourſe about it : But how from 
any thing ſaid before [That Chrift i the head of the vifible Church, that vii ble 
Profeſſors though not ſincere, are united 10 Chrif} as viſible head] this follows, 
That Parents proſeſſion unizes the child} rs brill, ſo «4s to. give hin 
right to baptiſm, is a riddle to me. If lt were formed into an Argument thus, 
If che viſible profeſſors confeſſion of faith unices him toChr ĩſt as viuble head, 
Then it unites the child ſo far as to give him right to baptiſm : Bur che vl 
lible — &c. Ergo, 1 would deny the conſequence of the Major, and 

ect it to beproved ad Gracas Calendat, nor is there any proof in tha which 
follows: For were it granted that the parents act were the childs act, yet it fol- 
lows not that i: is the childs act ro give a right or ule to baptiſm ——— 

ga 2s cut 
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inftirurlon. None of the texts produced, no nor any ther do ſhew, chat the 
parents act of profefling taith, did entitle the child to circumciſion, much leſs 
to baptiſm, — is child was not entitled to circumciſion , though he 
and his bouſe feared God, was a devout mau, gave much alms to the poor, and prayed 
10. God alway, As. 10. 2. Even in circumcifi on the uſe ot it had its rule 
onely from the command, as I have often poyed. Not one of Mr. C. his 
Texts mentions the patents acts as entitſing the child to fellowſhip of the 
church, but obliging to duty, Deut. 16. 16, 17, theres an lnjunRion, Thar 
all the Males ſhould thrice 4 yeay appear before-God ; but this was enjoyned 
not to parents onely, but alſo to children married or unmariſed. 
And if it prove any thing like what Mr. C. would, it proves rather the males act 
to ſtand for the ſemales, than the parents for the children. More likelyiathis 
the younger males did appear inſteed of the aged weak, & ſothe childs act went 
for the parents. However here's nothing of the parents act giving tige to 
initlatlon into fellowſhip of the Church, there was nothing requiced to that 
in the national Church of Iſrael but their deſcent. Deut. 26.17, 13, there's 
no mention of a parents act for his child inticling him to ſolemn initla: in 
into fellowſhip of the Church. What is ſaid [ Thou haſt avouched this day the 
Lord to be thy GodJis nor ſai4 to be done by the pirents for the childien, nor 
to be done to enti le them to ſolemn initiation into the fellowthip of the 
Church. Deut. 29. 10, 11, 12, 13, 14. whole act loever is mentioned 
whether of the parent, or Captains, Elders,Officers, or men e 1[rael. It was 
an act done in behalf of the nation both thoſe born already and thoſe to be 
born after, not to entitle them to ini: iulon into fellowſhip of the Chu:ch, 
but to bind them the more firmly to their duty, and theretcre none of thele 
inſtances are to the point of parents acts In the tace of the viſible Church ta- 
ken as he Childrens acts for ſolemn initiation in Church fellowſhip. Yet 
If they had, that this had been enoughfor biptiſm and Churct- memberſſip in 
the Chrittian Gentile Churches will net be proved, till the rule about Er. 
cumciſion, and the conſiliu: on of the Jewiſh Church be a rule to us about 
baptiſm, and the Church-memberſhip of the Chriſtian Church, which nei- 
ther agrees with Chriſts or his Apoſtles appointment or the practiſe in the N. 
T. nor with the new engliſh principles of Church conſtitution & Gover- 
ment, but Judiazing notions cppoſi e to the Goſpel, What he ſalch the pa- 
rents omiſſion to circumciſe bis child in counted the childs af of breaking Gods (- 
nan Gen, 17. 14. depends on this that the parents omiſſion of citcũmelſion 
Is the childs act of breaking Covenant. bur many Proteſtant Divincs and 
others underſtand it of perſons of years as Piſcat. Schol. in locum. Diodati, 
new Anot. Orotius c. And though Chamicr counted It to be underſtood 
of the Infant Tom 4 Pauſtrat : Cath. 1-3. c. 2. Sect. 20. gc. Let he ex- 
pounds the —— thus, the male, the fleſh of whoſe foreſhin ij not circum- 
ſtd that — be cut off from his people: my Covenant % brcken, Either 
may expounded it is inpertinent ro Mr. Cs. purpoſe. they that expound it 
(as AbenEtre, apud Chriſtoph. Cartwright on the place) of the parent un- 
_— _ the fault and the puniſhment to be his. It is true Ant 
$1. Matth. 15. 22, to 29. Mark. 9. 12, to 18. parents believing i accepte 
for the cure of children, and ſo Mark. 2.5. the Faith of the — of the pal- 
Ty man was accepted, but this doth not prove a title to baptiſm by the 3 
confeſſion 
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confeſſion any more than by the Midwives or Goſſips bringing to the Font 
nor was it the eonfeſfion of falth, but reality; though not known to men, 
which Chriſt lookd on, fo that if this be a good reaſonythe Fathers praying in 
— though not In the face of the ville Church ſhould glve Title to 
Baptiſm, 
ce Alter many diCates withour proof he tels us, © Asthe Covenant laid 
* hold on by the lively falth of gracious pꝛrents as made with reſpect to their 
« e ect children hath mighty force to effect very graticus things in the ele& 
ce feed, yea albelt dying young, as ſundry of thoſe ele ones of Abrahams 
ce race did Rom. 9. 6. yea ſo as to make thelt outward waſhings to become 
ce Qual in Chrift to an inward cleanſing Efbeſ. 5. 28. 20. yea ſo as to 
« bring In and bring home many of ſuch covenant · chlldten. Whence thoſe 
« reyolters beloved ſot their covenant- fathets ſake es ſuch, Nm. 11.28, and 
ce hence made as a ground of their te: urn. v. 1 5, 16. ſo la there ſuch validi- 
&« ty in the covenznt inveſted with church covenant, albeit but unworthily 
& c {;-times held forth by the parents, which doth beget upon the children an 
* externall filial! relation uato God and to his Spouſe the viſible church, 
&« hence that reſpect of children of God and his church, by vertue of that 
© efpouſall ccvenant, Exck. 16. 8. Eren In the children of idolatrous mem- 
© bets, v. 25; 11 24, Great is the force of this way ct the covenant fo cloa- 
te thed. Albelt many unworthy members are girt up in it, to hold them and 
* theirs in externall communion, Fey. 13. 11, untill either the church be di- 
© yorced from God, or the particular members be disfranchiled by ſome 
te church-cenſure of ſuch a covenau-privilege, 

Anſwer, Though this reaſoning contaln nothing but dictates unproved, 
and incoherent, yet lith ir carrics ſome ſhew of an A:gument 2 compareths, 1 
ſhal ſay ſomwhat to ir. 1. There's not aword ia the texts alleged, that ſhews W 
Mr C. here aſſerts, that tbe covenant laid bold upon by the li vely faith of gracious 
parents 4 made with reſpect to their children, hath mighty force to effect very gra- 
ciou things in the eleF ſecd: Nor isthere a word in thole Texts to prove tuck 
a covnnant made to any gracious parent concerning his oaturali children, I 
is true, Rom, 9. 6 It is lald, the word rock effet, and this I deny not to be the 
word of promiſe to A braham, I will be thy God, and the God of thy ſeed, But 
then it ls expreſly ſald, v. 7, 8.thatthis ſeed of Abraham Is not his children by 
natural generatlon,but the ſpecial! cholce ſeed whether they were his ſeed accot- 
ding to nature, or ingraffed : there's not a word of the efficacy of this cove- 
nant by the lively faith of the parents, but by vertue of Gods eleQtion, v. 11. 
The Text, Epbeſ. 5. 26. ſeems to me to contain not onely the word of pro- 
miſe, asſanRifying or purifying the Church, but alſo the word of nat ration 
contained inthe Goſpel,as Luke 1.2 As 8.4.& 10.36. 44. Fob. 17. 8. 17. Rom. 
10.8, preached and believed, not by the parents but the parties purified, Acts 
15.9, Who as they hear the word and believe, ſo are baptized upon their 
believing, It is true chat the Jewes hereafter to be ingraffed agaln, are (aid, 
according to the election ts be beloved for the Fathers, Rom. 11. 28. Butthis 4s 
meant of the Jewes onely, and it is not at all meant of the Immediate parents 
of thoſe Jewes reingraffed ( for they doubtleſs will be Infidels) but of the an- 

ac, Facob , out of the remembrance of their fol- 
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therefore cannot be verrified of every bel levers natural children as lt is thers 
meant and ſhall be verified of them. 2. There's not a proof for the other 
part ofthe compariſon , that there is any ſuch validity in the Covenant 
ive (ted with Church- Covenant albeit unworthyly oftentimes held forth by the pa- 
rents to beget upon the children an external filial relation unto God and to his ſpouſe 
the Church viftble. For Exck.16 8. mentions Gedi covenant which he ſwear, 
not thelr's, by which they became his, and thoſe whoſe ſons and daughters were 
born to bim v. 20. are ſald toſacrafice them to be devoured, had cauſed them to be 
in, and deliverd them to paſs through the fire fer them. Mr, C. confeſſeth they 
were Idolatrous members, and the text, mentions their Idolatry to be of the 
higheſt kind, even the ſacraficing their children, and if thele were in the Co, 
venant of grace and in Church-covenanant, and did thereby beget an exter- 
nal filial relatlon to God, and to his ſpouſe the viſible Church, then may the 
worſt of men (ven open Idolatrers that offer their children to oloch and ſa- 
craſice them to the Devil be in the Covenant of grace, and in Church- cove- 
nant,and therby in thoſe whom God hates and who go a whoring after Idels, 
yea the Devils in a mcK horrid manner, there may be validlty in this hoi rid 
eſtate to beget an external filial relation unto God & to his ſpouſe, the viſible 
Church for thelr children. Horrendum diffu ! The meaning of the text, and 
the impertinency of its allegation by the Aſſembly,by Mr. C. and others kath 
been often ſhewed. Ferem. 1 3.11. makes nothing to the purpoſe. God in the 
wilderneſs had made the whole houſe of Iſracl to cleave to him in the Covenant at 
mount Sinai, and by his ſpecial deliverances and providences for them, What 
is this to prove that the Idolatrous poſteri:y of that people are by the 
Covenant clothed with Church-covenant held to God they and 1hcirs in external 
Church-communion until either that church be devorecd ſrom God, 6 the particu- 
lar members diſfranchiſed by ſome Church cenſure of 4 Chur.h covenant privilege ? 
3, werethe firſt part of the compariſon proved, that the Covenznt laid hold on 
by be lively faith of the parents as made with reſpect to their cleA chilgrenhuh 
»ghty ſorce to effect very gratious things inthe elc ſeed, yet there is not any lik- 
lyhood that the other part ſhould be true, that a bare diſſembled proteſſion 
ſhould make ſuch an external relation to God and his Church, as if betaule 
Peters faith and conſe ſſion obtains from God a ſpecial privilege, Fudgs his 
rofeſſion mult obtain ſomething of God for his children though he were 2 
Devil. If there be ſtrength in theſe dictates of Mr. C. their's weakneſs is no- 
thing. The anſwers to the objections of I. S. proceed upon a conceit of a 
reluive grace, and implicit calling, and of in- being in Chriſt without either 
Chriſts ſpirit, or faith, or profeſſion of faith, which are things that have no 
Scripture grounds, The abſurdity objected againſt his opinion that it entails 
ace to generation, thut it upholds a national Church, ke puts off only thus, He 
nome we in N. E. which hold the one, yet do not maintain the other in the uſu» 
al ſence of a national ¶ hurch. But this ſhewes not how he will acquit his doct- 
rine from maintaining that by conſequence, which is diſavowed by thoſe of 
N. E. For if there be (uch a covenant and Church covenant now as there was 
Dent. 29.10, 11,13, and Exek 16. 20.21, 22. of valldlty to beget an external 
filia l relation to Gd and to his viſible ſpouſe the Church, it cannot be deni- 
id, but that the worſt Idolaters even Papiſts are viGble Church-members,and 
by conſequent the ole nat ion eldet ande< onger are inthe Church, qo 
What 
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har It makes leſs than ſuck a national Church as was of the Jeivs I under: 
ſtand not. : 


— 


SECT, XL II. 

Animadvuerfions on SeF. 7: of the ſan e chap. ſhewing that the body of the Few- 
iſh Charch even the worſt of them was not under ibe Covenant of grace in reſſ ect 
of cxtcrual Intereſt therein, | 
N the ſexventh Seck. Mr. C. ſets d:wn this concluſion, that the body o 
the Frwiſh Church was under the ( vvenant of grace as inveſted with Chu 

Covenans, in reſpe of external intereſt therein. 10 which as almoſt In all his 

writings about this point, there's much ambiguity, He neither ſheweth 

whom he means by the body of the Fewiſh Church whether every Jew or ſome 
only , an! if me who thoſe ate whether che moſt part or the chlefeſt; nor 
what he means by the Covenant of grace, what promiſe they are under nor 

how they are under it: Nor doth explain what he means by Church- (v. 

venant or inveſting with it, nor what is the external intereſt therein which they 

have, nor how they are under the Covenant of grace as inveſled with (Church co- 
vant in reſpect of external intereſt therein, and not with reſpe to internal in ereft, 

For my part ſo far as I am able to diſcern his meaning this is it, that all the 

Jews from the promiſe made to Abraham I wil be thy God & the God of thy ſeed 

Gen.17,7.have this privilege; that all ſhould be accounted members of thac 

Church and the males circumciſed, But I know not how it comes to paſs 

this author elther affects, or it is his vein to uſe ambiguous expreſſions 
when he might uſe plain, and co ralkin a new phraſes hard to be underſtood of 
the Covenant, ſeal, Church-ſecd &c. And not to explain his concluſions 
afore he proves, nor to ſneẽ how he proves out of the text he allegeth, but 
leaves his reader to fiſh out his meaning as he can from ſcactered paſſages, 

However I ſhall view his dictates. 

He denies that the Fewes had only a Covenant of grace among them which was 
made to ſome choice ones amoug them. Aud yet the Apoſtle directly teacheth 
that the promiſe I will be a God to thee and thy ſeed as a promiſe of ſaving grace 
was not made to all Iſrael, but the eleR only Rom.9.6, 7, 8. And clear it is 
that the Covenant made with the body of the Iſraelites at mount Sinai was the 
Covenant of workes, as is plain from Rom. 10.5. 2 C0r.3.6, 7,9, Gab 3. 
12, and 4.24, 25, Heb.8'9, 10,11, &c. and 12.18, 19, 21- 

It is falſe that he hath any where proved that the external @Ecclefiaſticalright 
to circumciſion came the circumciſed perſons intereſt in the Covenant of grace 
inveſted with Church-covenznt. Neither did God appoint all them to receive the 
viſible ſeal thereof meaning Circumciſion : for he did nor appoine the females 
or males under eight dayes old to be clrcumciſed though In the Covenant as 
well as the infant male of eight dayes old. 

He bids us ſee Gen ly. 7,8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13. and 26.3, 4, 1. and 
28.12, 13, 24, Zut I can ſce none of his dictates in thoſe texts. 
there that God made a covenant with Abraham. after renewed it to Iſaa und 
Facob aſſuring to their Inherking poſterity the Inherirance of Canaan, the 
multiplying of them &c, hat God injoyned elrcumeilion to them for a — 

2 — 2 
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merial and afſurance of that covenant. This coveriant 48 , containing the 
promiſe of Canaan &c. to the natural poſtority of 4 brabam, Iſaac and Facob, 
15. expreſſ:d to be by reaſon of Abrahams obedience Gen. 26.5. circumciſion is 
required Gen. 17. and Exod. 19. Levit. 26. obedlence is required to the laws. 
wen by Moſes. They that term the Covenant Exo. 19. a covenant of works 
Peak ſutable to the Apoſtle Rom. 10.5. Gal.z.1z. jet I deny not but In Co- 
vert expreſſions Gen. 19. and elſwere God promiſed Chrift to the elect whe. 
ther Jewsor Gentiles and bleſſing that is Rm and eternal life by faith 
in him Gal. 3. 16. &c, which Abraham and all the ancient Saints expreſſed 
by falth Tobn.8.56. andelſwhere. Now lt is nottrue, that thoſe covenant Fa- 
bers A braham, Iſaac and Tacob recieved the covenant Evaneglical in reſerrence 10 
their natural childron : nor in reſpect of juſtificatlon before God and externzl 
life had a contrary covenant of life and death, grace and workes made with them, 
For though the Jews ſucceding were under the whole law of Moſes becauſe 
of 1ran/greffions, yet not ſo as to havelife by it Gal.3.17,18, 19, 21. nor is i; a- 
ny abſurdity to ſay tharthe legal juſtlriarles who reſted in the law were at one 
and the ſame time externally under the bleſſing of God in reſpect of the: 
outward proſperity In Canaan , and yet Internally under the curſe of 
God al. 3. 18. asſceking righteouſneſs before God by their obſerving the 


Law. 
It is, no where ſald that any other than Abrabam is the root or firk fruits 
to his ſeed Rom 11. 16. nor they termed his ſeed, lump, branches any other 
— than either naturally or — — » that is by natural generation or by 
following his faith by vertue of election Rom.1x 16. doch nor ſay, A brabim 
was the oo as eecieuing the covenant for the branches, but as propagating the 
branches. Nor need we ſay that he either received a covenant ot works 3. 
lone, In referrence to them all elected, or that he recleved the Covenant of 
grace with Ecclefiaſtical reſpect to them all. The pla ia doctrine of the Scrip- 
ture is ſer down above, Mr. C's. dlctates are meer phantaſms wlihout Scrip= 
ture. 

The ſubſtance of the Covenam is a novel expreſſion, and ambiguous, Ide- 
ny not the covenant Gex.1z. tobe evangelical, yet I concleve ic not purely 
ſuch, but as I ſay in my Exercit. pag. 2. mixt, that is contalning poli:ical 
and Evangelical promiſes, Ideny not but it wis the jews covenant-right to haye 
the Tabernacle of God or thelr ordinances as their privilege, yea and his pre · 
fence therein until the Meſſiah came, yet ſo as that when thay ſer up Idols the 
glory of God departed from them Exek.14.2 2,23. They had alſo Gods ora. 
cles wlth them, deliverance from Egypt, Chriſt to be wich them In the wil- 
derneſs:nor do I deny theſe to have bin by vertue of Chriſts mediation, yet 
fo far astheſe were national mercles they were proper to the Jews. What ever 
be meant by the Covenant gythe promiſe Kom g 4. they do not agree to Gentile 
bellerers. And though I ſay they were by vertue of Chriſts mediation, yet 
I concieve the mediation of Chriſt was directly for the ele& only, for o- 
chers only obliquely, by conſequent, and by accident by reaſon of the Coka- 
bication of thempn earth. I deny not that filling the Temple with ſmoate Kev. 
15.8: alluſisely to that which was 1 Nisg7. 3. 10, 11. Iſai. 6. 1, 2, 3, 4. 
mitt teſt ine che preſence of God in the Churches after Chriſts aſcenſion in a 
veay of merey to his people, and for thelr ſakes In a way of juſtice again his 
aber ls. T uach 
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1 neither do, nor need ſay that C anaan was dll which God promiſed the Jews 
] grant it vas promiſed to them as an everlaſting poſſeſſion Gen, 17.8, But the; 
wrod Y whichrhe Gr : tranſlate & 101407, everlaſting, notes free- 

uently but a duration of ſome age or ages28 2 —— Nc. I deny not 
but the Patriarchs looked futher than Canaan Heb. 11.9, 10. I deny not that 
the promiſc of Canaan was in ſome ſenſe ratified in Chrift, and all other temporal 
bleſſings to the ele naw 1 Cor.3.31, 22, 23. that Chriſt & ſaid to drive ous their 
enemies Exod. 23. 20, 21. and that the land they poſſeſſed was called Immanuels 
m Eſ i 8.8 chat ſundry were excluded from thence for unbelief Heb. 3. lat 
compared withch.4 2. thongh it it be not warily explained Moſes and Aaron 
f! ould be guilty of the Goſpel fin of unbellef. If god promiſed to be 4 God t 
1hem,aud as one branch thereof inſtarceth in giving them Canaan Gen. 17,7,$. 
then the promiſe of Canaan Is a branch of the promiſe, I wil be a God to them. 
If che Proſclyred ſtrangers were ts have «Abrahams Covenant ſealed to them and 
theirs bycircumcifion, yet had no lots in C anaan, then perſons were to be clrcam- 
ciſed to hom the promiſe belonged not. 

L grant tha: Chrift was. mediator of the Covenant with Abraham ſo far as ic 
contains evangelical promiſes, but deny that ## ws held ous to all the Jews by 
the [acrafices. For though thetypical ſacrafices in reſpeR of py the fleſh 
did purge the whole Congregation, yet none were put, ed by Chriſts blood, 
but the elet, The high Preiſt bare the names of the 12. tribes and theſe repre- 
ſented the elect for whom Chriſt made iatercegion, and atonement not every 
I raelite Rom. 9. 6. 

What Nr. C. (aith,the Covenant of works holds out pardon or mercy to tranſgreſe 
I do much queſtion, It ſeems to me that Abab, though under a Covenant 
of works yet, hid ſome mercy i Kings 21.29. And whether the offence againſt 
ſome of thelaws were not in ſome reſpeR torgiven Levit.4. to them, x ho had 
not faich in Chriſt, for the ſacrafice they offered (which were all offered accord- 
ing to ibe Law Heb. 10.8.) 1 do make queſtion, Nor do I think but that by 
the Covenant of the law In reſpect of temporal evils there was ſome pardon by 

vertue of obedience to legal preſcriptions,though ſome fins as of preſumption 
Num 15. were not, no not to them that were in the covenant of grace, as its 
rely In Eli, his Caſe i Sam. 3. 24. ſee Gerhard. Toh Voſs.reſp.ad Fudic Ravenſp. 
6.42.23 . Concerning the Covenant of the Law though it require no falth in 
Chrltt, or repentance for juſtification, yet whether according to the covenant 
of th: law ſome repentance were not accepted for revoking ſome temporal evils 
contrary tothe promiſes of the Covenant with the Iews at mount Sinai may 
be doubted from Deut.29 21.25.andz0.2,3,8,9,10, But of theſe Chapters. 
more hereafter in anſwer to M. B. I grant no ſalvation but by Chriſt, but denles 
that therefore al the Lews beſt & worſt bad ſaluation & external covenant-right : 
not though al the Tews beſt, & worſt,bad the ſame diſpenſers of the covenans men- 
tioned Exod. 19.5. 6 & 24 7. l. il it follow they hadall right at leaſt emernal= 
ly inthe coyenant of grace, For that ſpeak $ of the covenant of the law. I granc 
that the firff Covenant of works was made withal in Adam, and that the C- 
Leun Gm. 15. was 4 particular covenant made with the ſeed of Abrabam,yet che 
Covenant at mount Sinai was not made with all men, without diſtin tio n, but 
on'y with Iſraet, whom he brought out of Egypt. the Jews Ro, 11,20.were bro- 
ken off from the lavicble church of true bellerers which was In that nati = — 
2 af po mn of he 8 — 
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Yhelr progenitors, 38 I hew la the firſtpart of this Reuiem SeF.2.&c.T agree 
wich Mr. C. that the Covenant in Horeb Peut. 29.1. 2. with Deut. 30. 6. het the 
ſtipulation of,do ibi and live, and that the Covenant of the law was differnt from 
the promiſe, Gen. 17. that it held out temporals, this externals, How the Gen- 
tiles were ingraffed in the room of the Iewes, and not into the externall righe 
& privilege,as by Mr (. imagines is ſhewed In the Review, ubi ſupra, That;the 
covend2s of Sinai was without mercy, queſtion as above. And metkinks, E et. 
16. 66.proves, That God would remember his covenaut with Iſrael in the dyes 
of their youth , and ſhe them mercy for ir. 

Now the covenant made with Iſrael in the dayes of its youth, is meant of 
the covenant made with them when they came out of Egypt: for ſo the whole 
deſcription of thelr pitiful eſtate ( which can be referred to no other than the 
time of their bondage in Egypt, v.4,5,6,7- aſter which was his covenant in 
the dayes of their youth,v.8 ) ihews the covenant in the dayes of their youth to 
haye been the covenant at mount Sinai. And ſo the new Arnot. on Exch. 16,8, 
ec ¶ I ſware uuto thee] I made a ſolemn covenant with thee that T would take 
te thee to be my people, Exod. 19 & 24 chapters, Tey. 2. 2. Piſcat. S hol: in v. 
t 7; nudiſima} i. e. deſtuuta omni ope preſſa, ſc: ſerviiute in E gypro, in v: 8, 
ce viſitari te per Moſcu educendo te ex e gypto & pangendo tecum fedus atque 
te ita ducendo te in uxorem. Grot. in Exek,16. 5, Populus enim in &E gypto u- 
ic zus eſt in v. 7. & ſic exprimitur miſeria Geatis in ¶ gypto in v. 8, & in 
te greſf is ſum pat um tecum] in Sinai. As tor Mr C. his paraphraſe on Exch; 
cc 16. 60. I will remember my covenant with [Thee] not with this or that 
« particular Jew, but with them all in aa Eceltſiaſtical way, and in reſpect of 

tt externall right : albeit ſome onely had the ſaving benefits thereof, as bei 
ti the ſelect covenanters malnl intended, He therein ſuppoſeib that ſome had 
ce the ſaying benefit of that covenant, which is contrary to Nom. 3 20, Thar 
& by thedeeds of the Law ſhall no fleſh be ja ſtified in Gods fight, An he 
ce ſuppoſeth the covenant was made with them all in an Eccleſiaſticall way, and 
ce in reſpe& of externall right. 

Which what it is elſe but this, that they ſhould all have a right to clrcumc- 
ſion, and other Eccleſiaſt ical privileges, I know not: Whereas the covenant 
was of proſperity in Canaan, continuance of long life, c. to them u 
obedience to the law he gave them by Afofes , which noty l hſtanding they 
broken, & were carried captive;yet he would remember his covenant made with 
that people when he brought them out of Ægypt, and upon the prayers of 
Diel, &c. reſtore them to their own land, Eſay 48 1, 2,3 ,&c. teacheth the 
Jewes, that norwithitanding they were evill, yet be would for his names ſake, 
thas the heathen might not ſay thatGod could nos deliver them and bring ibem from 
the xerth, v. 20, 11, 24. Thelike is, Exch. 20, 14. 

The objeRien from Rom. 9 7, 8, Is ill framed; and as ft anſwered: 1. it 
Isproved from the Text, that the promiſe of fulſfling, of 'which the Apoſtle 
— was the promiſe to Abraham, I will be the Golof thy ſeed, Gen. 17.7. 


thecerms uſed Rem. g. 7, 8. which ſhews that the queſtion was, how 
Gods word could be true concerning Abrabens feed, if the Jewes were reje- 
Sed, as the Apoſtle ſuppoſerh, v. 3. 3, That the anſwer is directly this, that 
— —ͤ—— 
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nul ind E ſau, but tothe elect as Iſasc and Feeeb, whence this propoſition?” 
ariſeth, They onely are children of the promiſe (that la by an uſuall Hebralſm) 

labſects of the promiſe to whom it belong, as children of vraih to whom wrath 

belongs, a ſon of perdition to whom perditlon belongs) who are eleR, there · 

fore not all the naturall ſeed of Abraham. And conſequently the pro- 

miſe. Gen. 17.7. belonged not in the Eyangelicall ſenſe to the body of the 

es, even the worſt. 

« Now what doth Mc, C. anſwer ? “ He diftinguiſheth between children 

« of the promiſe, in teſpect of externall filiation, and externall ſalvation, 

« and applies it thus, In the later they were not, but if you take it of the 

e Church ſeed of the promiſe, and ſuch as were externally adopted of God, 

« and inſtated In the covenant of grace as inveſted with church covenant, ſo 

te they were children even of the free covenant of bleſſing in Chriſt, As 3, 

« 25,26, and had the promiſe indefinitly, au Deut: 30. 6, Jerem: 31.37, 

«K Gen. 17.7. 

In which anſwer, 1. he makes a diſtinQion to include them in the pro- 
miſe whom the Apoſtle excludes from it. 2. Whereas the Apoſtle determines 
thecle& onely to be included in the promiſe taken In an Evangelicall ſenſe, 
Mr. C. includes the elect and non- elect, even the worſt of the Iewes whom the 
Apoſtle excludes. 3. He abuſech Act, 3.25, 26, Deut: 30. 6, by Interpre- 
ting them as belonging to the worſt 7 the Fewes in reſpe of externall right, 
which are expreſs about turflng from iniqui:ies and circumciſing the 
heart, 

The ſecond obj: ion Is better framed, yet not ſo fully as had been 'requl- 
fire: Mr C. his concluſion is, That the covenant of grace as iavelted 
& with church-covena int, belonged to all the Iewes even the worſt of them, 
« jn reſpeR of cxternall right to ourward ordinances, 

Butthatis falſe : For it did not belong to the children aſter the fleſh,to the e- 
r:ſalem that then was,which was in bondage with her children, ibey were to be 
caſt out being of tbe bond woman, Gal. 3,23,25,28,30,3t, Ergo, the covenant 
of grace, &c. 

Again, They to whom belongs the covenant of graceas inveſted with 
church-covenanr in reſpe& of externall right, are children of the promiſe, Gen. 
17. 7. Bu: many of the Tewes were not children of the promiſe, Gen, 17. 7. 
as is proved from Gal.4. 28,29, Rom. 9 8. Ergo, 

Now what doth Mr. C. anſwer? He tells us, © That they are called 
& children of the fleſh, not begotten by natural! generation, for then Tſadc 
te alſo ſhnuld be a child of the fleſh, But he is called a child of the fleſh, who 
© elicugh born by naturall generation of Abraham, yer ſought righteouſneſs 
e by the Law, which was not Ieruſalem of old, but Ieruſalen which was 
* when Paul wrote this, long after Chriſts time. 

Re. But was not it true alſo of the Teruſalem that was when Chriſt was? Did 
not our Lord Chriſt deny them to be Abrahams childre, & told them hey were 
the Divels children, Toba 8.39, 44 though he granted them to be Abrahams ſeed 
by natural generarlon,v. 37. and yet Mr C calls them Abrahams Church-ſeed, 
& Church-ſced of the promiſe inftared in the covenant of grace, as inveſted alſo with 
Cbarch-cavenan, children even of that free covenant of Lege in Chrift, Acts 3. 
25326, and bad the promiſes indefinjely, as Deut, 30,6. Fer- 3 3437 « Gen. 17.7. 
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Cc. belodging to them, Rom. 9. 4. and were children of God, Chrifts, Marth, 
x 5, 26. I deny not but John 1. 12. thoſe that tejected Chr iſt are called Chrifts 
on, but not becauſe of their right in him, or promiſe to them to own them as 
inthe covenant of grace, but as they were ingated to him in reſpect of his de- 
Iiverance out of Egypt, and other mercles to them, and thelr nearneſs of con- 
ſangulnity to him, as Paul calls Iſrael bj ſteſh, Rom, 1 1. 14, Chriſt being from 
them according to the fleſh, Rom. 9, 5. But to ſay that even then they were in 
the covenant of grace when they received not Chriſt , is to concelve they were in 
the Olive when they were broken off. And yet I deny not that they had in 
Chriſts time a right to circumcifion, but no external! right to the covenant of 
grace, as Mr C. dreams, 


SECT, LXIIL 


That the Covenant at Mount & inai was 4 Coeuant of Horks,and rot of E vunge- 
Heal grace, and that the Tewiſh ¶ hurch and $tate were but one body. 


. A Third object lon againR Mr C. his ſixth Concluſion is, they were under 
the old and firſt covenant which was formerly, &c. and not under the 

new, or inthe covenant of grace, 
© Tothis he anſwers, That even Sinai covenant could not diſanull that 
e covenant formerly made wich them in Abraham, and belng much later 
©« than it, Gal: 3. 16, 17. Aud after, when the covenant is faid to be new 
** and old, It is not divifio generi in ſpecies, but ſubjefi in adjunfa. So the 
© phraſes ¶ fir ſt and ſecond] Heb. g, note not two Teſtaments ſpecifically 
6c different, but numerically. Beſides, it's called a firit and ſecond Teſta- 
« ment, ſcil: in order of ſucceſſion: ſo the former Is (aid to be faulty com- 
ce paratlvely, not abſolutely. In a word, in wiy and manner of diſpenſation, 
& that was different from the covenant now dlſpenſed in teſpect of ceremor.y 
« of adminiſtration, not in the effentials, 

Reply, Ihe j anſwer of Mr C. I concelve is reduced to theſe two points, 
1. That the Fewes were under both covenants, that of Sinai, and that of Abra- 
ham ; 2. Thattheſe two covenants the firſt and the ſecond, the New and Old, 
mentioned Heb: 8, & g. differ in the way and manner of diſpenſation, in reſpect of 
ceremony of 1 not in tbe eſſentials. 

To whick I reply, ¶ That this is contrary to the Apoſtles ſuppoſition, that the 
ſame men which were under the covenant of mount Sinai, ſhould be under the 
promite : For he ſuppoſeth them to be caſt out, Gal: 4. 21, 30, and ſai:h,v.z1, 
we are not children of the hondwoman, that is, under the Law, v: 23, but of the 
free, that ls, the promiſe. Yea, cha: 3. 18, If yee be led by the Spirit ye are not 
under tbe Lam. The like whereto is (aid, Rom: 6: 14, Cal: 3, 10, 11, 121 deny 
not but that che Iews who were under the covenant of grace, that is, believers 
In Chriſt were both under the obedience of the Law, andthe hope of the Goſ- 
pel, and under the covenant of the Law ſo far as concerned theit proſperity in 
——— not In reſpect of righteouſneſs and life, or any other Eccleſiaſti- 
844: priviiege. 
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lu — wk Pop iſß Religion, that the Lm of Moſes aud the Gof- 
ed None in ance, c. Which I know not — how to diſtinguiſh 
from Mr C. his poſition, that the new and old covenant differ not in eſ- 
ſentials. Butler's examine it, The eſſentlals of a thing are the gem and 
difference : It is granted that the new and old, firſt and ſecond covenant dif- 
fer not in the genus, no more doth the covenant with Aden in innocency 
with Noah after the Flood, they are all covenants of God: But that there is 
no eſſentiall difference diflinguiſhing between the covenant at mount Sinai, 
and the new tovenan'; and that they differ in way aud manney of diſpenſation, in 
reſpe# of ceremony of adminiſtration, not in the eſſentials, is I am affured, a ma- 
nifeſt error both againſt Scripture, and I chink the Authors themſelves, though 
not only Mr C. here, but alſo the 4ſſembly Conſeſſion of Faith, c. 7. Art. 5. 
ſaich , The covenant of grace was adminiſtred, &. and i called the eld Tefts- 
ment, which to be meant of the covenant ot mount Sinai, I conceive from 
theſe words of Mr M. Def.nce page 188, © Alas Sir, why do you run into 
e thii needleſs and erroneous digreſſionꝰ I ſaid in my Sermon that the Mo- 
© rall Law was added 430 years after the covenant with Abraham, not 25 3 
te part of that covenaar, but as a School-maſter to whip them to Chriſt, that 
© they ſinding the impoſſibl'ity of keeping the Law, might more earneitly 
long aiter Chriſt, exhibited in thoſe ſhadowes of rites and ſacrifices, &c. 
t Bur to (ay that this covenant mentioned in the eighth of the Hebrews, was 
* the covenant of works, is a moſt erroneous doctrine: Look into rhe text 
and you ſhall find that the covenant which is there mentioned (which God 
« finds fault with, and calls the firſt covenant, in oppoſition to this better co- 
« yenant) had ordinances of divine worſhlp , had a $anRuary , a Ta- 
e bernacle,, Prieſts and High-prieſts, Sacriſices and other ri: es belonging to 
te the adminlſtration of it, Sir, was this the covenant of works? I hope 
c you will not own it in your next. 

Mr Anthony Burgeſs, another Aſſembly man, Vindic. Leg, Le. 24,main- 
rains with a diſtinction, the Law at mount Sinai 10 be a covenant of grace, 
Like whereto are the opinions of Mr Jobn Ball of the cournant of 
grace.ch, 7, page 10 2, Dr. Samuel Boulton, True bounds of ( briſtian freedom, 
page 130, Cc. Mr Thomas Blake, Vindic Feder. c. 24, Cc. But as in other 
things there is much diQating beſides the Scriptures, in the recelyed writings 
of men, ſo inthis, Mr C. ſaith, The difference between the old and new Cove- 
naut, ij in the way and manner of diſpenſation in reſp ect of ceremony of atminiftra« 
tion, not in the eſſentials. 

Concerning which it is to be obſerved , that to diſpenſe Is to lay cut as 2 
Stewarddoth lay out money. To diſpenſe a Covenant may be underftood 
either by making i: known, or performing the things promiſed on elther fide ; 
the ſame may be concelved to be meant by adminiſtration. The ceremony of ad- 
mini ſtration T underſtand not what it is, unleſs by it be meant the rites of the 
Old and New Teſtament. This then ſeems to be either all or the main diffe- 
rence Mr C. makes between the covenant made with Tſyael at mount & inai, and 
the new covenant confirmed in the blood of Chriſt wick Jewes and 
Genciles; that the former had Circumeiſion, the Paſſover, Sacrifices, c. 
by which the covenant of grace was made, or the things promiſed c 
we new cofenent had Paptiſm and „ n 5 Fee 
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miſe; and 6 an action; and when. mutuall there's a reciprocall action. I. 
know-not what other predicament to place ir in. The eſſentia s of a thing are 
in corporeall (ubſtances,marrer and forme, in other beings thoſe things which 
in propogtion to them ſhew What it is , and wherein ir is differenced from o- 
thers under the ſame genus, Which eſſentlals the Logicians call che genus and 
difference. The eſſentiall difference of one actlon from another, is the terminus 
or ellect, as heiting from cooling, in the object, ſubject, end. A Covenant 
being eſſentlally a promiſe, differs eſſetntlally from another promiſe, when the 
things promiſed are different, as the promiſe of land differs effentially from 
the promiſe of life; and when the conditions are different, though the things 
promiled be the ſame, as the promiſe of land to one for ſo much money is ef. 
{entially different from the promiſe of land upoa the condition of thanks, The 
covenant of works and of grace, are terms not uled in Scripture, But Rom. 11. 5, 
6, Election by grace and of works, Rom 4, 4, it is (aid, to him ihat worketh the 
reward is reckoned not according to grace, but according to debt, Epheſ. 2.8, 9, Tee 
are ſaued by grace, not of works, 2 Tim: 1.9, who hath ſaved us, and called us with 
an holy calling, not according is our works , but according to his own purpoſe and 
22 Timm 3. 5. He ſaved us not by works of righteouſneſs which we have done, 

us according to his own mercy. Yer I think the diſtinction right and good of 
the covenant of grace and the covenant of works. And the difference between 
them Is, 1. in the thing promiſed, the one promiſeth life upon obedience ta 
the Law given, but not ſtrengtih to do fr ; the other promlſetꝶ the Spirit to in- 
able for doing. 3. in the condition the one promiſeth life upon perfect obey 
dience, the * upon faith lu Chriſt, Theſe differences are confirmed from 
ſundry Texts, Rom: 10, 5. 20. 3. 6, 10, Gal. 3. 10, 12, 22, &c. I chiac 
in a promiſe the different end of the promiſer makes not an effential difference. 
I thiak it is the ſame promiſe eſſentially when one promiſech land upon cons 
dition of giving thanks, to ſhew his bounty; and another co engage him to 
his party, though the ends be different. My determination in this Wricing is 
az ic was in the former Exam-page 10 2. That the new Covenant is not the old 
renewed , but that they differ ſpecitically in the eſſentials, and not onely 
in Rites, and that the Covenant at. mouat Sin was a covenant of works : 
And this I prove, 

1. From that Text which here Me C. Mr Af. the Aſſembly and others 
Rand ſo much upon, to wit, Heb 8,8, 9. & 10. The old covenant there 
meant, is the covenant made with Iſrael at mount Fijuaz, which appears iu that 
it was the covenant which God made with the Father of the Iewes iu the day thus 
be took them bytheir band 10 bring them out of rhe land of e/Egypt. Now that 
covenaar differs eſſentially more than in Rites from the new covenant ; yea, 45 
a covenant of works is diffrent from the covenant of Evangelical grace, 1. Be- 
cauſe the new covenant is ſaid to be eſtabliſhed or ſetled as a Lam en better pro» 
miſes, Heb: 8.6. Now if the promiſes be better promiſes, it is becauſe they 
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force. By this alſo the covenant at mount Sinai ls proved nor to be the en= 
venant of Goſpel-grace : For then it had had as good promiſes, yea the 
ſame promiſes. 2. If it had been the covenant of grace, | on had abode in 
it, For that is a covenant, which they that are in continue in. But In the old 
covenant, or that at mount $inaj they abode not. v. 9. Ergo,&c.. 3. Thatis 
not the covenant of grace which is faulty, or (which is the mean ing of |: ) cc- 
caſioning God to complain, for dju4yuw1os , which we tranſlate F aulzieſs, is 
that which is wi hout complaint, and the meaning is, the firlt covenant occa- 
honed complaint of the Iſraelires,as It is v. B. guguphusrce, zap ais, cum 
jlaining of them (he doth nct ſay it, as Mr, M. ſeimsito have underRood it, as 
if God had found fault with the covenant ; that's a miſtake, he ſhould then 
hare found fault with his own act) beſaith, therefore for remedy ot ſuch 
complaint and jarring, a ſecond covenant was eſtabliſhed , which ſhould be 
us „ Maintleß, and therefore the covenant of grace takes away oc- 
calion of complaint, or finding fault, becauſe it pros idesfor them to whom lt 
was made, that they ſhould not ccc:fton God to complain by their breaking of 
ie, as the fit li covenant had dene, which was frulty, eccaſioning God to com- 
platn in chat it was broken, Mr C. ſaith, it was faulty comparatively, not abſa- 
lutely, and his meaning ſeems to be that the firſt covenan was faulty becauſe 
of irs impet fect manner of teaching the Goſpel, But he is therein miſtaken; 
For, as I ſhewed from the words, the firſt covenant is ſaid robe frulty , be- 
cauſe of the complaint of God againſt the Iſraelites, as not keeping it, as the 
holy Ghoſt expounds the word 12p$1@)os „ v. 7. by the expreſſion v. 8. pro- 
ving it not to have been faultleſß, that is, without complaint, becauſe be complained 
of them, v. 8, to wit, ihat tbey abode not ix it. v. g. which If it had been the cove- 
nant of Evangelical grace, they (hould certainly have done, becauſe that pro- 
vides for the keeping and perſcyerance in iii writing the lawes in their hearts, 
and forgiving their 2 

2. 1 he lame is further proved frum chap. 1 2. 18 Se. where l. he covenant 
At mount & inai is ſer down as given with hotror, to ſhew that it begat nothing 
but affrighrments even in the beſt Moſes kimſelf, whereas the covenant of grace 
begets joy and gladneſs before God. 2. It is laid the Hel tw Chriſtians were 
not come to, therefore it was nct the covenant of grace, 3. That they were 
come to Feſus the Mediator of the new covenant, v. 24 in oppolition to Moſes the 
Mediator of the old, 

3. From ch. 10, 29,where the hleod of the new covenant is (aid to ſanflifie. And 
ch. 13. 20. Chriſt brings back the ſheep by the blood of he everlaſting covenans. T his 
everlaſting covenant is that which was confirmed by the blood of Chiiſt o 
poſitly, ox in contradiſt inction 10 that which was confirmed ly the. blood of 
Calves ani q ont, Heb. 9. 19. Therefore that covenant was not everlaſting, 
nor confirmed. by Chriſts blood, and cenſequemy not the Covenant of 
grace 

4. The ſame is the expreſs doctrine of Paul, Gal. 4. 24. where he (aich, 
Agar and Sara are two covenants,and he ſaith, Agar, ot one ( bvenam, was, from 
mount Sinai, and that this genders to bondage, and # in bondage with her chil- 
Aren, v. 25.calls chem that are under It ſuch as are begonten accordiug to the fleſh, 
V. 29. to be caft out, v. 30. and oppoſeth it to Sargh, that is, the promiſe, the 
Feruſalem above who in free, mother of al believers, begetting children of the pro- 
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miſe, ber aftey the Firit, children of the free woman, Now what Is this but the 

covenant of grace, and the other of works. For the covenant of grace never 

genders to bondage, nor i in bondage with her children, who are nor according to 
the fleſh to be call out, but free;the mother of believers, bringing forth children of 
the promiſe born after the Spirit, children of the free woman. Therefore the coves 

nant'at mount Sinai, was not the ſame with the covenant of Goſpel-grace, 

but acovenant of works. 

5. In the ſame Epiſtle, chap. 3. 12. heſaith, the Law 5 ot of Faith, that 

is the covenant of the Law doth not promiſe righteouſneſs before God upon 
faith, but by works. v. 13, therefore the covenant of the Law was not the cove. 
nant of Goſpel-grace, 
6. The lame is expreſſed v. 16, 17, 18, 21, where the Law Is oppoſed to 
the iſes, the inheritance is denied to be by it, or that it could glve life, ot 
righteouſneſs by it, therefore it is not the covenant of grace, for life, rigb- 
teouſneſs and inheritance is by It. The like is Gal: 2. 21, Rom: 4.13, 14,15, 
16, & 3, 20, 21. 

7. From Rem 10. 5. where the Apoſtle expreſiy ſalth, that Moſes deſcribed 
the righteouſneſs of the lam that the man that doth them ſhall live in them, and this 
he makes oppoſite to the word of Faith: whence it follows it was the covenant 
of works, which was the Law: For what Is the covenant of workes but that 
which promiſeth life by doing the Law ? Nor doth it make againlt it to ſay, 
the Apoſtle, v. 4. ſaith, Chriſt was the end of the law for righteouſneſs to every 
one that believeth : for in whatſoever ſenſe that be meant, yet it is certain the 
denomination ofa covenant ot grace or of works, is not taken from 1he end of 
the Covenanter, or the conſequent on the covenant or command, but the pro» 
miſe and condition; therefore what ever end God had in giving the law, or 
what event ſoever fel] out upon it, yet the covenant of the law promi ſing rigb- 
teonſneſs upon perfect obedience to the law, and not o:herwile , it Is to be ter 
med a covenant of works, not of Coſpel· grace. 

8. From Rom. 6. 14. where the Apoſtle ſaith, Sin ſhall not have dominion 
ever, for ye are not under the lam, but under grace, which ſuppoſeth that they 
who are under the law, are not under grace; which cannot be under ſtood of 
the command of the Jaw , for men may be and are under the command of it, 
and yet under grace: therefore by the law is meant the covenant of the law, 
and then they which are under the covenant of the law, are not under grace, 
which they ſhou'd be, il the covenant of the law were generally the ſame wich the 
covenant of grace, 

9. From Rom: 7. 4. We are dead to the Lam by the body of Chriſt, v. 6, We 
are delivereſ, cras Iwould read it, we are diſcharged (xgIneyiftnusy ) from 
the lam, even the Moral law, v 7.not as a rule of obedience, but as 4 Hus hand, 
or Covenant, on which we depend for maintenance, help, ſupp'y, ſen:ence, 
countenance, reward. But it the law were the covenant of grace, we ſhould 
not be dead to it, or delivered from it: Exeo. 

10. From 2 Cor. 3, 6, the cove 2 is called the letter which kil⸗ 
lerb, oppoſite to the new covenant in whith the Spirit which quickneth is minifired, 
and V 7. he expreſlycalls it the miniſtration of death graven in ſtones, the mim. 
ſtratien of condemnation, v. 9, oppoſite to the miniftration of righteouſneſs , of 
which Paul denies himſelf to ve a Minifler, therefore k was not the covenane 
of © vangelical grace, bur of dre. J730 
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Yea Mr Cobbet himſelf, page 6 5. The covenant in Horeb had the flipulation of, 
Doſo and live, not ſo in the covenant of grace that was e ſhewed 1 
way of wor i, gave not grace to al it, was againſi u, c. Lhe 4ſembly 
Confeſſ. of Faith, c. 7. An. 2. ch. 19 Art. I, cl al: 82 10. J, Gal. 
3, 10, which ſpeak of the covenant of the la td ſhew- aha cvehant 0 Hark: 
made with Adam, which ſhews they take them to bethe fame , or heed not 
vit they cite, chep. 19. Art, 6. True belicuem are nat under the law 
4 4 covenant of works , not 4s due to them by the Lam as a (wenant 
of works. Greater Catech:page 25. The te are delivered from the Mo- 
yall law as 4 covenant of marks. Yea Mr A. his words denying, the law ta he part 
of the covenant made to Abraham, hat as 4 Schoolmafter'ts. wbip them to Chrift, 
impoſſible to be kept (which are not to be (aid of the covenant of grace); doth 
in effect make it the covenant of works, Mr Amboy Burgeſs when: hediſtin- 
guiſheth vindic. legis, lect. 24. pag. 223, ſalth the law conſidered more largly, as that 
whole Doctri ue delivered on mount Sinal with the preface and promiſes adjoyned, 
and all things that may be reduce i to it, was a covenant of grace but more ſtrict- 
ly, 48 it is an abſtrafled rule of righteouſneſs bolding forth life uten no terms 
but perfe# obedience abiiraficd from Moſes bis adminifiratien of it ; was 
not ofgrate but of works. | 
In which words, he denies not that it held forth life upon no terms but per- 
ſet obedience, and ſo it was 4 Covenant not of grace but of works. 2 heſhews 
not that it was given as a Covenant upon any other terms, or that it did pro- 
— or promĩſe righteouſneſs before God upon condition of talth in Chriſt: 
ut only tels us, take the Law for the whole doctrine & c. Which is in effect 
all one as to ſiy, The covenant God made was of works, yet withal he deli- 
vered many things, which ſhe ved he would a ſo have the n look at Chriſt, ( 
which we grant true) but no where that he promiſed righteouſneſs through 
Chriſt in that Covenant Mr. Blake Vindic. Fad c 24. pig. 174. the Law 
% taken ſometimes in ibat ſtrict ſenſe as comainivg a ((ovenant of works and hold- 
2g forth li ſe upon condition of perſe obedience, So Rom. 10 5, 6. and 3. 21,2. 
Gal 3.18, Ir were no hard matter to ſhew many of Proteſtant Writers who 
call the Covenant of the Law at mount Sinai the Covenant of works, but 
th:ſe ſuffice, Whit is cbj-ed tothe contrary is not from the tenor of the co- 
y nant, but from ſom: ad juncts of i:. as 1 becauſe there were ſacrafices & other 
rites appointed it muſt be a Covenant of grace. Anſwer the (acrafices as they were 
eomm inded, ſo they did belong to the Covenant of works, But as God uſed 
them as ſhadows and types of Chriſt to come, ſothey ſigniſie Gods purpoſe 
o Goſpel-grace in Chriſt, but by another Covenant, not chat at mount Sinai. 
2 Gods end was uit to give life by the Lam, hut to direct io C hriſt. Anſwer 11 
grant the fir it and thence it appears he intended it not for a covenant of grace. 
2. it directed not to Chriſt as it was propounded Covenant- wiſe, but by ac- 
ciden: in that it made known fin, and ſo made Chriſt appear neceſſary, and 
this aiſo proves that ic was of it ſelf as propounded a Covenant of workes. 3 
Qed could not enter into 4 Covenant of works with man fallen, Antwer ; True, 
0 a3 to juſtifie him by it yet for other ends he may, as tp diſcover ſu, ſhew 
mans impoteney. As Chriſt ſaid to the young man Ab. if.zbou 
wilt enter into life keepe the commandements — heknew he cod ot bave 
life that way, and v 21. commands him 20. el all, thuugh. it did bur Wer 
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Judged ſuch, from the tenor of the promiſe and condition, nor from G6dg 
ends. For if ſo, then the Goſpel it ſelf, being ſent to ſome to harden them, 
ſhould be a Cqvenant of works, becauſe the end was to to condemn them by 
it, 4 That God begi Dgealogue with T am the Lord thy God c. Anſw. 
x He is faid to be the God of the ſpirits of all fleſh: Numb. 16. 22. yerthere« 
by is not proved all are in the Covenant of grace. 2 It way be underſtood, 
that he was their God de jure, that he had right to command them, becauſe 
he brough them out of Egypt. z theplain anſwer Is that he was their God 20 
cording to the Covenant of grace made with Abraham antecedently to the 
giving ofthe Law, not by the Covenant of the Law. And for that which is 
often objected 3hatin'the ſecond commandement God promiſed mercy to thouſands, 
but he promi ſeth uo merey bit in a Covenant of grace, I know how that can be 
roved, I concieve that God did and doth ſſiew temporall mercies out of his 
ong patience, by the Covenant of the Law, though no man be jultifed by 
It before God, neither Pſal. 105.8, nor any other prove that the Covenant 
at mount Sinai was the fame with that to Abraham, though the promile of 
Canaan wis to 4 1000 generations, yet on condition of . obedience Dan 94 
Terem.11.4;6,7,8. when they brake Gods Laws they were cxpelled, and ſo 
when they ſlew the heir of the Loyd of the vicuard he rock bis kingdorne ſrom them 
and gave it 10 a nation bringing ſorth the fruits of it, Matth. 21. 43. I do not 
ſay that a naturall covenant ex natura rei, is a covenant of wot ks, but it is un- 
doubted , that the covenant on mount Sinai was 2 covenant made with the 
whole nation of the-Jewes, and it is proved before to have been a cœvenant ot 
works. It is untruly ſaid , That the Goſpel- covenant, Gal. 3. 9. was of 4 tid+ 
tional nature, For that is a national Covenant, which is made with a 
whole nation, that is all the people detcended trom ſuch a ſteck, whertasy, 
9. the Apoſtle Ly ſaying, ſo then they that are of the faith of Abraham ae ble- 
ſed with faithful Abraham, plainly expounds who he means by all naticus v. 
8. to wit not whole nations, but belic vers of all natlons. The Covenart 
of works at mount Sinai thought did not juſtihe before Ged , yet i: held 
that nation in Canaan till they (er up other Gods and revolied from the true 
God, and upon their forſaking Idols, they might plead it fer the reſtoring of 
them to their on land, or continuance in it. Vea God did condeſcend fo 
for that if there had been in Teruſalem 4 man that had execimed judgment aud 
fought truth he would have pardoned it, and not brought the Chaldeans upon it 
to burn it Jerem, g. 1. It ls true the Goſpel threatens and executes corperal puniſh» 
ments, and promiſe h reward to nhe diſobeying er obcying of it, but not an cx- 
-pulſion out of or ſetling in = one Country of an entire nation, but perſo- 
nal evils or rewards upon perſonaldiſobedience or obedience. The Covenant 
of grace admits of us carnal byfocyites, nor is it ſo ſaid Gal 4. 21, 22, 23. 
though ic's not denied but many who are admitted into the viſible Church 
are ſuch. . 

To the eight objection, That was in the fleſh,this in the heart, Mr. C. (peaks 
thus. Anſw. was that only in their fleſh twas not the word of Covenant as well 
In thelx heart as Moſes judging Ecclefieftically avewerb of Tſrael Peut. 29.10, 11. 
e with $0.11,12,13,1 4. ſo Iſai. j 1. 7. Gods covenant now is to write bis Law 
in dur heeyrs Heb. 8. bus i nos all i bas included in ih, I will be your God ? whence 

all is incloſed up in thus pbraſe ibid. or was not the firft made io ibe Tews after theit 
een m wane expreſſy, Ir. 3 3, 1 e ney , 


(32-2)? 
» Reply; The objeQion I concleve (though I donor well know whoſete: 
u) is this, chat the covenant at mount ini with the Tewiſh nation, ar the 
covenant with A braham.Gen.1 7.were not the ſame wichthe covHenant, for iat 
wasinthe fleſh in circumcifion, or with the fleſhly Jew In that ayzmnouncF#i- 
vi, this is the heart by writing Gods Law there and com -onely, 
them in whoſe hearts Gods Lans are written, And indeed this differencethe 
Apoſtle makes between the Covenant of the Law and the Golpel, the one 
was of the lerter, the other of the ſpirit 2, Cr. 3. 6. the promiſe of the ſpirit i 
aid to be by faith al. 3. 14. and in the new covenant this is made the promiſe 
ſifferent trom what was in the firſt which was faulty for want. of it Heb. 8B. 10. 
dthat God would write bis laws intheir hearts. now what Mr. C. ſpeaks ſeems to 
me no whit to infring ihis. For though it is true, the word of Covenant was 
in their bearts, yet It is true, if meant of ſanctifying 2 „only of the 
elect/ not all Abrahams natural ſeed, or the whole body of Iſrael. How 
Moſes is (aid tojudg Ecclefraſtically I underſtand not. Deut. 29. 10, 11. &c. 
with 30.11,12,13,14. do not rovethat Aſoſes avowed of every Iſralite that 
the word of covenant was in their heart. In ſome places doubtleſs the pramile- 
[ I will be your God ] includs alſo the writing of Gods Laws in our heart, 
nor will 1 deny it included in che promiſe Gen, 17.7.But I do then not under 
ſtand It of every Iſraclite in that tenſe: for if fo then I muſt make Gods word. 
fal,fith he doth not petform ĩt to al. And for that which Mr. C. ſeems to hold, 

that they had the promiſe diſpenſed unto them with execution of the covenant, it is in 

my apprehenſion to charg God wich falſhood.if any ſay I wrong Mr. C. let him 
conſtrue this paſſage otherwiſe if he can [ yea but God did not actually write 
ſuch boly diſpoſitions in them : ſuppoſe he did net: that is the execution of the cove- 
nant, as ſor the very berith or Covenant it ſelf, it is the promiſe whereof diſpenſ- 
ed to them, and this they Had both Gen.17, and Dent. 3 0.6. To circumciſe the 
heart to love Gad is to imprint gracious diſpofitions 3 to promiſe the ſame to them 

k-4 Covenant to imprint it and ſo he did covenant with them and theirs ibid ] In 

which words he ſcems plain'y to make God promiſe to imprint in ſome the 
ratious diſpoſions he doth nor actually imprint, which is to make God not 

— his word ; nor is the matter mended by 28.ing, ᷣ net Gods Covenant 

now alſo ſacramentally on our bodies too, and in many no further ? For Ig rant 

many are baptixed, who are not regenerate, yet I do not believe Gods Cove- 
gant of grace s to any ſuch, or as Mr. C. (peaks Gods Covenant to write his 

Laws in their bearts is to any ſuch, Nor do I think chat either Terem.3 1 · 33. 

or Deut.z0.6, God promiſeth to all Iſtaeliis to write holy. diſpoſitlons in 

their hearts, bus only to the elect; nor to theſe in his covenant at mount Si- 

244, though he made: heſe promiſes to ſome of the natural ſeed of Iirael. nei- 

ther Rom. 11, from 16.. to 24. ner Gen.q.15,16, (Compared with Gen.6.1,2, 

nor Gen.17.18.19,20,:1, compared with Gen.21.9,10,11,12, avd gal. 
nor Heb.13-15,16.17., prove that either Cain or Iuunzel or Elau were ever 
ln the Covenant of Evangelical grace, ndr is there any text that proves that 
he nem covenant is intalled to natural generations of the muſt Gogly men. 
Mr. C. in anſwer to the tench ohjection ſalth thus. Bus it's falſe 10 ſay 1he 
nandemem gave right to Covenam Imereſt. ſnce Covenant right was fir 
Jromiſed and declared is be the ground of that commanded ſervice of whe inituacory 
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deity unt ſayyou ſnuſt be of ave circumciſed and thevefate I will be youy God: But 1 

| thy ſeed, ther thou and th be cireumtiſed; 

apt pr ors 4 — ar te whe 9 * 
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n l reply ; I donfeſs it were ridiculous for any to ſay the eommanã 
dement x uve right to covenan · intereſt, or covenant- right. For what is co- 
venant· intereſt, but intereſt in the covenant, and covenant- right, but righe 
from the covenant ? But ſetting aſide Mr C. hls inept phraſiſy ings, (wh 
I count to be Pædobaptiſts gibberiſh) It is not falſe, but manifeſt truth, that 
ic is the command of God onely that givetitle to perſons to be circumciſed, 
aud is the Rule to know who are to be clrcumciſed and who not, os I have of- 
ten proved andſhewed to bein eſſect confeſſed by Mr M. As for Mr. C. his 
inference from [thou therefore, Gen, u 7. 3. ] it is anſwered often before in 
che firſt part of this Review, See 5. and ellwhere, that neither is the rea. 
ding certain [thoutherefore] nor doth the inference ariſe meerly from the 
Iſegv.7.nor is the inference at all of. a tight io citcumciſion, but of a duty, 
nor is this duty urged from each circumciſed perſons intereſt in the covenant 
but Gods making it with A brabam. Nor is it true, That the nature of 4 Seal 
ſeth a covenant to be ſealed , ſich other things are to be lealed , as Letters, 
Books, Stones, Men, Fountains, &c. beſides covenants, Abrabams clrcumci- 
ſion, Nom. 4. 1 1. was a ſeal not of a covenant of ſome things to be done, but of 
the righieoufne ſ of faith which he had yer being uncircumciſed, & it it were true, 
yet is it as little to the parpoſe, fich there may be a covenant ſealed to a perſon 
that hath no intereſt in the promiſe, as when ones name is uſed'onely as a 
Truſtee for others. And for what is ſaid, That the commandment required only 
a maleof eight dayes old 10 be cireumciſed , (which Mr. C. ſcems to conceive 
falſe) meaning not before the eighth day, ls ſo plain by reading the chapter, 
that I ſhould make queſtion of his wit or his forchead that ſhould deny it. And 
the reaſon thus expreſt is as frivolous, The promiſe heing made indefinitely tothe 
ſeed whether male or female, and not 10 the eighth day old ſeed, but to the ſeed albeit 
but a day old For though the promiſe be to the child of one day old, yet the com- 
mand is not to him, nor Is he to be circumciſed, and therefore che ſeal fol. 
lows ner the covenant, but the command even where the promiſe goes before, 
What he adds, Elſe what had become of them if they had died then, in reſpe# of 
the ordinary covenant means of their good, Rom. 9. 6. Mcthinks Mr. (C. _ 
have as ealily anſwered himſelf as he would do a Papilt pleading this very plea 
forthe neceſiny of infants baptiſm to falvation, or about the caſe of famales, 
or ſtill· botn Infants, Surely he would ſay, God ſupplies that without meant, 
which he beſtowes on others by ordinary means, and ſo infants of a day old 
my ſpeed well without circumcifion. Lo what purpoſe Row. 9. 6. comes in 
here I know not: This and ſome other paſſages ſeem to be the inconſiderare 
ſpeeches of a man dreaming. 
To che objection, wu tbe Few? the Church and State were the ſame, but nut 
ſe nom. Mr. C. thus writes, Anſw. God never confounded Church and Civll 


Crate _ "Den or now. Who dare make God 1 4 which 
& the'Goll of onder? He then heje them ſeveral, paling in the Civill Stare with 
the , with which the @ ſuch dealt mos, but as Civil raſes came in- 
ter a Church confilferation. She eremonigls 
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weh in tber own Sphearr, The Eldersof the Aſſemblies know and aRted in their 
Ecclefia(tically without iu: exruption from Civill offiters, or intruding upon 
civil ofſcers as ſuch, as Joſh. 9. & 16. 1, 2, Acts 14. Luke 4. The matters of 
the King and of the Lord were carefully bounded and ſundred, 2 Chron. 
17-11, . 
nſw. According tothe conſthutlon of the Jewiſh people by God, the 
Church was not one body and the State another , but all the ſame perſons 
wer: of the Church, who were members of the Common- wealth, that 
had the right of a Ic, had the right of a Church-member , nor were any ta- 
ken in or caſt cut of the one, but withal! ke was taken in or caſt out of the o- 
ther, Nor here by is God made the Auhorof conſuſion, but good order was 
ſerled & kept In this way of colncidency ot S:a:e Civll and Eccleſiaſtical. Nor 
is it true that God keps the ( hurch and Crvill S tate ſeverally or pated in the ¶ vill 
State with Judicial, by which it was divided from the Church. In the 
Churchthe Priclt dealt as well in judicials as in ceremonials, the Prieſt and 
the Levite as well as the Tudge gave ſentence in manters of blood and plea, as well 
as berween ſiroak and ſtroak, Deus. 17.8,9. Eli, Samuel, Tehoiadah judged 1(- 
rael, managed State-affairs as wel as Temple ſeryice, Nor {do I know any 
ſuch Iudicials, but that they did belong to the Chu@h or Prieſts (who were 
Judges) as well as ta the Civill State, hat is, the Princes, As there were ce- 
remoalals and morals to regulate Kings and Princes, ſo there were alſo lawes 
to tegulate ihe Prleſta. But no where do we read of any Court kept by the 
Church, ot Officers of the Church, that is, Pri: ſts and Levits, wherein to 
cenſure Kings and Princes for meer motall fins called now (ſomewhat be- 
ſides the Scripture uſe of the word) Scandals ) though we find Princes depclmg 
Prieſts. It is true, Prieſts, Levits and Elders had their proper work and moped 
onely ju heir mn Sphears. And ſo had Princes and Souldiers, but not ſo as to 
male tw diltin& Corporations in Iſrael. It by Elders of the A ſſemblies which 
kun ti added Eccleſtaſlically in their places, he mean any other than the Pric its, 
and by thejr. E ie leſiaſticall nam ing and acting, the taking cognizance of moral 
evils, and proceeding againſtchem. by Eccletiaſticall cenlure in a Court di- 
fin ct from the Civill, I muſt-confeſs I find not either ſuch Aſſembly, or ſuch 
proceedings la the texts brought by Mr ( or any other, I grant there was 
adiſtiſtinQion between zbe matters of the King and of the Lord, 2 Chro. 19.11. 
& chat Amt iah rbecbicf Pricſt was over the Indges whom Tohoſhaphatiſent forth 
inal, matters of the Lord, and Z ebaliab the Ruler of the houſe of Indab, for all 
the Kinga manert. But this doth not prove that theſe men did keep (everalt+ 
Courts, but that in the lame Syzedrium theſe perſons were belt fitted to direct: 
the one in one ſort of matters, the other in the other ; As in a Parliament, Se- 
nate, or Council of Lords, Biſhops, Lawyers, Souldlers, though they ſit and 
act together, yet one may be more ſpecially for one buſineſs and another for 
the other, Nor doth it appear that Teboſbaphat ↄſſigned in the Cities ſome 
Judges for one kind of cauſes, and others for others But becauſe there was 
cccahonro/have recourſe in man difficult caſes to the Synedram at Ternſalem, 
he inſtruRs hem whom they ſhauld have there for their help, 2ccording to the 
law, Pcs, 17, 8,9,6%. But I leavethe Reader to Mr Seldens books de Syne- 
drijs Exraerwn, to reſolve him in this point. 
What Mt C. gubercth out of the 1 I. S. chat he ſaith, That God 
mate 
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made 4 covenant of grace in gencrall and ſo with the body of the Femes in. 
fants and all, ſerves not Mr C, his turn, unleſs he meant his natural! ſeed in- 
generall, which that he did grant In — of Evangelicall' grace, I do not 
belleve, Wbat he ſa ich touching Baptiſm, that it ſealeth the Covenant indeß . 
nitely to all ſorts, and that it ſealeih an infants preſent, ſederall grace, and unte 
ſuture grace: likewiſe unto grownones it ſealeth ferſonall grace leſs principally, co- 
venant-grace principalty, is meer fancy without any Scripture, which makes r.0 
ſuch diſlinctiors of federall grace and perſonall, of the ſealing one grace prin« 
cipally,another leſs principally, of ſealing an infants preſent federall grace, 
and unto future grace , cf baptiſm, ſealing the covenant indefinitly to all 
ſorts, which the Scripture makes the act of the perſon baptized only to te- 
Kike his own repentance and faith. 

I proceed to examine the nlath Section of that Chapter, Sect. 9 Mr C. ſets 
down thus Concluſion, That the covenant- intereſt, at leaſt externall and Eccleſ . 
aſticall of Infants of inchurched believers is Goſpel as well as ſuch Covenants 


intereſt of grown perſons. 


— 


8E Cr. XLIV. 


Aninadverſon / on the nimh Section of the ſame ¶ bapter, in which the Covenant- 
i ntereſt external and Ecclefiaſtical of infants of inchurched believers is freten- 
ded, not proved to be Goſpel, in which his allegations of Deut. 30. 6, Cc. Gen. 
17.8. Luke 19 9. Deut. 29.10, &c. Exch. 16. 1, Cc. Gen, 9. 21. 26. 
and other places are examined. 


W my Examen page 51, I ſald, They that ſay the Covenant of 
grace belongs not onely to believers, but alſo to their natutall chil- 
dren, whether believing or not, theſe add to the Goſpel, and the Apoſtle ſalth 
of ſuch, Gal. 1,8, 9. Let him be accurſed. And page 122 It Is nowrongto 
ſay ic, that it is a new Goſpel to affirm that this is one of the promiſes of the 
covenant of grace, That God wil be the God of believers and of thelr ſed z 
that the ſeed of believers are taken into covenant with thelr parents, I cannot 
derive its pedigree higher than Zuinglizs. To this Mr C. oppoſeth his ſeventh 
Concluſion with ambiguity and ſeeming heſitancy. For what elſe can be the 
reaſon of thoſe terms [at leaſt as well] which are not Ifke the expreſſions ofa 
man that Is well reſolved what to hold? But that we may rip up this Conclu- 
fron, 1. He ſuppoſeth that right to outward ordinances, or more particularly 
to an initiall ſeal , is covenant-intereſt from the covenant of grace, which is fl 
miſtake, as I have often ſhewed. 2. That ſuch externall covenant Intereſt 
of grown perſons is Goſpel without Scripture, which mentions onely juſtifi- 
cation by faith and life by Chriſt to be the Goſpelsnor ſuch a covenant inte- 
reſt ( as they call ic ) which may be to reprob ites as well as to eleR perſons, 
3. He ſpeaks of believers inchurched by ſuch a covenant as the Scriprure 
mentions not, 4. He annexeth the covenant intereſt he ſpeakes of to this 
Church-covenant as well as to the covenant of grace without any warrant but 
his own conceit, nor ſhewes how far it is anrexed to the one with or without 
the other, 5, He aſſerts the covenant intereſt at leaft externall and bony 
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aſticall of Infants of inchurched believers. 6. That this Is Goſpel, Tha 
ficlt place he brings for his Conclufion is Deut. 30, 6, 12, 12, 13, 14, com” 
pared with Rom. 10. 6,7,8, and ſaith, The mater of the promiſe, ſcil: inward po- 
wer of grace ſheweth it was a Goſyel-promiſe lite that Heb. 8. 10, 11,12. 

An. This is enough to ſhew the impertinency of this text to prove the meer 
externall Eccleſiaſticall intereſt of infants of inchurched believers. For it 
contains that promiſe of inward grace, which Mr. B. ſaith, belongs onely to the 
ele. Friendly Accom. pag.362., 1 Saith he, Now this was made 10 the ſeed 
or children of ibeſe church members, as ch. 29.14,15. here ij not any evaſion as is 
uſuall in mentioning Abrahams ſeed, &c. this people to whom this was made, being 
nor ſo ſpiritual ibemſelver. 

Anſw. = that the promiſe Deut. 30. 6. of cirrumciſing thine beart and 
the heart of thy ſeed, is meant of the ſeed ot thoſe then aſſembled, but not of al 
their ſeed, but onely ſuch as were elect, nor at all times, but a ſpeciall time, up- 
on their return to God when they were in captivity, nor at all to their infant- 
ſeed but to thelr grown ſeed, as Mr B. proves In the words and place aboveci- 
red, Friendly Accom. page 361. And whereas Mr. C. conceives the people to 
whom this promiſe,was made, not ſo ſpiritual, he is miſtaken. For if God promiſed 
to. clrcumciſe their heart, they mult be ſpiritual. 3 That it was not 4 bare ten- 
der, which I grant. 4. Caith he, Leſt any doubt ſhould ariſe bow ibi ſbould be 
ratified and made good, Moſes prophetically ſetteih out ¶ Hriſt as dead and riſen in 
wh.m this covenant was ratified, v. 12, 13. All whichthe Apoſite furrber ex- 
flaincih, Rom. 0.6, 7, 8 

| Anſw, I do not conceive that either Moſes, Deu. 30. 11, 12, 13. uſeth 
the words there to ſhew how the promiſe, v. 30. 6. ſhould be ratified, or that 
he prophetically ſetteth out Chriſt as dead and riſen, Deut. 30. 11, 18, 13. or 
that the Apoſtle, Rom. 10 6, 7,8. ſo explains it. He that reads the chapter 
may perce ve, that Deus. 30. v 11,12, 13, 14. are brought to this end, that 
Moſes might prevent the excuſe which might be made for their diſobedience by 
alleaging that Gods lawes were at ſuch a diſtance from them as that they could 
not come to them. And though it is true that the Apoſtle appii-s thoſe werds to 
the word of faith, Rom. 10. 6, 7, 8B. yet it is maniteſt that it was not a predi- 
Rion of ChriſtsreſurreRion, as there the words ſtand, 1. from Deu. 30. 10. 
where the commandment mentioned v. 11. is (aid expreſly to be [Gods com- 
mandment and ſtatute which are written in this Book of the Law.] 1. That'it 
was thit which was nigh to them that they might hear it and do it. v. 14 which 
is meant ot the Law, not of the word of faith concerning Chriſt dead and bi- 
ſen, which was not to be done by us, but to be believed, Rigbtly ſaith Bega, 
A mot. ad Rom. 10.8. T3 pnua, Hebr. JN baddabaer, quo vocabulo ae 
intelligit legem quam Dominus voce ſua promulgavit, audiente univcrſo populo ſuo, 
ita ut nullam ignorantiam poſſi rætexere, eum ejus tabulas baberet de{criptas, 
tanquam adeo finguli ex re citare poſſent, & intus haberem quaſs in cognitione c- 
animo inſculptam: ſed quod Moſes dixit de lege, hoc totum Paulus ad Evangelium 
acommod at per allufionem. Piſc: Auvalyſ. alludit Apeſſ olus ad verba Mofis, Deut. 
30. 12, Diedati Aunot on Nom. 10.6. [ ſpetheth on this wiſe] S. Paul [makes 
uſe of this paſſage,though ſpoken in another ſenſe. | 

1 ke like to which he doth in the ſame Chapter: v.18. alledging the words 

am, 19, 4. concerning the preaching the Goſpel in all the! world, 
| S( 2 which 
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which is undeniably meant af the courſe of the heavens, Nor is it of fotceto 
overthrow this expoliiongto ſay, that the word Deut. 30. 14.4 ſaid 10 be in 
their heart, tor 40 be in tbeir heart is there no more than to beundei ſtood by 
them though they tre : iſobed ent, and might bet rue of the law os wel as the 
Goſpel, Noi is it any di par gement tothe holy writings, io ſay ihat ſume · 
times holy wiiters accommodate to their purpaſe words tha: have o het mea- 
Bing in thepl:ces where they ſtand, Whence I infer that the words v. 11, 
L be Commandement which I,commandabce ih day] do not prove that thexeby 
is meant che very Goſpel- Covenant ra: ĩſied in Chiiſt, but the Command- 
ment given in Hereb Deut. 29 4. nor is there any ſhew ot like!ih ood iat the 
words Deut. 30. 1112,13, 14 ſhould be meant of the promiſe v. 6. of circumciſ- 
ang ibe heart of their ſeed tot that was nat to be done by tkem, but God. And 
though ĩt be true that Aſofes, had that day propounded the Commandments 45 4 
mutual Covenant betwixt them and God, as wel.as God and ibem the parents or 
rulers ſtipulating ibereix in bobalſ of themſelves and Chidren ( or rather in the 
behalte of the whole nation in preſent being and unborn poſterity ) and ſo jy 
reference to them alſo a conditional covena t that day in the plains of MoabyDan, 
29.1.9, 10, 11, 12, 13,14,15,29, and 30.6,7,3,9,19,11,12,13,14. yet 
the covenant was on their part to keep the commandments of the Lay for 
their proſperity Dent. 29.9, not to believe in Chriſt (which few of them 
paderſtood),. And ben it Is ſaid Deut. 29. 13. that it was that God might 
eſtabliſh them that day for a people to himſelf, and that be might be unto them 8 
od, it is not meant that they ſhould be all bellevers, and God to them 8 
Juſtifying and ſaving Odd in Chriſt, Mr. B's, words in his Friendly atem - 
modation,pag.361., And for that which you urge L Ero Dem tui & ſemink ] [ 
doubt you will not prove thus it reacheth ſo far as youſprak. It ſuſficerhthat Go 
wlll be to them a Gag of mercy and do for them all that % neceſſary to put them in 
ſtatum ſalutis pro coyditione paroulorum, and Mr. C's cwn expoſition, I will 
be a God toſome in reſpeFt af external imerefi, ſuem that to be a God 10 ſome 
dock not neceſſarily infer they ſha}l be regenerate and ſo the covenant of 
ſaying grace in Chriſt be gathered thence; And therefore I deny that 
Deut.z0.6.11,12, 13, 14. compered wi:h Rom. 10 6,7,8, doevidently or ob- 
curely prove, that the Covenant-jnicreft ( external as he cals it) © of in- 
*© churched ſtipulat ing parents children is Goſpel, or that the Apoſtles preæ- 
© ched this docttine, or that believers arc to eye the covenant in ſuch a latitude 
© as to their children with them by faich, or that the eſſentials of the Cove- 
9: nant of grace in the latitude gf the extent thereof to coyenant parents with 
© their children held forth in the old Teſtament was delivered and held forth 
* 23 valld to the faith of the Saints in the new and after Chrilts Incarnat ion. 
* Nor doth Peter propound the word of true faith in ſuch a latitude as with 
& reference to thelr children, (in Mr. C' ſence) Act.. 3039. And 
zqhough Paul hold forth Ram. 3. 14,15. the abounding of Chriſts grace 
(co them that are Chriſts) ia the gift of righteouſneſs, yerthar any ſuch ing 
as external Eccleſiaſtical covenant intereſt to the natural ſeed evers 
held forth Rom. 5.14,15-is Mr. C's, palpzble dotage. And how 2 
39. Rom. 1 1. 16, 1,18, 1. 1 Cer. 7, 14. are miltaken Is ſhewed in the | 
rt of this Review and in thisthird part. Aut Mr. C. falls to 1 
Fa which believers, & (wb, baue, da, and ought to belicus 6 4 branch of the 
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vmenum of grace, thit is Goſpel; but this # of that in'nature,ergo. The major 
needs noproof: the ſormer text alſo cleating he ſame : the majer de jure is evi- 
dent : they ought to believe the hl Covenant male with them, as evident, 
ſulch muſt be us large as the object, the (roenant is the word of faith. And ſo 
he proceedes in more words, 8 

hereumo L anſwer, I grant hlsHE,R/. but Mr, C. ſeems not to heed 
his own'Syllogiſm, For he tels us the nor de jure i; evident, they owght 70 
beteve and by which words be ſcemsꝰ to have corideved, that this Was the my. 
wr, thut they 20 belicve the h le Civenunt: whereas his & to he gto- 
ved was this ¶ the external, Eccleſi iſt ical intereſt of Tuſanti of iuchurehed deli 
vers i thut which believers, #s fach, hae, Js and difght to belfeiie as a branch of + 
the Covenent of grate ]. Bur Mr. C. as a than weaty ofdiſpuringtalsto 
dictating way again after his confuſed manner leaving his reader to Aim at 
what he would prove, and how. That watch he ſhould prove is, that the ex- 
ternal Ecclefaſtrcal imeveſt of Infants of inc burched believers ij that which helic- 
vert, as ſuchy have, Io and onght to bete ve as a byanch of the covendht of grace: ſure» 
ly if they oughe to believe it he ſhould produce ſome promiſe or declaration 
that ayowes it as a conſſ ant and eerrain think. But inſtead thereof he fals to 
Gen.17.7. and tels us, God in mating a Covenant in 4 Churth reference eſpecially, 
in was that with Abraham Gen. 17.7 he raktth in their ſetl of children as joins co 
wnenters but what he means by Gods making a covenant in a Church veferinbe,ot 

In which words he takes believers ſetd 28 julnt covenanters withtheit patents, 
or In which words the external Eccleſiaſtical imereſt of every believers narurat 

child may be proved, he ſhews not, nor can ſhew, there being no mans ſeed: bur 

rAbruhoms there mentioned. He goes on thus; Hence the phyaſe of ſeed in ther 
generations taking in parents generating and children begonten, a 1 Ar 

whom Churches, are like to be continued. An ſw. It is true it is (ald Gen. 17. 9. 10 

Abraham [1hou ſhalt keep my Covenant; therefore thou and ity ſetd after thee in 

their generations ] and this Covenant isv.10, every n child among you ſhat 

becirtumciſed Bur that this phraſe [ ſeed after A brabam in their generations] 
ſhould infer that God taketh in believerig paents generating and children be- 
gotten even of the Gentiles in the Covenant of grace at leaſt in reſpect of ex- 
ternal ecele ſ aſtical intereſt is yet to me a riddle, I know no more to be infer- 
red thence but tha, hat not only Abraham, but alſo the Iſraelites his poſterity 
were bound to circumc iſe thelt males in their generations, But we have more 

ol this ſtuſſe. 

« Whence ( ſaiih he) God when to ſpeak In reference to the Church-ſeed 

« 80 well as to the choiſe eſect· ſerd of Fſaac's line in which the viſible, and 

ic not meerly the ĩnvlßble Church was to be continued, he ſalck, he will 

"© eftablifh bis Covenant with Iſaac, not with Iſhmael, Lſbmael was A- 

« brahems ſeed too, and therefore externally in the Covenant, and therefore 

« ſealed ; but God knowing that I ſhurael would reje& this, he warneth A. 

un brahem-of it a little beforc that it might not trouble him afterwards 7 It is 

not to de with kim in his generations for that cauſe Gen.17.8. compared 

« lch. Sen. a 1. 9, 10% 1, 12,13. but with I/ auc in his generations; God not 

* therein Iſauc to hir Church - leed. who by rc ject ing the Covenant 

64 will and did love, he and his to be caſt out. 

Anw. Mr. 6. in this paſſige ſpeałs ſo obſcurely that it is har d to ſay 
what he dtiwes at, and I maytakeup the ſay lng, reed me a riddle what's _ 
0 3 p 8 8 [4 
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He makes 2 difference between Gods ſpeech of Tſhmaet and 1/aac, ect hat 
« God ſaith he will eſtabliſh his Covenant with Iſaac not wi h 1ſhmacl, 
ic t was nottube with him in his generations, who was to be caſt out; 
all which I granttrue, and thence infer, that God never made his Covenant 
with, to, or for I ſhmac!, and yet he was to be circumciſed, and therefore 
the initial ſeal ( as it is called) was — to him to whom the Covenant be · 
longed not. But Mr, C. uſing this blind index [whence] leaves us to Sbeſs, 
what he drives at. [ whence ] importes it is from ſomewhat before that God 
laid this of Iſomael, but that before was that God takes in parem : generating 
and children begotten. But me thlałs it is from the contrary( as the Apoſtle 
conceived Rom.9.6,7,8,9.) that God ſpeaks this of Iſbmael, who was 4- 
brahams ſeed, and yet not taken into the Covenant, who yet ſhould be taken 
in, if yet Mr, C's. principles were good, chat the Covenant was made to 
& Abraham and his ſeed in thelr generations. And how Mr. C. reckons Iſt- 
© maels as not Abrahams Church-ſeed I knew not, nor do I underſtand bew 
Iſhmasl: poſterlry ſhould be cut off from external right to the Covenant he be- 
lng a Church member according to Mr. C's dictates. 

Mr. C. then tels us, that God ſaith in reſerence to our times he will be 4 God 
to the families tbroughout the earth, and pag. & 3. he cites for this pur poſe the 
prophecy Terem. 31.1, but there it is, the families of Iſrael: Burt were it, 
the families throughout the Earth, this proves nct th:t it is Goſpel, that In- 
fants of inchurched believers have external Eccleſuaſtical covenant-intereſt. It it 
did, it may as well infer infants of inchurched believers, yea ſervants ( who 
are part of the families of the earth) ro have the ſame intereſt, yea all inthe 
—_ if ve mult underſtand ic without limitation, and it with limitation 
then it is moſt rightly expounded as the Apoſtle doth Gel. 3. 8. the 
promiſe of bleſſing all nations, of believers v. 9. and ſo all the familiesf 
the earth; to whom God will be God thall be only believers of all the families of 
the earth Gentile believers as Mr. C. truly ſaith, without Infants. As/or 
what Mr. C. obſerves, that God ſaid to Abrahabam to be a God to him and bis 
ſeed in their generations not in their 2 it is frivolous, For none ol 
the Gentiles ſced are A brahams ſted but by regeneration, and ſo to be Aby«- 
hams ſeed in iheir generations applied to Abrahams ſpiritual or Chnrch-ſeed 
among the Gentiles is all one as to be Abrahams ſeed by regeneration. And 
for the prophecy of being a God to all the families of the earth, it is meant 
net of every member of the family, but the meaning is chat Cad wouldnot 
reſtraia his Goſpel and Church to the Jews, but rake In any of the families 
of the earth, who would embwace it, as when it is ſald Mark. 16.15. preuch 
the Goſpel to every creature, (that is to any Gentile as wel as Jews, yet infants 
not meant. This is proved from the event becauſe parents dic. believe when 
children did hate them for ic Mat.10.3 5,3 6.and the husband was often a be- 
liev.rthe wife an infidel, But ſaich Mr C. © it was uſually otherwiſe, and 
«© Gad ſpeaks of things as they uſually prove: extraordinary eccurrences 
croſs nor. ſuch à rule. - To which I (ay, if the prophecy were as. Mr. C. 
would, chat it ſhould be Goſpel that God will be a God efxhildren wich pa. 
rents, becauſe he will be god of all the families of the earth, than it mult be 
true of the children of all and every of the families of the earth which recieve 
the Goſpel, Nor are prophecies to be — at, if they forecold onely 
contingents What may be, and what may let be, but what ſhall certainly be. 
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nor can ther be a rule, much leſs Goſpel, made of that which is uncertain, ſom- 
times it is ſomt imes it is not, a rule being, as they (ay In logick,a determinate & 
known thing nor is it true that the occurrent of the ſamilies being divided in reli- 
gion was extraordinary. For our Lord Chriſt ſpeaks of it rather as ordinary & 
commonly to be expected Matth.10.34 35,36. But Mr. C. vc uld have i 4 
rule from Acts. 11.14. Acts. 16 31. Luke. 19 9. To this may be anſwered 1 
unt three inſtances mak not up an inductlon of par: ĩculais whence a rule may 
be made. 2. The firſt inſtance is not meant of infants, for none are ih te 
ſaid to be ſaved but thoſe that heard the words which Peter ſpake. The next in- 
cludes not infants. For the very next v 3 2. ſhews that by the houſe were 
meant thoſe to whom the word of the Lord was ſpoken. Nor is there any inti- 
mation of an infant meant Luke.19 9. And tt is certaln that none of the 
texts ſpeaks of that which they are produced for, a bare external intereſt : for 
they expreſly ſpeak of ſalvation, and therefore if they prove ĩt to be a rule thit 
parents and children are joint ((ovenanters, or are taken in together they will 
ove they are ſaved together, which Mr. C. 1 — — will not aſſert. But 
ome other anſwers are in my Examen which I muſt vindicate with theſe. 1 
had (aid Examen part. 7 & there is a neceſlity to make n a reſtrinRive 
particle and to expound thi houſe Luke 19. 9. ol Zachtus his tamily only in req; 
ference to his perſon. Againſt this Mr. C. ſpeaks thus. 
« Nor by lalvatlon come to his houſe, is meant the comming of falration 
« to khimſelte: as if he and his houſe were all one; not do I know any pa- 
« rallel Scripture ſpeaking in ſuch language, that when the ſcope and Intent 
« is to mention the comming ot ſuch or ſuch a mercy to ſuch a perſon, that 
« phraſe is uſed to denote the ſame z that ſuch or ſucha mercy is come to his 
** houſe, what need ſuch a clrcumlocution?if ſo intended, the word might more 
« plainly kave been ſet down, this day is ſalvation come to this publican, 
ct this perſon, this man or the like,in as much as he alſo is become a ſon of 
«© Abrahem. And what though the Greek word be uſed in Aﬀs 2.45. and 
&« 4.35. for ſecundum according as, yet not for quatenus, or In quantum: 
e foraſmuch as the text and ſenſe thereof are cleare, that i: noteth proportion 
of ſnch admlalſtratlon, not meerly the cauſe or reaſon thereof. 51 if it 
te be ſuppoſed to imply the cauſe or reaſon thereof its evident it noteth the 
« proportion aiſo.they gave to every one as, or according as they needed ſcil: 
© proportionably to their need: It being regular as to give to the needy, ſo 
te to give them according to the meaſure of their preſent neceſſity. But 
* how that ſenſe wlll here be fitly applicable I ſee mot, to ſay chat Givatlon 
« is come to his houſe or ro him according as he is a Believer , bur ra- 
te ther as our tranſlators render It, It's to be taken as a reaſon of the 
« former, ſalvation ls come to this houſe , foraſmuch as he is a ſon of 
Abraham. 
Anſw. By reſtraining the ſalvation come to Zacheus h houſe to his perſon, 
I do not make Zacheus and his houſe all one ; bur ſalvation is come 15 bouſe 
that is, to this place, inaſmuch, or in that Zacheus & alſo become a Son of A- 
braham. But whereas Mr. C. thinks no Scrifture ufing ſuch language, I will 
ule Grotins his words ſhewing the contrary even in Luke, becaule they are full 
to anſwer this paſſage of Mr: C. Amor. in Luc. 19.9. 76 ung Til, 
Smecdoche, Domus enim pro Patre familias dicitur : irs ſupra, 10. 5. 1 iy 
4 


(320) 
. oy duda zue, af lay Aung tilt Sa, vv N ich 128 3 id 
5 yd5 U, e- im; d lf irn df. Demum autem ideo no- 
miniſse-videtuy Chriſtus, at oſtendat rel tun boſpitii gratiam. Dixerat enim. 
Zachæo Cbriſtus, & TW zn 0% die l fun <Quare que ad buns lam 
afferri ſolent de beneficiis Dei in ſamiliam ii Parris familias, quanquam were ſunt 
rectè accepts, tamen hu pert inere non arbizror. As for What he (aith that 
196701 doth not ſigniſie quateni t, he may know that $ capula puts guaterys for 
the firſt ſignification of it. What I ſaid, that 4967 was not only a cauſal 
article, = alſo a zeſttictive is not denied by Mr. C. Bui be thinks it & a 
good ſenſe to ſay, according as he is 4 believer, but rather it .is 10 be taken. as 4 
reeſon of the ſormer. I confeſs it would not be good ſenſe to lay | according, that 
is after the proportion that he is a believer]. but thus it is good ſenſe to make 
It to note the reaſon with reftriQion, and ſo our Tranſlators do when they. 
reader ic [ for ſo much.] And this is coafirmed in hat, iſ it be expounded that 
ſatugtion did come to bis haue, that Is his wife, children, ſervams for this only 
reaſpn, or cauſe, becauſe he was a Sen of Abrabam, in that he was 2 believer, 
it may be gathered thence that a mans whole houſe, cr poſterity, may be ſa- 
ved harely by his believing : To chis Mr. C. ſalth, No; buy as. Aﬀs 16.31, 


l. ox of Abraham, (agt a Senf Abraham's Covenant as Mr. C. ſpeaks 
t 
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ſelf: it is put out of all dog 
he — — why be (aid ſalyat;on, was come to bim, though ſore mur- 


yat 
3, Bs Galyation is meant which, was conſequent on his believing, but the 
ordin ans of alvation was not cunſequem, but antecedent, that which 
aloe on ee Chrilt was. the certainty of ſalyxion. Yea to 
cerpret thus, Believe inibe Lord Feſus, andthe ſhats he ſaved, ' that is theu 
ſhalr hear the e Baptined, Be. is ſo frigid and ſapleſs and interpreta- 
tion as no cquſideratę man, ſure no In:erpreter beſides Mr, C. that I know, 
id evergiveaſenſe of it. But Mr. C. tells me x ; 
* Nor. is this ſenle.ph ſalyation for. covenant. means, of, ſalyation , ar ibe 
cc corn and -promile. ic (elf. unuſuall in Scripture, ', The ſalvation 
* which Chri CHE Agoſl les preached, and thole Heb, 2. 3. negieRed , 
* was, not bare'y Celvatlon it (elf, bur the promiſes holding {the ame 
forth, this was chat mercy, and riches, and ſalyation alſo which came ro 
* the Gentiles, as rejeQcd by.ahe Jewes, Rem. 11. 11, 12, 24, 19, 30 verſes 
te compared. So E.;, 6, 8, Gods (alyatiog is his promiſe. ot coyegant.. 
on 
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@ on which their Glvator did depend, Calvin in lacum. 2.50% 2}..5." Da 
« yj4ſpeaking of his houſe or poſterity, which albeic it were not ſo orient 
« then, yet God had made 2 covenant wich him, ſcil. in reference to hls 
t houſe, ordered in all things and ſure z And this, ſcil. this covenant with 
ce me and my houſe, is all my ſalvation and all my deſire, albeit he maketh 
e my houſe not to grow or flour iſh in (ach a ſort : this covenant then was his 
« (1[yarion object ius, cauſaliter, or inſtrumentaliter. 

Auw. If this ſenſe of (alyation-for covenant means of ſalvatlon, or the 
covenant and promile it ſelf were uſuall in Scripture, yer it could not be the 
fenſe, Luke 19. 9. or Afr 16.31, whether we underſtand ir of the ourward 
means ot (alyation, the Word and Sacraments, or of the promiſe of ſalva- 
tion: but mult be underſtood of ſaving by juſtification, - as Tit. 3. 5, 6, 7. 
For neliher is the ourward means of ſalvatlon, nor the promiſe of ſalvation 
conſequent upon being a ſon of Abraham, and believing as ſaluatlon is in 
rhoſe places. 2. Vet in none of the places alleged by Mr C. is ſalvation put 
for being in the Goſpel way the ordinary means of (alvation competent to in- 
fints. And for the covenant or promiſe of ſilvation it ſelf, he dares not a 
roch it to be Goſpel, that all the infan:s of inchurched believers have intereſt 
u it, and therefore if ſalvation Luke 19.9, were put for the covenant or pro- 
miſe of ſalvation, yet ic would not prove that it belongs to every ſon of A bra- 
hams whole houſe , but Mr C. muſt limlc it to the desk. as I do. Yet let us 
conſider his Texts, that it may appear with how little heed he brings Temes, 2s 
if henever examined their pertineney, but heaped them together whether to 
the purpoſe or not. They are ſaid to neglect ſalvation, Heb. 2. 3. Eo, ſaluatian 
i; taken for the out wardſmeun of ſalvation competent t0-infants or the covenant of 
ſalvation, Nay rather ſalvation is taken for ſalvatlon as it was preached and 
offered, not for the means of ſalvation competent roinfants, nor for the pro- 
miſe of falyation, but for ſalvatlon it ſelf neglected in that they did not take 
ho!d of it by believing and obeying the doctrine of the Goſpel. Adr a8, 28, 
falyation Is ſaid to be ſent to the Gentiles, and that they would not hear it. 
But ſalvation there ls the doctrine of ſalvatlon, not competent to lnfants whe 
could not hear It. Rom. 11.11, 12, 17, 19,30, is not meant either of the 
bare outward means of ſalvatlon, or the covenant of falvation only, much leſs 
the outward means competent to infants, E[.y 51. 6,8, the term Salvation is 
not taken for the bare outward means of (alvation competent ro-infancy 
Inchurched believers. If Salvation 2 Sam. 23. 5, did note outward means o 
ſalvation, becauſe it is ſaid, This covenant is all my ſalvation, deſire ſhould note 
outward means of deſite, becauſe it is (aid, This covenant is all my defire. L 
— theconvenant is termed his ſalvation Cauſaliter, or Inſtrumentaliter, and 

is deſire objeſſivè. The covenant everlaſting in all things ordered and (ure, 
was made with David in reference to his kouſe, not in relpect of outward co 
venant intereſt to the infants of his houſe = a wonder to me that ſuch a man 
as Me C. ſhould lo dote, eſpecially after the publiſhing of Mc Cortaze: hook of 
the Covenant on that Text) but in reſpe& of the great promiſe of) railing 
Chrift out of his loins, As 2. 30. or asir ls Luke 1. 6g. Raiſing up 4 Horn 
of ſalvation ſor his people in ihe honfe of his ſeruam David, and ibi (chat is che ac- 
compliſhment of this promiſe) was all his fatuation and all his defire, altbaugb 
be did not make bis 2 in T I deny not buy, 1 

t 
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faleh may be an octaſionall means to ſtave off deſtruQion from, and to fur- 
ther the fal vat lon of their children, as Heb. 1 1. 7. 23, 35, 27, 28, Janab 3, & 
4+ Zut this I deny, that barely in this reſpeR, in that the patent is ſuck, the 
infant of an inchurched believer, whether — 5 or reall, is a viſible mem. 
ber of the Chriſtian Gentile Church, and capable thereby of Baptilm, or 
that this is any part of the Goſpel, But Mr C. tells us, 

Shall it then be yielded that ſuch benefit ſhould come as was before ſpoken of 
10 adult ſervants ofthe houſe, . And is here no reſerence to the poore Babes 
by — of theix tender age? Hub the mere full God revealed no ordinaryſþcly 

er them @ - 

f rAnſwer, Iris yeilded that benefit came to the ſervant of the Jaylors houſe, 
Af 16,31, but not the benefit there mentioned barely by the Jaylors faith 
without their own, Though we conceive infants not meant As 16. 31, be- 
cauſe the Texts, v. 35, 3 4, lead us to underſtand by [the Honſe] the perſons 
whe beard the word, believed and rejoyced , yet we exclude not infants from 
ſalvation , nor do we deny to the elect the ordinary help of the Spirlt regene- 
rating them, and Chriſts-mediatlon for them. if they die in infancy, although 
they have not the ordinary outward means of the Werd and Sacraments. And 
therefore he might have ſpared his pathetick interrogation ſitter for an Ora» 
to than a Diſputant, and for a Paplſt than a Protetiant,, Nor need we ex- 
tlude them from ſalvation for want of acluall faith becauſe of the words Mark 16. 
16, Heb. 11.6. For elther thoſe places may be underſtood of the act of faith 
in thoſe to whom the word is preached, or elſe if it be underſtood of all in- 
fants, they may have faith in ſeed and act by Immeelate operation of the 
$pibir; and yer they not io be baptized, becauſe it is undiſcerned by the Mini- 
Ker of 7 The Fajlor might bave encouragement 10 hope for his Infants 
fatvation, though they were not meant inthoſe words, As 16.31. If the ele- 
Rion of God be not any thing viſibly to comſort him concerning kis Chil» 
dren, no more ls the cavenant of ſalvation, which is comenſurtae with elc- 
ction, Rom 9. U. nor la diſcernible any more than election, botk ate alle 
Ciſcerned by che trim of re penting and believing. 

As fox Baptiſen, it could not aſſure falvaticn,nor the want of it debar from 
. IH i be not ſaid, That the Faylors bonſe believed before they were baptized, 
yet ic is ſali in the nexr-yerſe, and in the verſe beforc, that Paul pate tbe word 
a that were in bis bouſe. . 

« Asforthar he ſaith , ** It follows not that what is applicable to the adult 
c perforsinche houſe, ſcil. that joy ef fzich muſt exclude children ſrem 
A haptiſm whereof they were capable, no more than when it is ſaid, Deut. 12. 
© het they and their houſholds were to cat before the Lord, and to re- 
Joys in all they put their hands to, &c. Becauſe therefore their little chi- 
*© dron could nt fu actually expreſs joy in what they put their kands unto, 
« thetefore they were none ofthe houſhoald which. did eat before the Lard. 
* AnoVapuiſts would nos like this arguing , which urge the jeynt communl- 
o of the Jewiſh Chiidven In all forts of: Charth-cxdinances. 

1 ner 3Ob = par wan — addy or two, orſome 

og; C arwhich age theybaprize, infams ) I firm thin they are not 

Menred dy —— 12.2. and that for the reaſon given 6 

Wy: (ul ven au before ibo Lad, andrejeger in ad this they pus their bends 


21010, 


(323) 
uno. Nor do T know any whom he calls Anabaptiſts, but · would like of this 
arguing : The Fewifh Houſbolds were 10 eat before the Lord, and rejojce in all 
that they put their hand to; therefore lietle children of a day or two, or ſome 
months old, are not any part of the houſholds to whom that precept is given, 
or of whom that which is there ſaid, ij there meant. For though we all grant 
that Infants were circumciſed , and in my Examen, page 169. I ſay the males 
chat could eat,though not come to years of diſcretion ñt to receive the Lords 
Supper, were to eat the Paſſover, yet I know none of the ſo called Anabap- 
tiſts which urge the joynt communion of the lewiſh children (intancs ot a 
(few daycs or months old) in all ſorts of C hurch- ordinances. . 
What Mr C. ſaith further, Suppoſe a mans hou ſbeld, Men, n men and Chil- 
dren, all diſeaſed and cured at the. Buh, and afucywards tbe bouſhold expreſſetb 
their jey for it by leaping & dancing for joy; and it be [:id ſuch a man, he aud all bis 
were waſhed at ſuch a Bath, and he & bij whole houſhot4 afterwards even danced 
for joy : none will ſay, that becauſe linte ones could not ſo leap for joy y and are ex- 
. £!uded from the notion of the (whole houſhold) iu ih Later, therefore they were nes 
ii the actoum of [all hi] in 1he former, if it were gion ed him, yet the arguing 
trom A516 32. where kt is laid, I hat Pu: p age the word of the Lord i0. c 
that were of the ayloys houſe: and v. 3 4, He re ced belieuiig in God with all bis 
bouſe, with the conſtant narration of the Evangeliſt in the Acts of the Apo- 
les, mentlioning baprizing of none bur believers, do evidently ſhow, that b 
[al h, v. 33 ] were meant onely thoſe that heard the word and believes, 
It is rue more or fewer of this or that ſort of perſons or things born ox unbora 
Ire meant by the terms [Houſe or Houſhold} as the matters and ciicumſtan- 
ces of the ſpeech lead to, nor need I ſy that Cen 34, 50, under the term 
Houſe are not meant little children, becanſe of the words Gen, Y 5+ 1, , 36. 
Nor need I deny that Tnfants are often imended by the tem Houſe aud Houſhold, 
an Gen. 30, 30, c. or that they are chiefly meant thereby, as x Sam. 20.1 c. 
ot that they are intended when ſome parts of the family are apreſiy inſtanced ing 
end children not withall mentioned, as Gen. 14. 16. or that children are ordinary 
inſtruments to build or hold up a bouſe in naturall, civill, religion and Church · re- 
(pets too, a Exod. 1 21. or that the Covenam-expreſſis of Seed and Seed in 
their generations, do more direct reach them as ſuch , than either Wives ar Ser- 
van, 48 ſueb, as Gen. 17.7, &c. Yet all this doth neither take away the torce 
of the reaſons before given why under [all hu, As 16. 33.] Infants axe not 
meant, much leſs prove that which Mr C. ſhould proye(which he muſt do if he 
will prove his covenant - intereſt Eccleſiaſtical ol believers ſeed thence) dat 
ia the Iaylors houſe were infants, and ww baptized... „ d +2 
Exh. 16. 1, 2, 3, 4, 556, 7, 8. hack been often ſhewed 10 be impeni- 
nently alledged being meant of the Iſraclites when brought ou of 
then Godſaid ¶ live] to them when they had been ready to periſh jo Canaan 
firit and then in Egype by oppreſſion and after brought them to maum Sina 
and entered into the covenant of the Law, which Mr. C. Indgavoring ce 
P'y to an BecleſiaRtical external priviledge of e | — 
time of the Gofpel doth 010 C x10 thyare. I: Js {jd chere to Feraſalen 
bea tive, not Micah. . ao. ct that the ame mercy. and truth engaged do a- 
4e God did both ſweax to other Jew fachers of tamilies n thed 
* heels menten of purdon of fins externally made over to Sony or pleaded 
2 5 
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here for chat end v. 8, 19 And theugh I deny not that in reſpeR of the core- 
« nant made with Lacob at Bethel Gen.35.9,10,11,12,13,14,15.God is ſaid 
te there to ſpeake with Iſrael in Hoſeah his dayes Heſ. 12. 2. yet I deny there 
is a word that (aith that external Church intereſt, of Inchurched Gentile be- 
lievers infants is Goſpel, Nor is there any thing 2 Sam. 23. 4, 5- about 
external covenint-Church-intereſt, but of the peculiar promiſe made to David 
of the continuing the kingdome to his poſterity, which having its full accom- 
pliſhment in Chriſt 4#s.3, 30. was indeed in that reſpect the covenant of 
grace, and was ſo belleved both by David and all believers before Chriſt, 
that it ſhould be done, and now by all believers that it is done, But this 
promiſe was made of Davids heuſe only not of every particular believers, 
and therefore it is impertinently brought to prove that it 3 Goſpel that to every 
beljevers houſe God hath madeſuch a Covenant, or that the children of every he. 
lieber have en external covenant intereſt with the parent. As for the inſtances of 
Eve and Lamech concerning Sethand Noah Gen. 4. 25. and 5. 29. ther's no 
mention of any Covenant , nor that theſe were Covenant babes, much leſs of a 
Covenant belonging to all believing parents with their chidren, but an ac+ 
knowledgment in the former that os bad appointed E ve another ſeed infieed 0 
Abel whim Cain ſlew in reſpect of the preifthood ſay ſome, others in reſpe 
of propogating mankind, others becauſe of Chriſt to come from him: in 
the other a propheſy of Noah that he ſhould comfort them concerning their worke 
and toil of their hands, becauſe of the ground which the Lord bad curſed, which 
Ii concieved by ſome as meant of the invention of plowing. vide Chriſtoph. 
Cartwright in locum: the new Annor. follow that ſenſe, But wereit true Eve 
bad reſpef in that ſpeech Gtn.q. 25. to the promiſe Gen. 3. 15. and that ſhe 
believed Gd * ＋ continue the Church in Seth's poſterity and that thence came 
the diftinfiou? of the ſons of God and daughters of men Gen.6.. 1, 2. and La- 
mech believed that Noah ſhould be a yoot,as it were 10 the Church albeit that 
corrupt world ſhould be deſtroyed : yet all this is noteeing to the point Mr. C. 
ſhould prove, that it i Goſpel that the children of every inchurched Gentile- 

believer hve an external covenant church-intereſt, there being in thoſe Texts 
not 2 word of ſuch an externall covenant Church-intereR , nor of any 
general! promife'tothem , but onely a mention of ſpeeches which had their 

— particular Revelations about thoſe perſons which are there men- 
tioned, ' * 

Pſalm. 103. 25, 26, 27, there's not a word of the externall Federal] 

Church ſtare of Inehurcked'Genelle Church-believers. Bur if the Pſalm 
vere made towards the later end of the captivity of Babylon, and were the. 
prayer of the Iews, as v. 13,14, makes ic probable, then It ſeems to be meant, 
as the new Annotations on Y (a, 102. 28, thus, The children of thy Servants ſbal 
continue}Tbis & the literai (as I may call it) immortality propoſed in the Law 10 

them 1h fear of God nbeir ſuruiving in their poſterity: It of the Saints prophecy- 
ing of the calling of the Gentlles, or, as ſame would, of the reingraffing of the 

Iewes, chat raſevf Funjzs may be right : i. Vera & germana Eccleſie 

rummonbre ciſervabrnt in #termym-vjreute nue tibi cu furs ſun. Tae 

ef Mol e Words may be verified, It meptions no ſuch thing as ex- 
rexnaltfederall Church intereſt, but continuance and eſtabliſhment. before 

God, that b, as Ainſworth notes; at much gs ſa long as Oui doth gure, —_ 
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{45 ever. For aſſurance whereof they had a word of faith, to wit, ſome teve- 
latlon of God, though no ſuch covenant as Mr C. imagines , intluling chil- 
dren of inchurched Gentile-believers to externall Church. intereſt. 

Mr C. urgeth a ſecond Argument to prove the federall intereſt of bellevers 
infantsto be Goſpel becauſe from the beginning, and he begins with Gen. 3. 
15. to prove that it was held as Goſpel, that the Species of the infants of be - 
lievers in Chucch-eſt ate were taken into the Verge of the Covenant of Grace; 
asif infants of believers were a Species, and not Individuals, or that it were 
denied that ſome infants were taken-into the verge of the covenant of grace. 
And then he d ictates wi:hout proof, that Adam and Eve were eyed by God ag 
a ſeminall viſible Church; whereas in that promiſe they were eyed either as 
the root of mankind; or if as x Church, more likely as the ſeminall laviſible, 
than zs the viſible Church. He interprets The Seed of the Woman, not onely 
of the principall Sced (hri/t,in , and by whom it was ratified and fulfillled, 
but ber Church · ſeed alſo whom the ſame promiſe did comprehend. But I 
would know of Mr C. whether Cain were not her Church- ſeed, whojby Mr C. 
his Dict ites was the infant of inchurched believers, For Adam and Eve were 
del, faith Mc C. as a ſerninall viſible Chorch ? It ſo, then it is true of Cain, 
that he ſhould bruize the Serpens head as Eves church - ſeed: which how he did, 
unleſs being of the wicked one, and laying his brother, as ls (aid of him, 
1 John 3. 12, be br:1i(ing the Serpents head, I underſtand not. Many In- 
terpreters comprehend Cain under the Serpents ſeed; but none I have met 
wich, comprehend him, or any reprobate, under the #omans Seed myſtically 
underſtood. There are Interpreters that underſtand the promiſe, Gen. 3. 15. 
as made to mankind in reſpect of the natural Serpent, and the beſt of Chrifts 
deſtroying the works of the Nivel, as Fob ſpeaks, 1 E fiſt. 3. 8. and others of 
theeleR overcoming Satan, and treading bim under their feet, Rom. 16. 22. 
Bucnonedo I find who underſtand i: of infants of believers externill Cove- 
nant Church-interelt, Believers, it is true, are called Abrahams ſeed, but no 
where true believers, as ſuch, are called Eves Church-ſced, nor doth Eve by 
faith from thence thus interpret the ſcope of the pramiſe, Gen. 4. 25, 26. And it in- 
fants be meant by the womans ſeed, Gen. 3. 15. in aſpirituall ſenſe of over- 
coming the Divel, yet no infants but elect can be meant thereby, ſith no other 
overcome the Duvell. So that it isſo far from being true, that this Goſpel of 
Infants of believers externall Covenant Chur.h-intere$t, was held in the beginning 
of che worl , Cen. 3. 15. that I rather conceive that it is noelder than Mr C. and 
am ſure is a meer figment, But there Is more of this Rubbiſh to be re- 
moved. He tells us, 

The ſame Dottrine ls implicitly held forth, en. g in the oppoſition of the 

* ſervile condition of Cauaax, u. 25, 25. to the furure Churchſtate of abet, v. 

27. the one accurſed parent and child to ſervitu de, ſo that (hams Babes as 

© ſoon as born, were to be ſlaves: but Faphet parent & child, are prophetically 

© yoted to Church- eſtate in Sems tents, ſo that inchurched Faephers babes 

te are actually within Sem: Tents ſo ſoon as born As God would accurſe 

collective C auaan, Noab propheſieth that God would enlarge, or cauſecol- 

* leQtive Faphes to turn into the tents of Sem 3 which Interpreters expound. 
«of the j aing of the Gentiles unto the vifible Church, Now viſible 

oy Church-eltace Rate [uppoſerh vilible Covenante eſtate, as is evident, Oo 
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An. If Mr. c. enay be allowed to make Goſpel of Doctrine ſo ĩmyli. 
erely held forth as — Goſpel is here; I ſee not why we ſhould fo —— 
blame, as we do, Popes for making new Articles of Faith out of places clearer 
ſor their purpoſe, than this is for Mr. C's, The ſervil condition of ( unsan is 

reſered generally by Interpreters to the bondage they were in when 
ſubdued them, and the Gibeorites were made ſlaves: which though it did ex- 
tend to thelr Children, yet was nos ſuch, but that even they were Proſelytes 
many of them to Iſrael, s Araumah the Jebufite, and after the woman of 
Canzan is commended for her Fal h, Matth. 15. 28. and therefore not excluded 
from the vilible Church. And for the bleſſing of Faber, whether we read it, 
God ſhall enlarge Faphet, as ſome, or perſwade Faphet, as others, I ſee nat 
bow it is well cleared, that the accomp iſhment of it is In the Calling of the 
Gentiles deſcended fiom a her, as the Greet s, and others into the-viſible 
Church, becauſe ir is laid that Canan ſhould be ſervant to Japhet, whereas 
the Tyrians, and Si doni ant, and Carthaginians,and others deſcended of ( zum 
were in the viſible Church as well, if not as ſoon, as many of the Poſterhy of 
Faber, as is apparent by the Hiſtories of the Church mentioning Biſhops 
and Synods held among them, and famous Writers, And therefore tor my 
part Lenclineto think it a Prophecy of the Civil condition rather than Eccle- 
ſiaſtical, whether it. were fulfilled in Alexander the great, and the Greek Kings 
of A fa after him ſubduing Tyre and Sidon, and poſſefling Palæſlina, of 
-which Fudea was a part, or of the Ramans ſubduing Carthage and poſſ ſſicg 
TFudes: But be it taken as a Prophecy of the Eccleſiaſtick ſtate of theſe peo- 
ple, wich what Argument will Mr. C. prove, That the dwelling in the Tents of 
Lem, is refered rather tothe viſible, than the-inviſible Church? They who 
will have it accomp'iſhed when the Gentlles were fellow. heirs of the ſame body, 
and partakers of Gods from iſe in Chriſt by the Goſpel, Epheſ. 3 6. or when ihe 
Gentiles were grafted in the ſtead of the Fewes Rem. 11.17, have more reaſon 
ĩo underſtand it only of true believers converted by the Goſpel, and ſo of the 
Invifible Church, than to underſtand it of the viſible Church 2s viſible, as! 
have ſhewed in the firſt part of this Review: yet were it meant of the viſible 
Church, there is no Argument to prove it meant of the Babes of Japbet as ſoon 
ar they are born. For what thou It be that Canaan, and Sem, and Jafher be 
all colleflively taten, yet Mr. C. himſelf, pag. 261, hath taught us, That 
Speeches of the whole Body of the Jewes, ales) taken, are true, ix reſtett » 

be choice ox-refuſe part; and ſo may, or rather muſt be the ſpeeches here ne 

farily underſtood, c ancax collective neither comprehending every C unaanite in 
Geir g reateſt ſervitude, nor collective Sem, or Japhet, comprehending every 
Ifraelize or deſcendent from Jepbet, but a notable part. And if choſe of 
Jaber thus hwels inthe Fenty of Sem, that is according to the Expoſition of 
Nr. C. were of the viſible Church, were brought io by — and this 
periwaſion was by the Preaching of the Goſpel according to the opinion of 
ceryreters, the Argument is forcible to the contrary, chat Babes are 
—— — 
y us r and unde , and were petſwade 

usage joyn bees to the ible Church of Ch. 
Alter tale Mr, C. Aictetes our of Gul. 4. 23, 24. Gen. 21. 10. Thit even 
as Ihmacl and bis were voſt ont of Abrabatns family, ond ihe lege — 
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ul ber ( bildren even the body of the Jewes adult and infant were diſ-churchtd, 
ſo Ecclefraftical Iſaue, Abrahams Church ſeed with their Children ſhould be in- 
ftated inthe vi ble politi al Goſpel-Church. But the Apoſtle doth not ſpeak of 
ciſtinz out of the viſible Church as ſuch,bur out of theInherlrance of Sons, 
that is juſtification and ſal vation, and Jernſalem that now ir and hey Children' 
ie not J. as Jewes or the body of Tewes or adult and infams as Mr. C. ſpeaks : 
for then many Myriads cf Jewes belleving ſhould be caſt out: Bur Teraſalem 
that now i, notes the legal Covenant, and her children not Iuſams born at the 
City leruſalem, bu. {o many whether of Jews or Gentiles, as ſought righreou(- 
neſs by the Law, and not by Chriſt, as Hagar ſignifies the le 3 — & 
her Son I ſbmael ſuch as were born of the fteſh, i hat is, truſſ ed in the fleſh, as the 
Apoſtle ſpeaks, Phil 3.3-that is, ia their legal righteouſ1eſs, and carnal prive 
leges. And onthe other fade, Sarah and Teruſalem above, ſigniſie the Goſpel- 
Covenary, verſ. 24,2 f. which begers Children by Promiſe, chat lo, wwcording 
to the Doctrine of Fai h in Chriſt _ by Iſaac, and theſe that believe 
are bern after the Spirit, and do inherit life, righteonſnefs, ſalvation. There's 
not a word of Abrahams Church-ſeed there, or any where elſe in Mr. C. his 
eaſe 3 and { Erclefiaſtich Iſaac} is a new Nertion, and a meer figment ef Mr. 
c. in his ſenſe; and [ the caſting out ] is meant of the inviſible Church of the 
ſaved, ſnch as do rej. ct Chrilt, and adhere to the Law ; and the taking in is 
meant of the taking into the inviſible Church of the juſtified and ſaved, them 
ih it believe in Chriſt, or ate united to him, and not of an in- Churching of 
meer viſible Prole ſſott, Paten s, and Children into the viGble Church by an 
outward ri e. 

The three Tex's next alleged by Mr. C. are all mĩſ alleged to prove an ex- 
ternal Covenam Church Intereſt of the Infants of in · C hurched. believers, to wit, 
Eſa 65. 20. the impertisency of which to this end, is ſhewed in the Second 
Part of this Review Scct. 11. the impertinency of Tſa.61.9 and Exch 37. 27. 
in this Part of ihe Review before Mr. C, proceeds to a Thicd Argu- 
ment. 

In anſwer to which I deny, 1. the Majer, or ſequele, that [if Infants a 
little ones of viſibly believing parents in 1heir C bureb eſtate, before they can make 
y perſonall con fe ſion or profeſſion of f1ith in the corenant, jet iben are Abra- 
hams Church-ſeed, then k it Goſpel that the promiſes belong io them.) Nor is it 
infabſtance or circumſtance the Apoſtles, Gal. 3. 16. To Abraham und bis 
ſeed are rhe promiſes made. For though it is granted, that it is Goſpel that to 
Abrabam and his ſeed the promiſes are made, 2 it is utrerly falſe that theye ls 
meant a ſeed of Abraham, who are neither eli ct nor true believers, but onely 
the ntterall children of Gentile inchurched believers, yea of Genille viſible 
inchurched profeſfors of Faith,yvhom Mr C. ina new language of his ;own + 
without Ser ſpture, calls Abrahams Church-ſeed ; yea, the Text is ſo man» 
elt ↄgainſſ it, that I wonder Mr C. could imagine any Reader would re- 
ceive his Dictates about this Text. For the Apotile expreſſy limits 1h% pros 
miſes to Chriſd ax the ſeed of Abraham, and whether Chriſt be underſtood per 
ſonallyor myltically, as Bega and others, yes by the Seed are not mean. rhe 
$&iriovs Church ſeed of Abraham, to wh, the natural! children even of in» 
fanes ol idle inchurched Geni ile- believers or vitible profeſſors ot Faich s 
ure believers, or cied perſons, rho alone are members of O 61. 
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i. Andie promiles are of the Spirit thraugh ſaub, v. v4. the inferitanct, 
v. 18. life end righteouſneſs, v. 21,225 which are made to none but true belie- 
vers, or elect. perſons, Io which I add that externall covenant- imereſt ( ib 
there were ſuch) is never in Scripture termed the Goſpel , no not in thoſe who 
vightly have:ir, as true belicyers, but Chriſts dying tor our ſins, and juſtifi- 
cation. by faith in him: 

2.1 alſo deny the miner © [ that the Infants and little ones of viſibly be- 
ec lievlng parents in Church- eſtate before they can make any perſonal con- 
& feſſioñ or proteſſion of faich in the Covenant, yet then are Abrahams 
* Church- ſeed] Mr. C. rakes upon him 20 prove the minor; 1. In thoſe of 
© Abrahamt loins in the ele@ ſeed. I ſhould think ( Caith he) it ſhould 
cc not be queſtioned, but yet it hath by ſome z that Infants while Infants 
ce and till bellevers are not ia the covenant &c. And by ſuch other ſpeeches 
tc of our Adverſaries in chis point, the covenant-right not only of the indivi- 
K dual Infants of believers,but the Covenant eſtates of that ſpecies and (or: 
© ofperſons is wholly denyed, and ſo ſince it's evident and acknow ledged that 
© ſome ate elected of that ſort, yet its denied that they have part in the word 
cc of Gods covenants, ſo that if they die in Infancy, as many of the choiſe ſeed 
cc of Abraham and Iſaac and Facob did &c. Let that ordinary means of ſ- 
ce ving efficacy in all the ſaved elect is denied, contrary to that principle 
c Rom.g. 6. But more hereof anon: but Rom 9 7, 8, 9, 10, 11. is ſo 
te clear tor it I wonder any deny it. 1/246 and Jacob are made precedential 

* inſtances of intereſt not only of election, but of Gods calling nnto the 
ce fel'owſhip of his free covenant wichout reſpeR either to their delireor la- 
c deavour of it perſonally v. 16. 
«© Anſw. There are ſundry reaſons which make me conceive that in this and 
many other paſſages in this argument Mr. C. aimed at my ſelf. Mr. Robert 
Baillee miniſter of Glaſgow in Scotland had in the 2. part of his Diſwaſive in- 
tituled 2 ch. 4. pag. 9 2. charged me wi. h ſpoiling all Infants of 
all intereſt in the Covenant of grace, and denying all right to the new ¶ vvexant ta 
Iewiſh Infants till in their ripe years they became actuall believers, From which 
falſe criminations I have vindicated my («lt in the Addition tomy Apology 
printed at London 1652. Mr. C. here tels of ſome © who ſpeak as if they 
& held that Infants while Infants, and till believers are not in the covenant, 
© that wholly deny the covenant eſtate of that ſort of perſons, though they 
te acknowledg ſome of them are elected of that ſort, yet it's denied they have 
« part in the word of Gods covenant,and if they die in Infancy that ordinary 
ec means of ſaving efficacy in all the ſaved ele& is denied them. I have reaſon 
to concelve that theſe are calumnies of or hets, ſure I am it theyrae meant of 
my ſelf they arecalumnies, and ſo ſhewed in my Books before cited and in 
other of my writings. From which that I may ſtand free I further expreſs 
my ſelf diſtinQly thus. 1. That by L in the Covenant of grace ] 1 
mean the promile of righteouſneſs and external life by Chriſt Jeſus. 2. 
That I mean by |. being int be Covenant of grace or belonging #8 it ] the 
having this promiſe made to them by God whether Gen. 17. 7. or Gen.3. 
15. acco to the ſpeech of the Apoſtle Tit. 1. 2. that God pramiſeih eternal 
life oeũ yeoven αꝓ̃io * the timer of the ages, that 4s atore any age of 
man was paſt, - 3. that all the elect of God whether children of bellevers — 
| unbe- 
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gabel levers dying in Inf incy, or at the riper age are in this covenant of grace, 
that is, God hub promiſed eternal life ro them by Chuiſt, they are given to 
Chrilt to ſave, are children of the promiſe Rom 9. 8. 4. That all theſe are 
Abrahams ſeed meant inthe promile Gex.17 7. though not actual believers. 

hat all theſe have Chrilts merci s and che ſpit its inbeing in them atore 
they dye as ordioary means of ſal vation. 6. That none but theſe elect per- 
ſons have the (aid covenant of grace or promiſe of righteouſneſs ana liſe by 

('h iſt made to them. 7. That no where vilible protefſers of faith is in the 
Covenant of grace. 8. That the natural child of a believer, no not the na- 
tuta l child of Abraham the Father of bel levers was or is la the covenant of 
grace, as ch: it child, or barely by vercue of their faith, but onely the cle ot 
them by vertue of their election by God, 9. That theſe eleRperſors,thougb 
elected, and having the promiſe made to them, yet have not the things promi- 
ſed (if of years of underſtanding ) till they do believe, they are ao juſtified 
till cken, and ſo are not actuall parrakers of the covenant of grace, or no: actu- 
ally therein. 19, That no where in Scciptare is the naturall chi d of a 
Gentile-belicver, or a viſible profeſſor of Chriſtian faith, termed Abrabams 
Seed, and the term of Abrahams Church-ſecd ,applied to luch is a novel expteſ- 
ſion, not grounded on Scripture, 18, That the tcrmall, proper, and ade- 
quatereaſon why any was to becircumciled, was, not his being in the cove- 
nant made with Abraham, nor is the reaſon why any ſhould be baptized,bare- 
ly hisintereſt in the covenant of grace, but the command of God, in the one, 
appointing males of eight dayes old of A braahm houſe, and Proſely: es there- 
to to becircumciſed; in the other, diſciples by their own profeſſion of fai h ia 
Cn iſt to be baptized. 12. That the nle of the terms, Being in the cutrwar4 
Covenant . externall covenant-intereſi of I nfants,and ſuch like are miltakcs uf on 
the im gined connexion between the covenant of grace and the ini: iall cal, 
as hey call it. Now to Mr C. his proof, 

His proof is from Rom. 9.7, 9,10, 11,16. That cleft infants were Abraham: 
ſeed in covenant ,which I deny not, bu: ſay that Rom. 9. 8. proves not onlv, that 
all the elect ſeed be included inthe promiſe, Gen. 17.7. but alſo that the A- 
poſtle expreſſy affirms, that onely the eſect are the children of the promiſe 
underſtood ſpiritually, and they only Abrahams ſeed. Acta Synod. Dordrac 3 u- 
dic. froſeſſ. Belgic de 20. Art. pag. 113. Has jropofurio L [olis cleftis ba jro- 
miſſiones ſunt factæ] ex proſeſſoprobatur 2 Paulo, Rom. 9.7.8, Ameſ. Coron. 
Art. 5 c 2. Seminis in ulcatio ſolos elefos & efficacitey vocatos notari docet A- 
? oſtolo fic hunc locum interpretante, Rom. 9. 8 Gal. 3. 16. & 4. 28., Mr. Ra- 
ther ſord Exercit. Apolog 2 C. 2. num. 7. Soli electi dicuntuy in S cripturis fa de- 
rati, fili & hæredei from ſionis, Rom. 9 8. Mr Norton, Mr C. his Colleague, 
commended by Mr. Cviton with him, Reſponſ. ad Apollon. c. 2. pag. 30 Obje- 
Hum federks gratie ſunt ſoliclefi, Dr. Twiſs Animadv, in Corvin. pag. 235. 
Negamus Deum paciſci ſædus gratia cum omnibus & fingulis : dicimus hee Feri 
ſolum cum ele . Mote may be ſeen to this purpole in my Ex cu fart. 3 Sect. 
4, in his part of the Review, Sc. 33. ard almott in every Prot ſtant Wrher 
of note wh.» oppoſeth the Remonſtramt / of Belgia, and «cher patrons of 
Unlverſall grace, freewill, and falling away from grace, But what Mr C. {aith 
and I grant, proves not that Inſants aud little ones of viſibly believing parcnts in 
Church efta'e, before the Inſan!s (au 9 perſonal lor ſeſten or profeſſion of 

* faith 
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faith in the eovenant, are A brabime Church ſeed to whom 1he promiſe, Gen. 17. 
7. belongs, but thecon'rary : Nor is it he eby proved, that ſuch Infants are co. 
venanzers ingage d, or as I ſants of Abraham and Iſauc, children of the promiſe, as 
if h: formal ratio of the lt childrens being children of the promiſe, were 4- 
brabamt and Tſaacs believing and inchurching, as Mr, C. ſeems to conceive, ic 
being contrary to the — determination of the Apoſtle, Rem 9.3. which 
excludes / ſhmacl and Eſau from being children of the promiſe. Nor is it true, 
that the change of Abrabens name, Gen. 17. 4,5,6,7, Sc. compared proves that 
the children of believers inchurched are Abrahams ſced, but oncly th t belicyers cf 
all nations are ſuch, Rom, 4.17. 

Mr C. glanceth at a paſſage in my Extmen, page 96. whercin I ſay, that 
the Apoſtle, Rom. 4 12.makes Circumciſion, a Sel of the rightcouſneſs of faith, 
but not to all, or only circumciſed perſi ns, but to all believers whether Jews or 
Gentiles; ſo that according tothe Apſtles docttine, Circumciſion in as much 
as it ſealed to Abraham the righteouſneſs of faith, which he had yer being un- 
circumciſed , ſo that it is ſa far from being true that perſons have ihe promiſe, 
therefore they mult have the ſeal in their perſons; that It follews, perſons thave 
the promite,therfore they have the ſeal in Abrabam, hough they never are nor 
may be ſealed in their own perſons, : 

To this Mr. C. faith, * The Apoſtles diſccurſe cleareth it to be other= 
ce wiſe, his ſcope being not to infringe any Golpel-right to the Goſpel-ſe il, 
«© but to take off any reaſoning in point of jultificarion from any work of 
e the Law cenſidered apart from Chriſt : As for the ſealing of Abrahams be- 

* lieving children the Gentiles in A brab ms ſealing, if thac were intended, as 
te much might have been affirmed of the believing children of Abrabam, as they 
e {uch, and ſo the circumciling of ſuch Iewes at leaſt had been more than 
ce were needed lo far forth. 

I rep!y,I grant the ſcope to be to prove Iuſtification by falth; but I ay, in 
reſpect of the preſent point the wotes prove no more, but that Abrahams per- 
fonall ei cumciſion was to him and all hu bellye as he did, whether Jewes et 
Gentiles, the ſeal of the tit h eouſneſs of Faith, And I do acknowledge, that 
if that were all the uſe of ci cumciſion, there was no ſimple neceſſity of ary 
Ie belicver to be circumciſed in theit own perfons, yet God might think 
good ex abundanti more ab andamly io ſhew untothe heirs of promije the immuta- 
bility of bis Couxcell, as the words are, Heb. 6 17, and therefore would have 
them alſo circumciſed in th ir own perſons to that end. But however there 
were other ends of circumeihon, as the prefigut ing of Chriſt to ccme, the di- 
ſtinguiſhing the I'racli:es from o her people, &c. And therefore notwith- 
flancing A brahams circumciſion ſealed to Jew- believers the righteouſne(s of 
fai.h, yet it was not needleſs that they ſhouid themſelves be circumciſed in 
their cn petſons for the ends to which God appointed it. And the com- 
mand being expreſs for their circumciũ en, they could plead no exemption 
from thelr perſonall circumciſion upon that pretence that quatenu believers 
they were circumciſed in the circumcilion of their father Abraham while the 

command Rood In force, no nat though all the «nds had ceaſed, as that Chriſt 
were come, all other nations were circumciſed as well as they, &c. I ſay, had 
rheſe ends and all other ceaſed, yet without Gods releaſing of the command, 

cue were to be ciicumcile l. 

How 


(331) 
How littlethar Act of Chriſt, Luke 18.1, 16, 17, With Math 10. 16, 
makes for Mr C. his purpoſe, is ſhewed in the ſecond part of the Nvicw be- 
ſore, and ſo likewiſe how im pertinenily Eſay © 1. 9. & 65, 22. are alleged, is 
ſhewed before in this part of the Review, 1 neither grant that inchurched Gen- 
ile vifeble belicuers are am other where called Abrahams I irituall ſeed; Nor 
doI think Anabapiilts wil grant, that if they were, then are their children alſo. 
Bur, ſaith he, ** The patents being not meetly abſtraRively conſidercd 
« the Covenant. ſced, Gen. 17, 7. tur as in reference to ther childen with 
« them, For the ſced ot Abraham ti whom the Ce renant Gen. 17.7 is made, 
e is the ſeed in their gererations, which neceflarily imply and ſuppoſe as the 
te parents generating, ſo th: children begotten of them, the parents make uo: 
te the generation alone, nor the chi den alone, but foyutly conſidered toge- 
« cher, 

eAnſwer. No perſon is the Covenant-ſeed, Gen. 19. 7. but Abrahams 
ſeed , which bring meant of his naturall ſeed, ſo it includes all delcenced 
from him by Iſaac and Facob in their future generations; it meant of his 
ſpiricuall ſeed [their gonerations] notes either ihe ages in which they were 
born by natural genera-ion, or by ſpiritua! regene: ation by Fathers in Chi ilt, 
who beget thew by the Geſpel 1 (vr. 415. 
© But, ſalch Mr. C. „ Here Anabapcilts ſever the ſubject parties taken into 
e the covenant- conſideratlen, they agree it's Abraham & his ſylritual ſeed, 
* but leave out the notation of the ſecd, ſeil.ſ ved in their generations the 
“e proſelyte Gentiles In Abrabams houſe, they were not his carnall ſecd; 
wi are they then ſealed, but as they were Abrabams (piricual and Church» 
* leed, 

Anſwer, We ſever not the ſubjcR parties taken into Covenant conlice - 
ration, as Mr, C. (peaks , but diſtinguiſh them: Nor do we leave out that 
No atlon of Sced, ſcil. in their generations ; but take it in, as I have laid. 
the Proſclytes, it believers, as Abraham, they are his ſced by Faith, it no, 
they are not h's ſeed according to Scripture Abrahams Church-Sced is a 
new-deviſed term without Scripture : Vet the ptoſely es and their chi dien 
were to becircumcilſed by vertue of the command, whether they had any 
pare in the covenant or not, as being in his houſe, though not of his 
ſeed. And if by Gods ſolemnly enjoyning 4 Seal to  Blank,ors ſeal to uo Co- 
veuant of bis, be meant, that clrcumcition of the Proſelytes was a token of 
that Covenant which was no covenin: of Gods, I deny i .it was a Covenant «ft 
Gods, in which he made many promiſes, it was not a token of a Covenant 
that aſſured nothing, as a paper in whtch no hing is written (which we cali 
a Blank ) there were promiſes and perſons ſpecified in the covenant, Bur it 
the meaning be this , That God ſolemnly enjoyned that ſuch ſhould be cir- 
cumclſed co whom no promiſe was made in that Covenant, I grant it true 
Iſhmael, &c. and count le no abſurdiry to ſay, God in that ſenſe did ſolemn- 
| lyenjoyn the Seal to be put toa Blank. 

Circumciſion, in the Inſtitutlon of it, was a token or ſigne of the Cove- 
nant made with Abrabam, Ron. 4. 11, 19 bea Seal of the righteouſneſs of 
Faith, is ſaid of no ones ciicumciſion but Abrahams, What Ar 
( means, That it was a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of Faith, 
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not ſo much Sub jectivè as Objectivè, Rom. 4. I underſtand not, except this 
be his meaning , that it did ſeal not ſo much the righteouſneſs jof ſaith to he 
perſons eircumciſed, as his truth, That righthecuſnels is by faith. Being un- 
deritood of Abrahams perſonal] clrcumcifion, I conceive it ſealed beth wayes, 
of any other mans circumciſionʒ I find not the Apoſt'e call ing it the Seal of the 
righteouſneſs of Faith, But of Seals and ſeallng I have ſpoken ſufficient'y in 
ſurdry Sections before. I ſhall not contend about that paſſage, I hat zhs Bp» 
tiſm of Simon Magus was in the nature of it, and Gods irſtiimien, a vifible Seal 
sf the moſt ſpiritual part of the covenant,” and yet did not Iicariot and Magus far- 
24ke of the (piri:uall part of the C ouenant my former explication being remembred. 
And I take it a true which next followes, It is peculiar to the ele 10 be in the to- 
we2ans in reſpect᷑ of ibe participation of ibe ſaving efficacy of it, Rom 9. 6, 7,8. 
And hence obſerve. chat none but the elect are rightly (aid to be in the cove- 
nant of grate : For none are In the covenant of grace but they to whom it is 
made (tor what is it to be in the covenant, but to have ſt made to him ? 0 
the Directory, ſo Rom. 9.8.) But they to whom the covenant of grace is made, 
are the elect onely. The covenant of grace is the covenant of Saving grace, 
He b. 8. 10, 11, & 10.16. Rom. 11.26, 1 Cor. 11. 25. Heb. 13. 20. of Re- 
generation, Iuſtification, &c. But that is made onely to the Elect: Ergo, 
The Miner is proved thus, They to whom it is made, they have the ſavin 
efficacy, otherwiſe God ſhould make it and not perform ir, and ſo his Word 
tall, which is not to be granted: But the elc& onely have the ſaving efficacie, 
as Mr. C. conſeſſeth. Ergo, 1 =_ not, Reptobates may in t eſpect of theit 
own profeſſion, be ſaid to be externally inthe covenant of grace, in appearance 
to mer in the face of the viſible Church, but not In reſpect of Gods promiſe 
and betore him, which they ſay Is ſealed inthe Sacrament, Nor do deny the 
appointment of God to be to circumciſe er baptize Reprobates as well as 
elect, and that the nature of theſe ordinances is the ſame on both ſorts, though 
the uſe and efficacy in part be various. Nor do I deny the covenant with - 
braham one, yet hold it is mixt, which is proved from the words of Mr C. here 
in that ic holds forth varlety ot covenant · bleſſings; ſome more commen to all, 
and ſome more peculiar to a few. But I deny the Goipel doth hold forth bleſ- 
ſing, common to any other than the godly, It is true, there are promiſes of 
this life, 1 Tim. 4. 8. 1 (or. 3. 22. Mark 10. 30. and Reprobates have ſome 
ſuch out ward things as the elect, as cloaths, aii e, life, but not as ble ſſings from 
the Gol pel, neliher ſanctiſied in the ſame manner, nor upon the ſame tenure. 
As for circumciſion, it was the covenant metonymically onely, and did con- 
urm the whole covenant ſacramentally to ele and reprobate. , 
Mr. C. yet adds, © That if chat ſort of perſons, to wit, Infants, or 4 
brabams ſpit ituall ſeed without perſonall actuall faith by which it's ſald 
cnely perſons come to be Abraham leed, it's enough to prove, that Gen- 
tile inchurched believers infants are the the ſeed of Abraham. But that is 
fully proved from Gal. 3.7,6. 9. 16. 27, 28, 29. where, dy Chriſt, is 
meant Chriſt myſticail, that Is, Chriſt with his Body the Church, as 
1 Cer. 12. 13. If then Infants be not Abrabams ſeed, then are they not 
1 of Chriſt, nor of the inviſible Church , and fo are wkhout ſal- 
vail, 


— 
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To which Tanſwer , That I never denied that elect infants were Abraham? 

ſpiri:yall ſ:ed, not ſaid onely by actuall falth peiſons are Abrahams ſpiritua 
ſced but g cant that ſome infants are Abrahams ſplrituall ſeed, whether by 
clection onely, or by ſeed of fairh, or by ſuch a ſpecial ſecret work as is un- 
known to us, like Facobs ſtruggling inthe womb , and taking hold on his 
brotheis heel, or Fohn Baptiſts leaping in the womb of his mother tcr joy, and 
ſo ate ot the body of Chriſt, and members ot the inviſible Church, and there- 
by ſaved. But I deny that infants of Gentile belicyers, whether elect or nat, 
are Abrah um: ſpitltual ſeed, and In that reſpect in the covenant of grice or pro- 
miſe of God being their God, and thereby admitted to baptilm. 
'« But Mr. C. adds. I ſay to exclude that ſort of perſons ſcil. telicvers 
* Intants from belng a part of the viſible-church in genera” is to exclude 
te them from any ordinary ſtate and way of ſalvation. Nay [I will go further 
ic andſay, that for any to ſuppoſe all the individual Infants and each of them 
c which came of ſuch inchurhed paren's, not to be alſo par:s ot this body of 
c Chriſtthe viſible Church, and conſcquently not tobe Abrahams (pirirual 
« ſg:d, is to exclude them from a ſtate and way of ſalvation. In reſpect to 
the ordinary courſe thereo:, and ſo to leave them all under the con ſidera- 
« tion of ſuch a way to be ſaved in as is only extraordinary : ordinarily they 
te are not to be ſuppoſed to be ſaved, or at leaſt it is not to be ſuppoſed, that 
ct ord:narily, or thar in an ordinary way any Pagans, or Turkes out of the 
&« yifible Church, or any In and of Rome as Tridentine and Antichtiſtian 
* ſhould be ſaved : yet God may and ſomtimes doth, and will have ſlome 
i ſouls brought on to him thence, and even from amongſt Mabometans 
ce &c, But all will yeild I ſuppoſe that this is an exraordinary caſe : and (9 
te croſſeth not that rule, that without even the viſi le Church there is no ſal- 
e yati>n ; ſcil. Taking the maxime in reference to ordinary times, and 
te with all to the ordinary courſe and way of attaining unto ſalvation. 

Anſ. Mr. C. his drift I conceive is to prove, that if Infants of believers be 
rot viſible Church- members they have no ordinary ſtate and way of ſatuation, and 
that the mixime is true, that out of the viſible Church in referexce to ordinary 
times and withal to 1he ordinary courſe and way of attainining unto ſalvation there 
& no ſalvation. Againſt which I oppoſe that if the maxim our of the Church there 
ij no ſali 4 ion, be underſtood of the viſible Church, & the ordinary ſtate & way 
of ſalvation, it will as well concern Mr. C. to ſhew how children of believ. is 
endued with a reaſonable ſoul and humane body, yet ſtill-born ordying in 
their mothers womb with her and never bornare provided for an ordinaty way 
of ſalvation as wel as for ys concerning Infants born alive. ſuppoſe they will 
not ſay Infants dying in their mothers womb and there buried, and never 
brought tolight, are viſible members of the Church, who were never vilible 
men, nor that they are to be baptized, What ordinary way & ſlate of ſalyation 
external have they more than Mahometanes? If it be ſald they have election, 
the vertue of Chriſts death the promiſe of God according toeleRion, the ſe- 
cret work of the ſpirit I grant it, and the ſame may be ſaid of Infamvs living, 
nor can it be certaialy and wi:hout doubt denicd of Papiſts and Vi home: 
infants. Though I confeſs it is far more probable that oridnarily God gives 
theſe means to Infants of believers whether Churched or unchurched tha: tro 
the Iafants of others, and rather to the Infants of true belicvers, him an 
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- 
profeſſors of ſaick. Yet I dare not determine certainly thereof becauſe of the 
expreſs reſo/ution of the Apoſtle Rom.g. concerning Iſhmael and Eſan, and 
his reference thence v. 15, 26, 18, 20, 21, 22. Andit he count je certain 
there i no [aluntion out of the viſivie Church in an ordi241y way there being no 
ordinary way to eſtate Iafants ia the viGble church (which 1 grant not as weil 
as he) but baptiſm, then he doth as good as affirm, that ordinarily no in- 
fant is ſaved without baptiſm, which is eitker the Popilh tenent or not much 
ſhorc of it. This will the more urge dl. C. becaule he limi:s the promiſe to 

Abrah unt viſible Church-ſced in reterence to Church covenant, and I (up. 
pe they of N. E. biptize not intants of parents not ivchu rched ; What ore 
ainary way of ſalvation have children of belicvers not inghurched, who are 
not accounted viſible Church m:mbecs when their patents were not ? And 
the lize muſt be (214 ot the children of excommunicate p:rſons, of unceitain 
originall Apoſt ites, who are wich them, or ſome cf them no viſible Church» 
members: how are they inthe viſible Church, and what proviſion is for them? 
For my part | conceive that ifthe matter be impartially conſidered, I think 
their docttine is preſſed with the iike difficulty that mine is. I afhrm that be- 
licvers lnfan:s,and intants of unbelievers,if cle, ate certainly ſaved ordinu i- 
ly,thar is, according to the conſtant courſe of Gods purpole by veriue of Gods 
p'omiſe, Chtiſts death, and the Spirits ſectet worki g, though «they be neither 
baptized, nor are viſible Church-mewbers* and I chink they can ſay no mere 
concerving infants of believers dying withthe mother in the v mb, and never 
brought to light, which is no unviua!l thing, 1 ſay that it is very probable be- 
cauſe of generall indeſi ite promiſes and frequent experience that the infants 
of velicving parents are e ect, when the infants of Infidels are not. Let I can» 
not affirm they ate elect, becauſe the promiſes are not univerſall to every be- 
lie vers infants; yea, if they were, as Pedobaptiſts would have them, unlverſall 
in reſpect of externall priviieges (which is net true yet rhere cculd be no cer- 
tainty of election and ſalvatlon inferred thence, Ard therefore though there 
be a better grou id of hope of the ſalvation of a betievers infant than others; 
yer in a queſtion concerning he certainty ot the event whether they are ſaved 
or no, I mull ſuſpend my judgemeut, and leave it to Gods lecret will, having 
no rule reve iled hereby to determine it. If Mr. C. aſſure any more, I con- 
celve ke wiil deceive himſelf and others. Dr. Twiſſ. Animaduerſ. in Cor- 
vin. pag.3 f. ſaith thus: Ad hac forte in es ſementia ſunt noftri Theologi ut pro- 
poſfitum Dei de ſalvandis fidelium liberis in infamili atate merienti bus haud liquido 
ſatis demonſtrari in ſacris liter. Et ſane non diffiteoy exitia bujus rei ſuppeditari 
n:0bis cx ſacrisliler indiii i, quibus tamen acquicſcimus, But Mr C. adds, 
«© Suchthen as txclude ail Infants ot believers one or other from the notion 
* ot Abrahams ſpiritual ſeed, (rom covenant and Church- eſtate, they put them 
© {ache Pagans, Gent i es eſtate, y of which Paul ſpeakes, who being . they 
* and others ſtrangers from the promiſe and covenants , and from the vi- 
* tbe Church: they place them in that reſpect in an eſtate of perſons that zre 
« without God in the world, and ſo under the Divel the God of the world; 
« and in an hopeleſs eſtate, neither they nor any for them can have any groun- 
te ded hope of them, they are without hope, in regard at leaſt of any ordinary 
ce way or mean of falyation.Efb, 2.11, 12. 
Anſw. lexciude nut all intants ot believers one or 0:her from the action 
* 
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of Abrahams ſpirtiuall ſeed, from Covenant and Chutch-eſtate, meaning this 

of being Abrahams ſpiricu1l ſeed, and [nc.uded 1a the covenant of grace and 

viſible Church, which alone can make God to be thelr God, «Rice them in 

Chrilt, be che ground of a certain hope of thelt ſalvation, ard thac according 
to an ordinary way. They that teach them to be Whble Church- members and 
baptize them. cannot give patents a gtounded certai.1 inf[livle hope ef ſalvati- 
on withou: this ordinary way Laſſen, nor can they give more aſſurance £ that 
way of Bap: iſm, than may be given wichout ir, baptiſn not ſaving without rhe 
anſwer of a good conſcience tywards God, i Pet. 3. 21. Neither that nor their ĩima- 
ginary viſib'e Church- memberſhip aſſuring that they are not under the Pixel, 
nor withont God in the world, And if th y do, they do it withcur dciptute, 
and experience doth too often tefute them. Mr C gots on. 

Nor let it ſeem grievous that our friends and breihren in the Lord of ame and 
worth in the Church, have, as it ſeemeth, urged that in caſe of ſuch an excluſion of 
believers chiltren, ibo are made as Turks or Indians, fo far forth in regard that 
vt being in covenant nor Church · eſtate, the Apoſtle truly ſtates ſuch perſens cies, 
they are without hope, and withoat God in the world; He maketh no diſtinction 
of potentia remora axd propinqua in ih caſe. 

Anſw. 1: is 2 grievanceto us their brethren in the ſaith, that Mr M. and 
ſuch men of name and worth in the Church, ſhould ſo miſrepreſent our T ene: 
as they do, with whem Mr C. ſeems to concur. Mr, M. his calumny in miſte- 
preſenting my words in his Defence,t art 2. ſect 10. as it I had ſaid, Tha I 
know no warrant to think eledion io re ich believers children more than unbelievers 
children, that I know A more promiſe ſor them than for the children of unbelicyers, 
is anſwered in my Apclagie, ſef?. 14. I have ſhewed here and in my Examen, 
Port 2 SeA.10, and in my Apologie Sedt. 14. that I put the elect of them imo 
the covenant of grace, and in the inviſible Church, and this onely is the grt und 
of a ſure hope ot their intereſt in God, and Chriſt, and ſalvation, And that they 
are eleCt I give 4 probable reaſons which ate not competent to the iatanrs v* 
Tucks and Pagans, 1. generall ind finite promiſes not made to Tutkts and 
Pagans, 2. T he payers of parents and godly for them, 3. Their education and 
brecding among the god y, whereby they are in a neerer peſſibility to be goely, 
thin others, 4. | he irequent expetience that the children of the godly prove 
ſuch ; which yer b:cauſe thoſe promiſes are not particular and definite, that is, 
d:terminiag this par: icular go-d of ſalva: lon to each particular perſon, & pr: y- 
ers ate mace and heard with limitation of Gods wiil & the education may tail 
in its effect, and ex>rien-e is not lo conſtant, but that it falls out otherwiſe in 

many, ther tore there's no ſufficient ground tot certain hope but only probabic. 
Mr M.Mr C. and others, aſſign 2 r. ore, to wit being in Covenant & Church- 
ett te. But Air C. pog. 93. cone ſſeth, It i; peculiar to the eic to be in covenunt 
in reſpect of the ſaving ef acy of it, Rom. 9. 6, 7, 8. And that be ing in covenant 
and Chuich-· eſtate, which ke makes common to all, elect and reprobare, cau- 
not aſſure them certainly of ſalvdtionʒ therefore were ir granted that there we « 
uch a covenant of Church- privileges and thi they were viſible Church me 
bers and to be baptiæ ed which I conccire to be hCitious) yet this c uid 97 
mage the h pe of the: ſalvation morethan probable, no nor fo probable as he 
wo I give, where I inler tha: they do us wrong to inltil imo pre piles ,, 
a: Which tends to make us od us, hat cur de ctrin t kes au ) 2} Brew a ! 
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hope of infants falyation,dying in infancy, vbẽ in truth the promiſe of ſalvation 
as we aſſign ic ls the ſame wh. he promlſe as they affign it, & the grounds we give 
of the hope of the infants intereſt, are as ſuſficient to make it probable as chei 3, 
if they were ſuppoſed true, which yet norwithſtanding all they iay, we know are 
fi&itiovus, Now hereby is a plain anſwer to Mr. C. It Intanis of Turls be 
any of them elected, which Mc, C. ſeen to grant when ke faith, God may an 
ſometimes doth and will have ſome ſouls brought on to him from Rome, and even. 
mong# the Mohemet ans, c. We do gran they are really and before God in as- 
good a condition as bel ievers children, though not in appearance to us and in 
reſpect of their preſent eſt ate, nor can they be (aid to be without Chriſt, ich- 
out God in the world in all reſpects. But in teſpect ot pteſeit (tute and ap- 
pearance to us,ncither Infidels nor their children are in ary condi ton ſo hope- 
tull as believers and their children, becauſe ot the generall inde finite promiſes 
they have, the benefit of prayers, which are not with a like a;dency : tor laß 
dels thongh we pray for them alſo in a more generall manner, the benefit of 
their education, which if it be to Indlans children, yet not with a like care, 
And if it be, we ſhould not think it abſurd to ſay, that if they be brought into 
godly families, their ſalva ion is hopefull as well as believeis children. E'ſe 
why doth Mr Cotton conceive in the way of the Churches of New England, in ile 
latter end they may be baptized. And the experience is very frequent cos cerning 
godly mens children proving godly, but very rare that an Inſidels child living 
among Infidels, Is converted. And for a word of promiſe for faith and hope 19 
reſt uon, as I (aid, it hath been ſhewed, that neither Mr A. nor Mr C. nor any 
other can produce any promile in Scripture that afſures the (alyation of an In- 
fant of a reall believer, much leſſe of a meer proſeſſor dying in infancy ; yea, 
to retort Mr C. his Argument, we are not is ſorrow without hope, concerning our 
brethren that dye at age: yet we have no certain word of faith to relye on, but 
that Go will be the God of elect and true bellevers, Luke 20. 36 37, 38. But 
tha this promiſe reacheth to our brother deceaſed at age, we know onc i pro- 
badly, though the pre bability is greater by reaſon of his profeſſion and cos. 
ver lation, yet at moſt but — e, no: withſtanding thoſe ſignes, we are not 
certain he is elect, he may live and dye an hypocrite. Many are cononi zed for 
S1in's in jeaven who perhaps are among unclean (ſpirits in hell. We therefore 
Tu this caſe are fain to ſuſpend our judgment about the certainty, and to con- 
tent our ſelves with a likely hope upon probable grounds. And ſo we may do 
concerning our children according to my doctrine, though 1 confeſſe the, hope 
is more probable of fach a one chan of an Infant ; yer ſometimes alio there ap- 
pears as much cauſe of fear, H/ ever this I ſay, that were it not to make cut 
dc Arine of Antipædobap iſm odicus to parents, who being indulgent co 
their children, are eaſily moved to paſhontowards them,th't (ay any thing 
of them thar ſeems harſh, and are very much inclined rothem and thelt words 
thut tend to feed hem with ſuch conceits as occaſion theit hopes, though but 
fond, of good to them, our doctrine would be free from this exception. But 
ſuch courſes ſhould be far from men of worth, who ſhould preſent truth na- 
kedly, without reſpeR to mens affections. As Mr C. tells us, he bath been the 
longer in prcof of this ſevemb Concluſion, in that it is the very Hinge of the ( un- 
troverſie: So I have anſwered it more fully, though it have been very tedious 
to me by rea'on of Mr. C. bis confuſed and impertinent Dictates. any [ 
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Zo detlare chat I do not ſee reaſon from that which Mr, C. hath ſaid to un{ay 
what I ſaid, that the chlidren of believers covenant- e ſtate, at leaſt Ecciſiaftt» 
call, s aſſerred by Pædobap:iſts, is a new Goſpel, not elder than Z uinglias and 
therefore rejeRing it, I ſhall hold that to be Goſpel which I find lo called» 
1 Cor 15.1, 3, / Kc. Rem. 1. 16, 17. GA. 3. 8. 2 Ti, 2.8. Rom. 2.16, and 
ſuch like places and wiſh Mr. C & others of his miud, ho upon ſuch uncer- 
tain and lmpertinent allegations, impoſe their Goſpel upon mens conſciences, 
to ponder with more ſerlouſneſs the Apoſtles words, Gel. 1. 9. If any max 
preach am other Goſpel chan that ye have received, let him be accurſed. 


SECT, XL V. 


My C. b Anſwers 10 object iet againſt hi ſeventh Concluſion, part. 1. c. 3. 
Sect. 9. of bi Juſt Vindie. are conſidered, and My. Bl. bis Tenent concerning 
the geneall term of a ((ovenant, that it is a mutual agreement. 


Warethe firſt ObjeQion here, and for my ſpeeches about Pharer, Z ara, 
| Bb others, and that of the Jewes being branches of the Olive by their birth, 
that L forger not my (elf, and how far I own them and wherein I correct them, 
or explain them, my be ſeen in the firſt part of the Review, Sef.6. 19, 21. 

The ſdcond obj ectlon is thus, It Infants be In the Covenant of grace, and 
born ſo, then ſuch Infants were born in the Covenant, and never our. And 

beſides, Gods Covenant of ſaving grace bi g abſolute, and undertaking to 
be geg grace to ſuch as ate in cov nant wi:hhim, all ſuch muſt be ſaved, 
unleſs God tail of his truth. | 

To this Mr. C. 2nſwers, t. That Covenant of gra-e, as I. S. a:hnowledgeth 
it to be mentioned, Deu. 29.it was mile with little ones then unborn i -1entiorally, 

v.14, 15. 45 well as with thoſe then jreſent actually: So that hen they were 
lern tbey were born in the covenant and never out. «As much may be faid of the 
Infant Ele ſeed, or chili ren of the promiſe dying infants, they were born ſo, and 
never out of that eſtats after they were actually exiſtent : yea they were all ginded 
in the covenants, Jer. 13. 

Anſw. The paſſage Deut. 29. 1 f. is not meant of Gods covenant or pro- 
miſe to them, but their promiſe or covenant to God, as appears in that v. 14. 
Moſes is ſaid to make the coven nt with them, that is, to engage them in 
their own perſons for themſelves and little ones to own God and his lawes, and 
v. 15. it Is ſaid, before the Lord our God, which ſhewes that the perſon ma- 
king that covenant, v. 1 4. was diſtinct from the Lord, and this Covenant be 
made with bim that was vot there with them that day, to wit, the unborn poſte- 
rity, as rightly M. C. and others eonccive, and this Covenant Moſes made 
with them by engaging them by an oath of their P. inces and progenitors, in 
the ſame ſenſe as Saul ard the Iſraelites were bound to the Oath made by Fo- 

ſouah and the Princes of Iſraclitcs to the Gibeonites, So that thoſe unborn 
are not ſaid to be in Gods Covenant of graze as ma le by him, and ſo inten- 
tionally onely becauſe not cxiſtent ; but they were in covenant with God vir- 
tually, becauſe of th: Obliga ion which lay on them by thelr progenicors and 
Princes engagement for them to take the Lerd for tbeir Cod, and upon their 
XX obedienc 
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obedience God ed himſelf to eſtab! ſþ them to be & people unto bimſelf, And 
this, I confels, did ever oblige them: but lt is nothing to the objeRion which 
ſpeaks of Gods Covenant as mide to infants; not of infants Covenant as 
made to God. Nevertheleſs I confeſs what ever were che Authors meaning in 
that Objectlon, it is no ablurdity to grant, thateleR infants dying ſo, were 
born in the Covenant and never out, that is, they had the promile of God 
made to them at, yea and before heir birth, and in reſpect of the actuall poſ- 
ſeſſion of the benefits of the covenant , they were inthe covenant before het 
death and never out. But lo are not eleR intants dying in reſpect of outward 
Church-privileges, they are not born viſible Church-members, nor ſubjeR to 
be baptized. 

> hal Mr C. Gods Covenant did not barely offer, or promiſe to covenant; 
but made a Covenant, & Covenant and an Oath with 1hem that day, Deut. 29. 13, 
13 84,15. and among? other promiſes engaged bimſelf to circuonciſetheir beans 
chap. 30. 5. yes were not all in heart circumciſed, and pet the promiſe of God failed 
not, being in the general tothem conditionally, and nat as it ij ſaid here 
abſolutely, at leaf it had reference to them all in common. The word of the pro- 
miſe took not effe in as many of the Fewes to whom the covcnant promiſes externally 
belonged , yet it followed not, that therefore it 100k no cffeft at all, and ibat God 
bed unfairbfull, for it took effect in others, Rom. 3. 3. and 9. 6,7,8. And 
o here 


Arnſw. What this is tothe object ion which is here anſwered, I do not well 
underſtand, Gods covenant of ſaving grace, whether expreſſed Gen, 17, 7, 
to Abraham aud bis ſpirituall ſeed, or Hcb.8, 10 or elſwhere, is abſolute in 
reſpect of the perſons to whom, God takes into covenant perſons of his own 
good pleaſure without any previous diſpoſition moving him to promiſe to this 
rather than that, though ſome benefits of that covenant are promiſed upon con- 
ditlon, and all thoſe to whom it is made, muſt be ſaved, unleſs God fall cf 
his truth. But for the Covenant, Deut 29. 12,13, 14, 15+ it was their coye- 
nint to God, as weil as Gods covenant to chem, nor was it the covenant of 
grace according tothe Goſpel] m: de to Gentile: believers, but a nationall'en. 
gagement of the Iſraelites to obſerve the lawes of God which Moſes made 
with them at Gods command in the Land of Moab, beſides ibe Covenant which be 
made with them in Horch , and Gods engagement thereupon to take them for 
a people while they obſerved his Laws Io which covenant firſt Moſes tells them 
what God hath done for them,notwithſtandiog their dulneſs to percelve it; 
and then ejoyns them, v. 9 tokeep the words of the Covenant and do them, that 
they might proſper in all that they did: and then tells them, that tb ll food 
ibere ln a full Aſſembly, that they might be engaged for themſelves, their little 
ones, ſtrangerr within their C ump. and pofteriry.to obſerve Gods Commands, and 
th:rrelis them that God would eſtabliſb them fer a people uno bimſelf, that is, 
that he would continue them to be à diſtinꝭ people to him from other nati- 
ons, and beaGod to them according to bis oath to Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob, 
thac is, to drive out he Canaanites, to give them their Land, io make them 
great and proſpercus, which is maniſeſilj a covenant proper to Iſrael, and it is 
not denied io be propounded to them condi:innally, and to have reference 10 
them all incommon, and was of the ſame ſort with the covenant at mount 
Sinai: not the covenant of regenera: ing and ſaying grace made to the Gen- 
: tiks, 
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tiles, called the new Covenant confirmed by Che lſts blood, Deut. 30. 6. God 
promiſed to circumciſe their heart and the heart of their ſeed : which promiſe I 
do not now conceive to be conditiona)| ; For though v. 2. there be a cond{- 
tlon expreſſed, yer I think it is not a condition of the promiſe v. 6, but ot the 
rowile v. 3+ to wir, of reſtoring from captivity upon thelr ſeeking of God. 
Gurif be made a condition of the promiſe v. 6. yet k is not a condttion 
competent to Infants, nor is it there made to any but the Iſtaelites, and to 
them onely at the time of their return from capriylty in reference to their re. 
eſtabliſhing in the land of Canaan, and ſo was not common to them all, much 
Iſs to all belleving Gentiles at all times. It is untrue that the promiſe of [a- 
ving grace ij made to am onely extcynally, or that it takes not eſt in all to whom 
it M made, or that any ſuch thing is meant Rom. 3. 3. & 9. 6, 7, 8. though I 
deny not that there were many pi omiſcs to Iſrael afier the fleſh, which being 
indefinite in reſpeR of petſons, and conditional upon obedienceto the lawes 
given by Moſes , took noteffeR in a Ithe Iſraclices , though in generall pre- 
unded , and therefore porwithRtanding ſome attained them not, yet the 
Fai of God was not without effect. Bur all this is nothing to the objection 
concerning Gods covenant of ſaving grace in Chritt, which is not ſhewed to 
be made to any. but the ſaved, nor ſle we d to be in re (peR of the perſons taken 
into covenant conditlonal, ; 

3 Sith Mr. C. This Argument ſuppoſeth that one cannot be within the Co- 
venam of ſaving grace externelly, bus they muſt be in a ſaving eftate, the contra 
whereaunto 1 Concl. 3. And it % ſaid of ſundry illeguimate ꝓewiſh 
Children , 1has they were within ihe covenant of ſaving groce, namely externally: 
for the Author cunnot mean #1hey. \And yet of all {ch who will ſay, they were all in 
a ſaving eſlaueꝰ Even Elau's Birthright was more than right to liaac's tempo» 
fall eftare as born of Liaac, it was a Church bleſſing as well as 4 Natural and 

will . 

Anſ. That ary one is in the covenant of ſaving grace onely externally, is 
not proved before. My words Ex:men pig. 78. which M-. C. leems to mean, 
[. hut Pharex and 2 trab of Fudah and Tamar, ei hie of Gilead, and many o- 
thers were within the covenant ct ſaving graces and Church- privileges] arc 
not meant of th: covenan: of ſaving grace ex-ernally oncly, but alſo int; rnal- 
ly. Eſau's birth-right was more than right t » 1{426's temporal eſt we as burn 
of Iſaac it is that which Facob was not born to, for k was fall, the 
right of the firſt bern, which Facob had not but by purchale and bleſſing, nor is it 
denied to be a Chu ch bieſting, but thu it was the ſpirituall bleſſing promi- 
ſed io Abrahams ſeed, to wit ju ſtitic ai n and Cilvation from the covenant of 
[iving grace I do not conceive : for that us net limited to the firſt born as 
the bir. h-rlght was, ard therefore it ſe ms to have been cither che ſup<riviſſy, 
or the ih rizance of Canean, or the deſcent of Chrijt and the Chach of God 
from him (to which I molt incline}: the ce of wh ch bel 12 great lolle, 
and having with it the privation of intereſt in the covenant ot laviiig grace, 
he being heated of God, made I/ , rrembvie and E [44 cry, and were a ht I. 
ſta'1ce tu ſe; b:fore the (riitian rl: brews, left ct: y ih:vuzh prophgyg undet- 
va ning Chriſt, fail of the grace of G11, * 

Mr, C. adds 3. Object Bu J. e. the C π en grace 
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venam, there muſh be 4 mutuall agreement betwixt the Covenenters, and ſo know. 
ledge and confideration of the terms thereof, and reftipulation as in mens covenams, 
Henry Den a little differently maketh a neceſſity of ihe perſons entering into cove. 
nant with God, (cil. by faith unto covenant-right, and not meerly Gods erteri 
into Covenant with4he creature, for ſo he entered into covenant with the Beaſts, 
ere. Gen. 9 10. Anſwer, Te which I anſwer, the covenant of grace is a5 well 
4 Teftament, 1 Cor. 11. Heb 9. Now & Teſtament may be, and uſcth to be made 
in reference to little ones withor t their knowledge , ror do any uſe 10 deny a Childs - 
right inthe Teſtator will becauſe it was taken in among ſi otber Legacies in the 
bequeathed Low before it underſtood the ſame. Nor will it be denied in the 
caſe of the ele ſeed, the choice parties in Gods ¶ venant, Gen. 17. That they, ma- 
ny of ibem, dying Infams, without actuall knowledge, were not there ſore children of 
the promiſe, or that that ſolemn Covenant Deus. 29.9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 
& 30.6, 7, $, 9, 10, &c. with that people, wherein conditions alſo were r. 
founded on their parts, that there ſere the Covenant was not made betwixt the linie 
ones there preſent becauſe they neither under ffood. nor could affuilly ſubſcribe 10 the 
conditions, i be contrary being there expreſſed : No, rather it ſufficed, that the chit- 
drens covenant eſtate being the parents privilege, wheuce the encouragement 14 
Abraham to walk with God, Gen. 17. 1, &'c. from that amongſt other enctu- 
r2gements, that God would become his Seeds God alſo, &,. v. 7. and ſo Deut. 
294nd 30. am 01her encouragements 10 the parents that is one, v. 6; that 
God will do ſo for their ſced alſo : yea the children being recteued as in their pa- 
rents, 4 Levipaid Tyabes in Abraham, &'c, Tea, the extcy»all avonching 4 Con 
wnaxt may be of God, being owned «4 the childrens, Deut. 16. 16, 17. yea the 
chil.lrens circumciſs.n biing as well ube parcms covenant duty: whenee called the 
Cevenam, or the covenant parties covevant part or duty as well as the token of Gods 
Covenant, Gen.g. 7,9, 10, 11. they refiitulate in ibeir. parents knowing accef- 
tance of the Covenant and projeſſed owning of it upon the Covenant tern.s, as weld 
upon their childrens part as their own & they reftipulate in a paſſive reception of 
the ¶ venant · canditic u and Bond 106 cftey imitation of their Father Abrahams 
f-ith and obedience :. Te wl ich purpoſe I. S confeſſed circumciſion was anrexed to 
the covevan ; ye, the biſlard children of Judah and Gilead, ard others, are ac- 
knowledged 10 be in the Covenant of ſꝛvirg grace, nh. ch yer could net fcſenally. 
reſtinulate in a way of aftudil krowledge, or faith, or the like, 

Anſw. The Objection, as it is Rot mine, ſo I might let it and the anſwer 
p:fe,bur that there are ſome things inthe anſwer to ir, char do requi e confi, 
detation. In the fiſt part of this Review, Sect. g. anſwering Mr, Stephens 
lis argurren. s for the Convertibility,as he ca ls i-,of a word of premiſe an a word 
of command, fromthe general na ure of Cirvenams between men and men, | had 
lich, the words g and dlabaxn. ao not alwiyes note a mutuall covenant, 
and mutuall performanc. s, and inſtanced in Gen. 9. 10 and ſaid, there is 2 
ſiagle covenint as x ell as i u uall, and further adaco, thar it it be true, that 
tuch a convertibility Mult needs be bet een thoſe perſons thu: do contract ac- 
cording to the gent ali nature of Cove ns, then there can be no Covenant 
la tween Gd ard Infint h h n Lifant caanct contract. If ary fay the Va- 
Tents — fr them, tai Iv. Bei lo; then accord ing to this argu- 
gs they d aſo lea at be ſcalid fer them Herevp..n MH Bl. Vindic Fr d, 
ä Afpende. 


(34t) 
4. pag. 470. taks occaſion to anſwer part of this, maintainſng pag. 473. 
mat there & a mutual contract, and mutual performances,ro which perſons are enge+ 
ged,not onely uſu ally in covenants, but in all covenants,and that I. is of the general. 
werure of Covenants, that there ſhould be ſuch a convertibility as 1hat both muſt, if 
not ſeal, yet contraſi oy perform , and where 4 Seal js voucbſaſed, miſt aceht of 
#, And to the allegation of Gen, 9. 9, 10. anſwers )), # taken improperly, 
55.23. 56 8 
3 I reply, That it muſt needs be confeſſid, that Covenam, Job 5, 
24. muſt needs be underſtood improperly, for the ſtones of the field cannot 
prope r'y covenant, that is, promiſe any thing, who are there (aid to be in cove- 
wars with Min, But Gen. 9. 9,10, where God is ſaid to eſtabliſh hu covenant 
with all living. I ſee not why It ſhould be taken improperly , fi:h covenanting 
doch properly agree to God, who doth in proper ſenſe promiſe, and in im- 
proper ſenſe it would not be rightly ſaid of God, that he did not make a Co- 
nant, but as lt were make a covenant, or do ſome other thing which is reſem- 
bled by making 2 Covenant, which muſt pe the exp!ication of that phraſe if 
Ged be conceived to (peak improperly. If Mr Bl, do concetve any Tropicall' 
impropriety of ſpecch in char expreſſion, I ſuppoſe he cannot reduce it to an 
Trope in Rhetorick, but that ſhe will mar the ſenſe of the words, And if 
Gods Covenant with Noah and bis Sons, be properly underſtood v. g. I ſee not 
any tealon why he ſame tetm vi hout repericion applied to beaſts, 28 the ob- 
il of the Covenant, e in be taken any otherwiſe than properly, Beſides, this 
Covenant Gen. 9. 15 feem be ealled Gods Oub, Iſa, 54. 9. and there- 
fore is properly taken. Nor d know any Interpreter who underſtands it 
kmproperly. arts hence gathers, Fædus hoc eſt unt vorſale Dei cum omnibus 
creaturk terreſt ribus. & eſt abſolutum non conditiona m. And the New An- 
notations cf Mr. L on Gen. 9 10 have it thus: Some allege this place againſt 
the Anubiptiſts, and ih us it may ſerve to refute this fancy, viz. that the Cet en 
of God may be mile with, and the ſeal of the Covenant applied io creatures that have 
rot che uſe of re2ſon,, which they deny, in denying 1he admiziflration of Baptiſm to 
them, Which poſf ge 31chou zh it have this talſhood, that we deny that the 
Coven mt of God may be ma ſe wii or to Ins; yet it appears that they who 
ſpeak thus, nacerſtard Gods covenant Gen. 9. 10. proper'y. The promiſe 
Heb. 8. 10. of writirg Gods Lawes in their hearts, is called the Covenant, un- 
to which do coverant is prerequited, and to take away the evalicn, gs if it 
were not 4 covenant properly ſo called, bur a proj becy, er bit 4 fart of the crvenam, 
there beirg other promiſes whichprerequire conditions, it is to be obſerved, that 
ie is nor ene'y called the better Covenant, v. 6. 28 being made 4 Law upon berter 
promiſes, and having a hetitr Prieſſſend to execute ft, bur alſo it is oppoſed to 
the Ol Coveraw, and as coming in its ſtead, and therefore if in the one it be 
properly meant, | is ſo in the o her: and Ferem. 2 2. 30. the promiſe, that 
He will not turn m from them 10 do them good, hin will put bis fear in their 
ben tr, that 1h15 ſhall not de part from him; is hi Covent. The Covenant to 
Abraham zud his ſe d is called Premiſes, Gal 3 26. which fliews that pro- 
miſ s on one patt may b called Covenant. And though in De. ds ludented 
tere ate mutuaſſ prom ſes. yet in Deeds Pell as the Lawyers cal them, L. 
Lg; a perſon is foid to cc Venent to ano her, though there be no cod h ion 
or 
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or promiſe required of him to whom the Deed is made, As for that which 
Mr. Bl. ſaith, here there is 4 Seal vauchſafed, the party io whom the promiſe i, 
muſt accept of it: it is true if it be required, but ir Is expected that it ſhould 
be ſhewed, that God ever required the Infants of believers to be baptized lu 
thelr own perſons. 

To return to Mr. C. Moſt of thethings he anſwers are granted, or elle 
examined before ; hut the chlefelt thing in the ani wer is den ſed, to wit, ihu 
Parents knowing acceptance of the Covenant, and their paſſive reception of the Co- 
vennt-conditionand Bond to after imitation of their Father Abrabams faith and 
obedience, is or may be termed the Infants reftipulation intizuling to Baptiſm. 

In the anſwer to the next ObjeRion , Mr. C ſeems to charge us rather 
than himſelf,to block up the ordinary way to regeneration, 2 to debar bilieyers 
children from the ordinary means of their chief good, by denying ibe m intereſt in the 
Word of Prom ſe, the which is ſuch a mam, c. 5 

But ther in Mr C. his charge is but valn : For the word of Promiſe, which is 
the means of regeneration, Is not the covenant of external| privileges, but the 
promiſe of ſaving grace in Chriſt, which we debar them of no more than Mr. 

C. doth, And when he denles that he makes every believer io be Abraham, (ure 
he muſt do © if he exponnd Gen. 17. 7. I will be a God to thee Abraham, that 
ls, to every believer, and to thy ſeed, that is, every believers ſeed, And when 
he grants that God doth not promiſe ſach a particular Land now as to A braban, 
and thit tbe multi; lying of Abrabamt, c. was of peculiar conſideration , be 
muſt grant that the Covenaat made with hid peculiar dome ſtict 
promiles not common ta all bel vers, whichisM] one as to (ay, it was a mixt 
COyenant ¶ and that eitcumciſion had ſome reaſon from the premiſes in the 
covenant, Which were prculiar to 4 broms naturall poſterity, which is ſufficl- 
ent to prove there is not par ratib. or the ſame teaſon of bapt z ing infams, zs 
far circumciſiag them. I find no where any but Abrahum a Covenant- Fuer. as 
Mr. C. would have it, no where dh God ly be would te 4 God to Jſauc, avd 

b, and to their ſeed : Nor is it (aid, Rom. x 1.16. 28, thai they were coue- 
xant F athers 10 their poſterity , ner Jeſſe a Covenant · root 16 David, 1/41. 11, 1, 
And by Mt C. his Doctrine, inchurched believers are made A brabome, firh 
ic makes the.prom ſes to be to them and their ſeed, which is aſcribed ro Ae 
bam cnely,Gal 3-16, Luke 1.55, 

But dir. C. hie ets, Thu the Apoff le calls all tboſe inchurched Fewer of old, 
our F athcrs, Faibers to him and 10 the Gemales, Corinthian memt ere, 1 Cor inthe 
10.1 &:. ny 

To which I anſwer, They.cou'd not be called the Corinmhians naturall 
parents, being noi deſcended from them; nor their, Ceven int - fathers, fer 
they were many of them ſuch , as G was not well pleaſed with, v. 6. and the 

Co: in hians deſce-ded not from them, and therefore der lyed no «x ethall 
Church-privilege from them: therefore either it muſt be under ſtood that they 
were called Apceſtors of the Corinthian Chriſtians, who are called Ldolare's, 
chip 14.2. Either ia the ſenſe we call any In foreycing grnerariogs our Pa- 
thers, thou :h weare ne t deſcended from them by niturall generation, or elſe 
by he Fig ore ot communication, whereig hat is ſpoken as co mon to of te's 

wich ihe pcrious meniuoncd, which is not common indeed, but (ither cu of 
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familiarity, indulgence, deſire to lngratiate, or ſuck like reaſon we attribut© 
— — — it is not to rs as Paul, Epheſ. 2. 2, 3. Pever 
1 Pet. 4. 3+ Which was nottrue of them. Philip. 3. 6. Ad 23. 1. but meant 
of the Gentiles ro whom they wrot, Col.2.13. Gal. 2. 15. andſo Our Fa- 
thers is not of you Corinthians, but of me and Softhenes, x Cor. 1. 1, or by 
an enallage ofperſons, as when Paul ſalch, 1 Theſſ. 4. 17. we which ave alive, 
jt is not to be conceived to be true of himſelf, or of any of the Theſſaloni- 
ans to whom he then wrot , but it is Ve] for [They] the firſt for the third 


(on. 

{But Gith Mr. C. “ If Iſaac and Facob were not ſuch Fathers to their ſeed 
« al(0,*5 was Abrabam in Covenant and Church-reſpe&s, how then are the 
« Jewes {aid to be beloved for their L Fathers] ſakes ? Surely it was not for 
. their lakes as men, and naturall Fathers, but 3s ſpirituall and Covenam- 
ec fathers, Rom. 11.26, 28, compared]; yea the Covenant is expreſly made in 
« thoſe terms to Iſaac & to his ſeed, to Jacob and to his ſeed, Gen. 26. 3,4,5, 
« vo 28 T3, 14. And ſo though they were Abrahams Church and Covenant 
i ſeed, yet Covenant Fathers to others, and ſo Gentile inchurched belle- 
ic vers are Abrahams Church- ſeed, yet Covenant-fathers to their Chil- 
« dren. | 

The term Ropt, and firſt Fraits, and the term Fathers, Rom. 11. 16. 28. 
are not proved to be the lame. The F atherszit's not denied to comprehend J- 
Grand! Facob, as we'l as Abraham: Bur they are called Fathers there in re- 
ſpect of the naturall genera ion of the Iſraelites to be re-ingraffed, not as Co- 
denn - Fathers prupagating exrernall Church privileges even to Gentile in- 
churched belitvets: For they are there reckoned as the Iſraelites progenitors, 
nat the Gencile inchurched believers progenitors, Yet I. deny not that God 
hath teference in that paſſage to his covenant made with them, and his love to 
them, and ſo the J<w2s now broken oft, yet are beloved by Cod, with an in- 
tention to reſtore ih. ir poſtet ĩty out of remembrance of his ancient amity and 
covenant with their forcfathets, which cannot be verified of the Gentile in- 
churched believers in eſpect of their children. Neither Gen. 26. 3,4, 5, nor 
Gen. 28. 13, 14, is either of the Evangelicall promiſes made te Abrabam, 
Gen, 17.5, A Fai; of many Nations bave I made bee, or that v. 7. to be a 
God to bim and bk ſce 1, Me either to Iſaac, Gen. 26. 3, 4, 5, or Jacob, Gen. 
28, 13, 14. though the promi es of multiplying their Sced, bleſſing them, giving 
them the land of Canaan in the r $ ced, bleſſing all the N ations or Families of the 
earth, be there mentioned, which , with ſundry prflages of the Apoſile 
Rem. 4.11, 12, 16, 17. Rom.” 9. 6, 7, 8. Gal. 3, 16, 29, and o- 
ther places aſſure me thoſe Evangelicall promiſes, Gen. 17. 5.7. were made 
to Abraham peculiarly, neither as a Patriarch cut of a reaſon common to him 
wich other Patriarks, nor as a believer out of a reaſon comme n to him wi h 
ether believers, but out of a peculiar conſideration of lm, either as Father of 
believers by his exemplary faith, or asa perſon ele ed by God to have the 
covenant lnſtated in him and his ſeed, 

As for Mr. C. his anſwer to the objection from Rom 4.16. if that Text 
prove not that all that are Abrahams (ced are aQua)l believers, yer i: proves 
that ibe promiſe i ſure 10 all that are Abrahams ſced by afuall believing as be 
lud, and conſequently are ſaved. = 
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To his quſtion, If all members of the viſible Church be nat Abrahams ſeed, | 
what ri, Seve they the feal of the covenant made to Abrahams ſeed? I an- 1 
fwer, Night to Circumciſion nnd Baptiſm is not from the Covenant, bur ac- 
cording to Gods appointment to ſome, whether they be in coyenant or nor, 
Abrabamsſeed or not. 

Gl. 4. 26; 28, 31. Gd. 3. 29. I have formerly ſhewed chat by [Urol 
are not meant every Galatian Chriſtian Profeſſor, but true believers, as Rom, 
$ 32. 1 Cor. 12,13. 2 Cœr. 3. 18. & therefore thence it cannot beſgathered, 
that any meer profeſlor of faith is A brabams ſeed, much leſs his infants. None 
but true bellevets are ſald Gal. 3. 27, to be 1 51 into Chrift, and to put on 
Cbrift, though others were baptlxed into his Name / which appears verſe 26. 
where they are ſald to be ths Sons of God through faith in Cbriſt Feſws , and yet 
there were other than elect perlons ln that Church, and they baptized. Mr, C. 
merhbinks ſhould not be ignorant that wat ls ſald of perſons In the Churches 
indefinitely, is ſometimes verified onely of the choyce parry, 1 Coy. 1. 1. 
1 Theſſ. 1. 4. 1 Pet. 1. J. & 2. 9. by a Synecdoche of the whole for a put 
Nor doth Mr C. his diſtinction of bapiiding into C hriſt, putting on Chrift, 
being ( bildren of the promiſe, being by one ſpirit baptixed into one body, aitril u- 
ting theſe to all Sarramentally, and in ſatie Eccie hs, ſuit well to theſe 
places, in which the predicate cannot be attributed in truth to thoſe that are 
meerly ſuch. 

As for the laſt Objectlon, Mr, C. muſt needs be guilty of making three 
—— in the Covenant, Abraham, hi ſeed Believers, and their Imſants. For 

elicyers are net comprehended under Abraham, but under bi ſeed, nor be- 
lievers natur all infancs eomprehended undet Abrahams ſecd, except they be 
tt ue believers, or elect perſons, nor in the covenant made 20 Abraham and bi 
Seeddoth Abraham ſuitain the perſon of all believers, Jewes and Gentl'es, 
but of the Father of them, and t}erefore as yet Mr. C. his Concluſion remains 
unproved , that the Covenant intereſt. ar leaſt Externall and Ecclefiaflicall of 
Infant: of tnchurched Believers, is Goſpel, but a Fi ment of Mr C. not found 
in &cripcare, | 
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SECT, XLVI, | 
The 27,28, 29 Chapters of Mr, TRL Fxderis are caanined 


du it is ſbewed, That be bath xt pro be Covenaxt of G race in Goſe 
7 pet times to admit or tobe made to any but the Elect regenerate. 


Ick Mr, Bl. js accounted one of the Chief Patrons of Infant Baptiſm, 

my purpoſe is to examine the remaind:r of that which he-hath writ- 
ten in his Vindic. Fed. againſt me for Infant Baptiſm, and may be con- 
ceiv d to be yet unanſwered, Ch.z7 pP?g.1859,190, he heaps up man 
texts to prove that in old Teſtament times the Covenant was made wit 
Iſracl in the itt ermoſt latitude and extent with all that bore the name of 
1ſrael, which 1 . It of the National Covenant, Deut. 
29. and of the Covenant of the Law, Exod 20, &c. but deny it being 
meant of the Covenant o Evangelical grace, which is the onely Cove- 
nant the people of God are now under, and which alone is the queſti- 
on now, Who are in this Covenant? or to whom is this Covenant or 
the promiſes of it mare by God ? I affert as before, Se. 33. l hat it is 
made one ly to the Elect. And M. Bl, pag, 191. yeelds that many Ortha- 
dox writers ſcemingly reſl rain the Covenant one'y to the Eleft and regene- 
rate, But he addes ſome diſtinctions, whereby he thinks what they ſay 
may be ſalves from ſelf conttadictions. 1. Of a t wo ſold Covenant, 1 4 
ſngle, 2. 4 double to perform both parts, to ſave upon repent ante, and to give 
anew heart: But he doth nor ſhew that there is any Evangelical Co- 
venant now which is not double, nur that either the double or ſingle is 
made with any but the cleQ, 2. Of an inward Covenant, which | e grants 
to be made onely to the elect; and an nd, which, he ſaith, i 4 
Covenant | roperly ſo called, and which Scripture holds ont ſor the Cove. 
nant of God with his people, in which all proſeſſed Chriſtians ſo called are, 
which puts them ixte a capacity of Sacraments, end i heir children of the 
initial Sacrament :; But what this outward Covenant is, or whete it is to 
be found I know not; wha: I find about jt 's ſhewed to be vain, Sea, 
25, and Mr. By, refutation of it in his Apelegy againſt Mr. Bl, pag. 66, 
67, 10 . ſaves me any further labour to thew it to be a Sgment 3. Of 
being in Covenant according to (title tothe ovenant or to the benefits of the 
Covenant ; and ſairh, the right of Covenant belongs to all that externally 
mak. profeſſion, the benefit onely to the ele, But I know no tight of 
Covenant, but what Is by Gods promiſe, and ſarely all ro whom God 
promiſeth have the benefit of the Covenant; and to imagine, that ibe 
Covenant of grace is to any to whom the grace following the Covenant is not, 
is 10 make Gods Covenant and weidro fall, which the Apoſtle abhor- 


red, Rom. 9. 6. and to make the Covenant of prace as liable to com- 
plaint as the Giſt Covenant, conti ary to Heb. 8. &, 7, 8,9, 10. 4, Of en- 
trixg into Covenant, which all viſble profeſſors do, aud ftedſaftneſt in it, 
which do onely the cleft and Pega. Pſal, 78. 34. But ihis text ſpeaks 

Y not 


1 
not of the Covenant of Evangelical grace as if any were entred into it 
who were not ſtedfaſt in it: but of the Covenant of the Law with the 
Jewiſh people, which is not the Covenant in which the Gentiles are un. 
der the Goſpel, And to Mr. ls. confuſed talx I again ſay, 1. That the 
Covyenant of Evangelical grace is made by God onely tothe Elect and 
that in reſpeR of Gods promiſe none but they are ia the Covenant, nor 
is there to any right to Sacraments or capacity of an initial Seal bare, 
1, by that being in Cevenant, 2. That profefſion of Faith may cauſe 3 
man to be taken to be in the Covenant by the guides and brethren of 
the viſible Church, in the face of whick he may have tit'e to Sacramenta 
but his infant children have no title thereby ro Baptiſm. 3. Thar from 
the beginning none bur the elect had the Covenant of grace made to 
them, 4. That from the beginning it is not proved the children with 
thei parents to have been no not in the imaginary outward Coyenagy, 
But let's v ew what Mr. Bt. faith, 

1. Healledgerh Matth. 28. 19. © and takes it as freely conleſt, that 
© a Difciple of Chriſt is in Covenant with God, and tels us that the 
© Covenant Matth.28.19. is omitted to man to work,and to Judge of 
© jr being wrought, to put a ſeal for ratification and confirmarios of it; 
& which cannot roficained ro the elect, for they onely are knownto 
« God; an elect perſonand a Church member ſhould be termini con- 
cc vertibiles, rhe ſeal of the Spirit, and the ſeal of the Sacrament are in 
ve equal latitude; to baprize an unregenerate pꝛrſon is to put a ſeal to a 
ce blank, as high an abuſe of that ſacred Ordinance as the circumciſion 
te of the Sichemires, Gen. 34.24. ; 

Aw. Ir is not eonfeſt by me that a Piſci le of Chriſt, that is every 
Diſciple of Chriſt is in Covenant with G, meaning it in reſpe& of Gods 
Covenant or promiſe of Evangelical grace made to him, nor do I know 
of any covenant, Marth. 28. 19. commiltcd to man to work, axd to judge 
of it being wrought, and to put a ſeal for ratification confirmation, 
though I grant every Diſciple profeſſing Chriſt is in ſome ſenſe in Co- 
venant with G od, that is, by his act of proſeſſion doth engege himſelf to 
follow Chrift,and ſo in tharreſpeQ is in Covenant with God, and that 
Matth. 28. 19. the Apoſtles are injoyned to make Diſciples by preach. 
ing the Goſpel, and baptize them, which may be done without 
Wor king a Covenant between God and man, ( which phraſe doth imply 
chat a Miniſter can work God into Covenant, which is in my appre- 
henſion an abſurd conceĩt) or judging of a Covenant being wrought, or 
putting to a ſeal for confirmation fit. And for the abſurdities Mr, Bl, 
infers from the denial of reſtraining the Covenant to the ele, I count 
the firſt ner to follon upon my rener, fith I cenceive a- man may be a 
Church. member who is nor in the Covenant of grace; and for the ſe» 
cond, I count it no abſurdity according to my explicar'on before given, 
Sect. 34.35. though I do withal declare, chat the ſeal of the Sacrament 
Is a term I reject for the reaſons given before, SeR, 31. And for the 

third, I count it no abuſe to put a ſeal to a blank, that is, to ba ptize a 

perſon who js ner in the Covenant of Evangelical grace. As for the 

24, argument Mr, I/, would draw from Marth. 38,19, te prove thas the 
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enen of God it ey A dH 57 becauſe Matth. 28, 1, 4 
— _ is in Gods ordinary way of adminifiretionin a capacity te 
attain and enter into it, it nanſwered in the 2d. Part of this Review 
ſeR.y. where it is ſhewed that Matth.e8.19,there is no ſuch command 
as ro make Diſciples, and bap.ize the whole of a Nation, even the in- 
nts. 

A Mr. Bl. adds a 2d. text, Marth, 20. 16. & 22.14, whence he argues thus, 
te If there be a call from God in the times of the N. T. in a far great · 
© er latitude then the grace of election, chat of many called few onely 
« gte elected, hen the Covenant in th: N. T. times is not to be reftrain- 
«ed to the le and regenerate, but contains all that profeſledly ac. 
© cept the rerms of the Covenant, and viſibly appear a people of God. 
« This is evident, ſeeing the call is into Covenant; all at the feaſt 
« werecalled ones, all che hired Labourers were Covenant - ſer vants. 
*« To conceive men to be called of God, and not to be in Covenant with 
« God, is a full contradiction. The call bath its fer minus a quo and its 
© terminus ad quem; a ſtare which upon call they leave, and a new ſtate 
tc on which they enter. They are upon this call in a nearer relation ts 
God then the reſt gf the world, otherwiſe they were the ſame x5 ever, 
© and not called at MH. But there is a call in N. T. times, &c, Ergo, 
Anſw. The eonſequence of the major is denied, and to the proof of 
it | ſay, t. Tbe call is not into Covenant with God in the ſenſe aich new 
in queſtion ; For now the queſtion is, Whether there be a Covenant in 
the N. T. wherein God engageth himſelf to be God, and to account for 
his people any beſides the elect ? Now no man is called into Covenant 
in tt 2 ne man is called to engage God to be God, & c. it were 
an arrogant act to call or invite men to engage God, it is God onely 
whe is to do this, and therefore if any were to be called to this, it were 
God himſelf, 2. Ir is ner true, that to conceive mon to be called of God, 
and not to be in Covenant with bim is a full contradiion, For though 
the calling mentzoned Rom. 8.30, doalways bring men into aa eſtate of 
being in Covenant with God, yer not the calling Matth, 20.16, & 22. 
14, For though I be calling there have 4 Termins a ue ad quem, in 
the onereſem\led by calling to work in the Vineyard, in the other by 
ea ing to a Wedding feaſt ; yet that every one that was called had 4 
new [tate on which be did enter, is not true: For even thoſe who refuſed 
to come were called, Matth. 12.3, 4. and the min who came in without a 
Wedding garment, though he ſate down, yet was not in a flate of Cove- 
nan, ot acceprance, but was thruſt our, Nor is Mr, 8s, arguing of any 
force, Men are ca led into Covenant with God, therefore they are in Co. 
venant with God: For by the ſame reaſon it might be inferred, the 
ſame men are called into the ſollemſbip of Chriſt, 1 cer. 1.9. into the King- 
dome and glory of God, 1 Thef. 2. 12. therefore ſome non eli ct perſons 
** the fellow ſhip of Chriſt, in the Kingdom and glory of God which 
15 E, 

Mr. Bl. adds Mat13.,24,25,47. & 3.12. & 2 Tim, 2. 20. whence he'tr- 
gues thus. A man in the Kingdome of Heaven is a man that is in Co- 
venant with God;unleſs he ſtood in a Covenant relatjon he could have 
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<< no ſtanding there; and the compariſon were very ſtrangely drawn} 
ce if this Kingdeme thus ſer out had all that were good, none bad in it. 

Anw. It is granted that good and bad, elect and non. elect are in 
The viſible Church, and ſo in the Kingdome of Heaven, it by it be meant 
the viſible Church: but that a man in the Kingdaue of Heaven 38 
man that is in Covenant with God, that is a man in the viſible Church 
is a man that is in Covenant wich God, ſo 2s that God hath made a Co- 
venant or promiſe of Evangelical grace to or with him, is denied, nor js; 
or ever will be proved by Mr, Bl. 

A 4th. text is Heb, 10, 29; whence he faich, © Theſe muſt needs be 
granted to be wicked, yet cannot be denied to bein Covenant, being 
** ſanRified wich the bloud of the Covenant. And then ſets down three 
© jnterpretations ;- one of the Arminians, that ſay they were ſanctiſied 
internally and in Covenant, bur fall from both, which he lets paſs. 
** Another, chat Chriſt is ſaid to be ſanidi fied, which ſeems to him io be 
very much ſtrained, A third, by externaÞſeparation for God and de- 
dica on to him, which he embraceth. | 
. Anſw, Neicher do I conceive dha it is Chrit who is ſaid to be ſancti. 
Fed by the bloud of the Govenant : For though I = he is ſaid to be 
fanckißed, Foh.10.36, and to ſancti ſie himſelf 17.19, and 7:Ac972t 
to conſecrate or make perfect, Heb. 2. 10. G 5.9. & 7.28, Yer I do not 
find ghe phraſe applie i to Chriſt any where, chat he is ſaid ts be /aufifi. 
ed by the bloud of the Covenant ; but ſtill applied to thoſe thai a e bought 
by Chriſt, Heb. 10.10, 14. * 13.12. Nor doth it ſo well ſui: with the Apo- 
N'es aim of aggravating the fin o Apoſtacy from Chriſtianity, to mean 
it of Chriſts being ſanctiſied, as ot the Apoſtates being ſaniged here - 
ro fore by that bloud of the Covenant which he now counted common, 
or unclean: Nor do I conceive it can be meant of ſuch a meer external 
ſanQification; whether by Baptiſm, or external profeſſion, as Mr. Bl. 
and others conceive, For 1. the ſanctification here is the ſame with the 
ſanctificatĩon meant, ver. 10, 14. & 3. 12. But that ſantificarionis mte 
then ſuch an external ſand ification, e en ſuch as per ſecti for ever then 
that are ſanfified, v. 14. and hath with it the writing and remiſſion of 
ſons according to the Covenant which is ſer down v. 1516,17. 2, No 
where is ſuchan external ſang ig cation aſcribed to the bloud of the Co- 
venant ; bat to aſcribe to it ſuch a meer external ſan3ificat'on in any 
ſan&ified by ir, 18:0 d miniſh the vertue of it, as if it did no more then 
the legal ſacrifices, contrary to tie Apolites arguing, He. 5. 12,13,14. 
3. Nor thirdly, had it aggravated the Apeſtates fin to ſav that he had 
c aunted ibe bloud of the Covenant wherewith be war ſanfified onely tæ- 
ternally, a common thing ; For this had ſhewed no more evil in the diſ- 
eſtce n of Curiſts doat", then if che bloud of the legal ſacrifices which 
did fan iſie externally, Neb. 2. had been counted unclean, Therefore 
I conceive the ſanctifying Heb.10,29, meant of the effectual OY 
before God, meant Heb. 2. 11. & 10.10 14, & 1,.12, but yet under ſtan 
the ſanctifyiog. Heb 10,25. not of what was ſo rea ly, but of What wis 
according to their own opinion, and profeſſion embracing the Chriſtian 
Doctrine. Even as Gal,5,4, whoſoever are juſtified by the Law, that is, 
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Whoſoever of you do avouch that you are juſtified by the Law, Luke 
15.7. ſome are ſaid to be juſt perſons needing no repentance ; that is, in 
their own opinion and proteſſion, as thoſe Luke 18.9. And thus I con. 
ceive is that ſpeech alſo to be underſtood, 2 Pet. 2. 1. and hereby the 
Atminian a gument from both places for Univerſal Redemption, and 
Apoſtacy ef Saint, is avoided, Now theſe may be denied to have been 
in Covenant, that is, to have been of thoſe to whom God promiſed Goſ- 
el grace, th they were onely ſanctiſed according to their own opinion 

and profe ſſion yea ti ough the ſanctification were meant of being ſane- 
tificd externally, and ti is were from the bloud of the Covenant, yet it 
follows not that theſe who are lanRified thus are in Covenant with 
God, as the meaning uf thoſe is who ſay the elect onely are in Cove- 
nant, that is, the Covenant gf Evangelical grace is made by God one ly 
to the ele ct. a 

Mr, Bl, adds © Neither can all the noiſe which Mr. T. hath made 
« abour 1 Pct. 2.9. take off chat text, but that ic ſpeaks fully to hold up 
« a Covenant in this latitude; and from thence I chus argue. If thoſe 
« phraſes, à choſeu generation, a royal friefthood, an holy Nation, & fecu- 
ce [;ar t eople, be applied to Chriſtians as to Jews in an equal latitude to 
« one is to other; then it muſt needs tollow that there is a Covenant 
« jg Goſpel times in like latitude as in the time of the Law, including 
« all that accept the terms of the Covenant, and viſibly appear ast © 
« people of God, and is not reſtrained onely to the elect regenerate. 
the conſequence is ident, ſeeing the terms plajaly imply a Cove- 
«nant, Here is a, Covenant people or no Where: But thefe terms, 4 
a choſen gencration, a royal prieſthood, au holy nation, a peculiar peojle, 
«are applicdto Chriſtians as well as ta Jews, ro one in as great 2 lati- 
«rude as to the other, That which God ſpeaks ro Iſtael in the Wilder. 
« ne(s,thac Peter | to the Church ro which he writes; All Iſra- 
« elites in Aoſes days, all Chriſtians profeſſing, in Peters time, had 
<« thoſe titles, when onely thoſe that ke pt Covenant were at any time 
e worthy of them, and had the comforts of them; 

dum. The noiſe I make is not a meer ſound without reaſon, ner 15 
any ogg of my reaſons made void by Mr, Bg. anſwers. To him reply; 
1, That his ſpeech is inconfiderate when he ſaith the text ſpeaks fully to 
hold up a Covenant in this latitude, which comp chends now-eleſt fei ſons, 
when there is not a wordof any Covenant, and the re1ms he onely faith 
ptainly imply a Covenant, And though I deny net that the people there 
menrioned were a Cov nant people, yer. I deny any one of the rerms 
dothimply a Covenant; for a choſen generation doth not imply a Co- 
venant, ſich both e ectien and gen ration may be without a Covenant; 
and the like may be ſaid of the other terms, « royal prieſthosd, an holy 
Nation, peculiar, or purchaſed people o that ia this reſpect the conſe- 
quence may be denied. Nor is the conſequence good for another rea- 
ſon, For it js net true that all I ſraelites in Moſes days had theſe titles, 
which I find Exod.+9.5,6, yet there onely three of chem, and thoſe not 
ſaid of alltbe Iſraelites in M fes days, but a promiſe of being to God 
ſuch as thele titles import, upon condition they did hearkes ter his - 
voice, 
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voice, and kept his Covenant, which was neither verified of all Iſra. 
elites in Moſes days, nor in after times. And therefore though thoſe 
terms were applied to Chriſtians as to Jews, yet ir doth nor neceflarily 
follow that chere is a Covenant in Goſpel times in like lathude as un. 
der che Law, ſich theſe ticles were not verified of all the Jews at any 
rime, bur of them and then onely when rhey were obedient But I den 
the minor alſo of Mr. Bls, argument, that the terms are applied by Peter 
in an equal latitudeto Chriſtians as by Moſes to ems, and aſſert as in my 
Poſiſeri, t, ſect. io. pag. 128. that they are applied onely to thoſe who 
are members of the inviſible Church, Wt.ercupen Mr. II. ſpeaks thus 
ro me, 

« Bur T would wiſh Mr. T. to take in:o mote ferjous conſideration, 
« Firſt, whether the fir ſt verſe of this ſecond chapter be meant onely of 
© invifible members > Whether the Apoſtle pe: ſwades regene ate men, 
c and one ly regenerate men, to lay aſide all malice, and all guile and by. 
c pocriſies, and evil ſpeakings ? 

Anw. To the fir{t queſtion I fay affirmatively, that by new born 
babes, v. z. are meant onely members of the inviſible Church; for they 
are ſaid, ch. 1. 22. ts be born again, not of corruptible ſeed but incorrupti- 
ble, by the word of God which liveth and abideth for euer. Ver. 2. 80 bt 
ale ct according to the fore-khnowledge of God the Father, begetten again un- 
to a lively bope, ver, . And to the 2d. that he nertions onely regene. 
_ perſons, whom he perſwades, though the duty is incumbent on 
others, 

yy. Whether che 3d. v. be to be thus limited; Whether the Apo- 
© tle makes doube in that manner, whether they had taſted that the 
Lord is gracious? And yer thoſe words in both thoſe verſes muſt 
needs be underſtood of the fame men, and under the ſome notion as 
“ theſe, Ver. 9. The Apoſtle brings his ſpeech to no full period till 
*y, 11, Thoſe that muſt lay aſide all malice, guile, &c, of whom he 
© makes queſtion, whether they had taſted thatthe Lord were gracious; 
© they are this choſen generation, this royal prieſthood, 

Anſw. 1. de 1 Pet. 2. 3. is tranſſated Pie ] and may ſeem to im- 
port doubt or uncertainty, but it may be as well tranſlated [ Neing | as 
it is 2 Theſ. 1. 6, ard ſoit imports cerrainty that they bad taſted hem 
gracious the Lord is, without making queſtion of ir. And this reading is 
more appoſite to their eondt ion, and more ſuitable ro the exhortation; 
For it is more agreab'e to the nature ofa motive to the duty, ver. 2. to 
conce ve it thus, Deſire the word to grow by it, fith or ſeeing you bave 
taſted how gracious the Lord is, 2. But if it were read [] yer in ſuch 

pail. ges as theſe [ if ] dotk not impert doubt, bur onely is as a rational 
pts, the connexion between the terms, as Fob 15.18, Epbeſ, 
4.20, 1. And fo the fenſe is here, If you bavs ta d (which he ſuppo- 
ſeth, not queſtioneth) then you ought to deſire the mil of the wor d, that 
ven may grow byit, 3. Were it the Apoſtle had doubt wherher theybad 
tafied bow good the Lord is (which is hot to be conceived, conſider- 
ing what he ſaith of them, C. 1, v. 3, 23. c. 2, 2, 5, &c, ) yet this doubt 
might be of a more full rf, which every regenerate ele perſon might 

not 
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not have, 4. The exhortation to lay aſde malice, &c, doth not intimate 
they were ahy of them whom he calls new born babes, v. 3. a choſen gene · 
ration an holy nation, v. g. unregenerate or non-ele& ; for ſuch exhorta- 
tions are neceſſary for the moſ holy Saints, in whom are reliques of 
corruption, and liableneſs ro t — 

30. Saich Mr. BI. © Let him ſeriouſly conſider the Apoſtles further 
« enlargement of dis honour: of theſe Chriſtians, which in times paſt 
« werent a people of God ; words berrowed from Heſ. 1. 10. Heſ. 2.23 
« and ſpoken of the call of the ren revolted Tribes: And in Peut. ; 2. 
« 21, of the call ofthe Gentiles into a viſible Church ſtate and profeſli. 
« on, and ſo = by the Apoſtle, Rom. 9. 24,21, 6. Whence | gs. 
The call of the ten rèvolted Tribes, and of the Gentiles into a vitib'e 
Church way, is not to be meant of the Church as it is inviſible one ly. 
« THis Mr.T. hath taken into conſideration, and anſwered, However it 
© be ia the p'aces te which the alluſion is, yet It js certain that here is 
ois meant of ſucha calling as is from darkneſs to mar vellous light; ta- 
king it, it ſeems, for grant · d, that there is no marvellous light in 
« yifible Churches; that in the land of Zebulox and Nepbthals where 
they ſaw a great light, there were onely inviſible members, Matth.4, 
« , 550 6. 

Anſw, My anfwer to this object ion was in two things. 1, That terms 
»ppli d ro Chriſtians ia the New Teſtament with allution to paſſages in 
the Old, yet are not always to be applied to Chriſtians in the ſame latĩ- 
tude th y were to Jews, 2. That in that place ſuch a calling is meant as is 
from darkneſi to bis marvellous light by hi vertues ov powers ; which 
therefore deſerve ts be ſhewed {1th, and which they do ſhem forth that, 
are thus called. And both theſe I confirmed from Rem. 9. 24, 25, 16. 
which is manifeſtly ſaid of them who were called v. 23. veſſels of mercy; 
Nor is this a denomination à parte preflantiori, for it is expreſly ſaid 
sg were the ſame whom be oall ed veſſels of mercy. And the jame place 
- of Hoſ.1,23, is alluded to in Rem. 9. 21. and 1 Pet. 2. 10. and can be un- 
dex ſtood of no other then the elect. And therefore if the places Hof. 1. 
10. Heſ. 2.23. Deut.32.3T, ſhould be underſtood (which I grant not) 
of any ether then the elect or members of the inviſible Church; yet 
I Pet. 2. 10. can be underſtood of no other, fichne other have ſuck « cal. 
lng as is there meant, v.. nor any other obtain mercy as there is meant. 
That which Mr, Bl. replies aſter his flirting faſhion, goes on this falſe 
infinuatien, that I took it for granted, that there is u marvelloxs light in 
viſible Churches, which he would refute from Matih, 4.15,16, and that 
this was the ſor ce of my reaſon; whereas my reaſon did not ſu | 
that ar all, but that none are ſo called from dark nels to light in that 
manner the Apoſtle there deſcribes the calling, but oncly the ele, 
which is true ; * there be marvellous light in viſible Churches, 
yea,and in meer viſible prefeſſors, yet none ſo called as Peter deſcribes. 


I Pet. . g. but onely members of the inviſible Church, 

„4%. Saich Mr, Bl, © As honourable ticles ns theſe are 1 
i In 19 Scrigruce,as ſhall be ſhewen, to viſible profeſſors, w 

hen theſe bs limited to inviſible members ? 
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Auſw. 1. No titles ſo expieſly noting elect perſons as thoſe 1 Pet. 2.3. 
are given any where to mee: viſible profeſſors, 2. If they ſhould be in 
any pl ce given to the vihble Church, yet they are to be reſtia ned to 
the elect onely; az when a heap of corn is ſo called, hic hath mach 
chaff; ora fie'd cfcorn, which hath meh tares ; the denomiaatio., js 
from the better part, and is ro be app'ied s veriſed onely of it. 

Sly. Saith Mr. BI. Mr. T. in his Letter made his Text to b. paral. 
**lel wieh thoſe Texts, Gali. 10. 1 Tim. 3. 1 , 1 Pet. 2. 10. And thoſe 
Texts I have demonſtrated to be meant of viſible Churches, to which 
Mr. T. teplies nothing. 

nſw. 1 do not find that in my Letter I made 1 Pet. 2 c. farallel with 
thoſe Texts, Ga/ 6.10, 1 Tim. 3. 35, 1 Let. 2.10, But in my Exercit, 
S12, I do alledge to rove that onel believers may be meant by abs. 
Nation, as th:y are by a family or kindred, Ephbeſ,3.1 J. thebouſh Id of 
faith, Gal. S. 10. the bouſc of God, 1 im 3.15, 4 people, 1 Pet. 2. 10. 
Now faith Mr, 21, theſe texts I bava demonſirated to be meant of viſible 
Charches, But he hath not demonſtrated them to be mean; of in eer vi- 
fi 1: Churches, or meer vifible Profeffors in them, who are not alſo of 
the inviſible Church; and therefore I thoug\t in my Boſſcripe, and 
think ill I need make no further reply. Mr. I 1. conſiders my argu- 
ments to prove 1 Pet. 2.9. weant of the inviſible Church, 

80 I, I argue ( ſaith Mr. 7. ) from the terms, choſen gencralion, royal 
** priefthood,an holy nation,a peculiar people, tharts by Clriſts death, Tie, 
** 2,14, Wi ich cannot beaffirmed of any other then elect and true be- 
lecvers. Ergo, /nſw_ 1. Such a way of arguing would not paſs with 
Mr. T. in his adverſary ; as peenltar people is taken in one place of 
** Scriprur*,{vic muſt be taken in all places; but in one place it is ta- 
* ken for the elect regenerate Ifihis would::old, much labour might 
be ſpared in finding out the various acceptation of words in Se ip- 
ws > 

Reply. M. B/. it ſeems hath ſuch a ſpirir of Divination, as to foreſee what 
L would do ia a contingent thing. Bur thi: olly of his T impure to his 
Satyrical vein, Which makes him that he can neither relate nor anſwer 
any ti ing of mine candidly. My argument was nor drawn onely from 
the term | peculiar people] but allo fron the terms! choſen generation,voyal 
prieſthosd, an holy natian] which with th o her term | a peculiar people jor 

as in the Margin of our lat Tranſlation ¶ a purchaſed people have been 
applie ſ to the elect one'y by the ſe ine-rpreters, whoſe words L hexe ſet 
down, Beza analy/ſ Loci oppoſitum membram, electorum videlicet ſun- 
mam exceilenitiam deſcribit, Ec, Piſcat analyſ, Hortatur comme morati- 
one duorum maximorum bene ficiorum Hei, electionis ad vitam aternam, & 
vocationis eſſicac is. EltAtonem indicat bis verbis: ves autem eſlis genus 
electum, vocati onem vero illia regale ſaerdetium gens ſanct a, c. Dicſon. 
Vocantur autem regale ſacerdotium quia ſunt & cgi C hriſti & ſacerdotii 

participes, imo per Chriſtum ſacerdotes & reges conſtituti docantur, genus 
electum, quia Deus eos pre aliis populis ſibi adeptaverat. Gens ſancta, 

quia eos ſibi dicaverat Dem in vite puritatem. Populus in acquiſitionem, 

duia Deus cos redemerat, & ſibi in theſaurum & bæreditc of on — 
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Diodati, v. 9. A royal ] that is to {iy , 4 company of rie wh art 
likewiſe Kings, Exod, 19, 6, Prieſt, to Godward, to whom teliever do 
yield I iritual worſhip. v. 5. aud Kings over the creatures, over which 
Chriſt thei; bead hath given them the dominion, which they had Loftin A- 
dam, aua hat h made them fellows in the glory bf bis Kingdome, Matth.19. 
28, 1 Cer. 6. 2, 3. Revel, 1.6, * 2. 26,7. & 3.21, & 5.10, & 20. . 
A peculiir] which be bath purchaſed with a price and made bis, by 4 (. 
ve :ieu title to hold them for bis own people, New Anzot v. 9. 4 cho- 
ſen ] that is, whom God hath effeftually called out F the would, ſee 
Chap.r.z. Deut 7.7. Royal | hat is ings and priciis, Sce Exod.1y. 6. Re- 
vel 6. & 5. 10, Kings; beeauſe of that prwer which they have, through 
Chriſt, over their luft, ſee Ph I. 4. 13. Prieſts, becauſe ſeparated to the 
ſervice of Gd, ſee v 5. Holy nation | (ce Exod. 19. 6. Dent. 7. 
6, & A peculiar people 2 people pecubiar ] or a people for 
poſſeſſion : that is, a people d God bath purchaſed to be bis own. See 
Exod. 19.5. Deut. 4. 2. & 7.6, & 26. 18. Pal 135, 4. TH, 2.14, AF. 
20,38, Epbeſ” 1, 14, 1 Theſ. 5, 9. Dr. Jobs R:inold Apolog. heſ. $.21. 
Nam trim nom en popul i ſancterum Dan, 7, 27. ex Daniele ſatis elare in- 
dicit ſigni ſᷣcari eleffos, 1 Pet. 2. 9. Genten ſanTom & populum Dei pe- 
culiarem, EIO. 19. J, Mal. 3. 17. Tit. 2% 4. Eximic nuncupates quindoguidees 
hic eli populus cus ſol: regnum ampliſſimum in C hriſto, e cum Chriſto, ut ibi- 
dem Dan. 7. 17 promi ſſum eſt, ita da um ivi teſtantur ſacræ itere fc. J. 10. 
& 20,6, & 22. 5. S. 20. ad deſignandum populum electum, 1 Pet 2.9. 
qui Deo cedit ide Ne ννν,,j, bn poſſeſſionem ſeu peculinm, By which 
ille nat ions it may be perceived, 1. chat the interp:eration I give is the 
common interpretation of mon learned Proteſtants: 2. that it is pro- 
ved no by one title onely but by four titles, whereof not one of hem 
can be applied in the ſenſe Peter uſeth them to any but the e lect: 3. that 
this interpretation and applicacion is confirmed not by one only place of 
Scripture, bu: by many: 4. that though I alledged but one place, to wit 
Tu. 2. 14. yet being ſo manifeſtly paralel, and ſoclearly pregnant tot 
my pur poſe jt was enough, and ſoch as I would allow the like in any ag- 
verſaty for good proof, though] do not take it that in all places the 
fenſe is proved by the alledging one ſcrij ture inthe ſenſe conceived, 
por do I think it unneceflary to finde ou: the various acceptation of 
words in ſcripture. ; 

2. Saith Mr, Bl © Theſe termes and others eq ĩvolent to theſe are 
given to the Iſraelites Deut. 14. 1, 2. Deut. 7, 6. Dtut. 32. 9. nor 
das a Church invifib.e, bu: as viſible members. Their qua lifleations 
date often a low, as thcir appellations by reaſon of their relation to 
God raiſe them high. And ſetting apart Chriſts death, 1 would know 
cho they came to Nis honour, 

Anſw, Theſe termes are given in the places cited to 1/raelites , yet 
that t bey ars given to them as viſicle members, and not as acburch inviſi- 
ble, or as I would ſay te the church vifible of Iracl, in re ſpect of and 
with limitation to the elect or mei bers of the invifible church, as a field 
ot corn in teſped of the good grain, is not pioved. Vet if it were the 
litles 1 Pet. 2. 9. ſpoken of chriſtians, cannot be verified of them but 
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la a ſenſe 3ppropriate to the ele&, They are ho Way 4 reha rie, 
bur as priefts that offer ſpiritual ſacrifices to God , acceptable to God 
through Feſus Chriſt, v. 5; which none but the elect and rue beleeyers 
can do; no other way reyal but in that they are Kings to God, reign o- 
ver fin; Satan, ec, through Chi iſt, which none but the elect do; a 
choſen gencration, but by Gods election to life eternal; a ho!ynation but 
by regeneration of the ſpirit; 4 peculiar fcople, but by Chriſts purchaſ; 
which can be verified of none but true believes, and e lect perſons, And 
to Mr, 41. demand 1 anſwer , ſetting apart Chriſts death, I know not 
how Chr iſt ans ſhould come to this honour which is expreficd 1 Per. 
2.9, 

3. Saith Mr. TI. „ The gift of Apoſtlas, Prophets, Evangelifts, 
* Paſtours, and Teachers, were the gitt of Chriſt , and purchaſe of his 
death. Theſe are for conſtitution of le Churches, viible mem- 
bers enjoy theſe priviledges in commò ch regenerate perſons, to 
* which more is already ſpoken, 

Anſw, Though I finde Apoſtles, Prophets, Evangeliſts, Paſtours, 
aud Teachers, rermed Epheſ. 4. 11. the giſt of chriſt; yet I do not finde 
them faid to be the purchaſe of Chriſts death as ſuch: nor do I know hew 
they ein be rruely ſaid to be the purchaſe Chriſts death, as is meant, 1 
Pet. 2.9. Tit. 2. 14. fo as that every Apoſtle , &c. ſhould be redeemed 
rom iniquity, be of the people of Gods poſſeſpon , to ſhtw forth the vertues 
of God, &c. nor dol conceive to what purpoſe this is brought in here 
by Mr, Bl, except he mean that the ticles 1 Pet. 2. 9. are given te the 
viſible Church in reſpe& of the Miniſters , which is ſo frivolous that I 
am unwilling to imagine it of him, | 

2. Saith Mr, Bl © Mr. T. objects from that w! ich is ſaid of hem, 
they are called by God, by Wis power and vertue into his marvyelious 
* light, and v. 10. that now had obtained mercy which they had not 
* — which cannot be affirmed of any but true belie vers and elect 
*© perſons, 

rm, Men brought into a viſible c hurch. ſtate, are brought into a mar- 
velous light, The ſeven golden candleflicks Rev. 1. 29. had a marvellous 
light in their lamps, and yet in ſome of thoſe there were oncly a few names, 
that bad not defied their garmants ;, Ard this light xs a mercy, the fruition 
of it a great mercy , Pſal. 147. 19, 20. Tea, it is applied by the prophet, 
Hol. 2. 23. (wbence the Apofile gathers it) unts th: mercy enjoyed in & vi- 
ſible Church kommunion, as is not denied by Mr. T. bimſclſ. 

Reply. Where it is that 1 deny not that Ho. 2. 23. 4 ajplied unto the 
mercy enjoyed in 4 viſ ble Church communion , I remember not, yet if 
I did grant it any where, I might underſtand it of ſaving mercy, proper 
to the elect, tor that is mercy enjoyed in a viſible Church commu- 
nion. 

But Mr, 31s, anſwer js net to the argument as by me urged ; For 1 
did not form it thus, they who have marycHous light, Who have ob- 
rained a great mercy are ele : But thus, they who are called by Gods 
power er vertus, Which therefore they are to ſpew forth , out of darkneſs, 
mo his maryelons light, which in time paſt were not a people, but are * 


. (255) 
the people of God: which bad not obtained meren, but vom bavt obtained 
mercy, are the clect, which I confirmed from Rem. 9. 23, 24,25. where 
the lame place of Heſ.2z. 23. isalledg:d and applied one ly to the elect. 
But tteſe things are ſaid of thoſe 1 Pet,2.9. Ergo, Which argument is 
confirmed by the words of Piſcater above cited, and of Bexa in the plice 
cited, where he ſaith, Simulque ne quis ambigat ſit elect us necne revoc at 
nos Apoſiolme ad vocationem efficacem, ex qua aternum i lud alioqui occul. 
tiſimam elefionis noſtre decretum cert) int elligamus, idque ex una Det 
gratuit) eligent i & vocant is miſerecordia, I be new Anuot, praiſes | or 
wvertues, That is, that we might glorifie God in our converſations, thereby 
ſhewing forth the abundant mercy and great power of God in calling us, Iſa. 
8:13, Darkneft | that i ignorance, ch. t. 14. whereby is meant our ſinſull 
and miſerable eſtate by nature, ander which men are kept, through ignorance 
of the Goſpel, Erh. 4 18. & 5. 8. Co/,1.13. His marvellous | bereby is 
meant onr eftate of grace,through the effect ual calling of God by the hnow - 
ledge of th: truth, See 2 Cor.4.6, AAS 13 47, & 26.18. called marvel. 
lows, becauſe of the great myſtery of godlineft, which is revealed in the Gof- 
pel; and called bis — God revealeth it. — — Rainold pol. cheſ 
$15, Neque ſoluni © teucbris in admirabiftm Dei lucem vocati,r Pet 2.9 
ſed & elefti, 1 Pet.1.2, nuxcupertur, atque geuus ele tum, 1 Pet 2.9. 
Now though meer viſible Church membets may have mar vellous 
light, and obtain great mercy, yet 3 be ſaid to he thus cal. 
— * be a people of God, and to obtain mercy, as Peter there de- 
ſcribes, 

3. Saith Mr. Bl. © It is ſaid that thoſe perſons did beleeve con:ra- 
<« diſtinguiſhed to them that were diſobedient and ſtumbled at the word: 
but ſuch are onely the Elect, Ergo, nſw. So did all they that made 
„ ſhipwrack of the faith, 1 Tim. 3, 19. So did Simon Mag u, Act. 8.13. 
do did the hearers compared to the rocky ground, I uf. 8. 13. And 
© whereas ir is ſaid, theſe believers are conttadiſtinguiſhed to them that 
<* were diſobedient and ſtumbled at the word, it fully makes againſt 
chin; Thoſe diſobedient ones, are thoſe thar diſallow Chriſt, as we 
«ſee v. 7, that reject Chriſt upon tender, that perſiſt in Judaiſm or 
* Gentiliſm, All others no- profeſſed Jews nor Gen tiles are in that 
place beleevers (and in all other Scriptures reſpeRive to viſible pre- 
< rogatives ) which are all viſible church members. 

Reply. Ir is :rne ſome imes hey are termed believers , who are meer 
vilible profeſſots, but here the believers are ſuch as to whom Cbrift is 
pretiau, and are comradiſt ingulſhed to them tha! were diſobedient and 
ſtumbled t the word, unite which adſo they were appointed (which Mr. Bl. 
did ill to leave out) which ſhews they were reprobates appointed to pe- 
rih, and conſequently the contradiſtinguiſhed believers are ſuch as 
are ſaved, which cannot be ſaid of them chat ma e ſhipwrach of the 
faith, or Simon Magur, Which is confirmed from v. 9, 10, which Mr. 
Bl. con ſeſſeth is underfood of the ſame men, v 3. and wider the ſame no- 
tion 2: theſe, v. 9. the Apoſtle brings his ſpeech to no ſull period tif v. 11, 
which reaſons are confirmed by the note of Diod@ss on 1 Pet. 27. It is 
that precions thing, nameh that a foundation whereof Iſaiah ſents 
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which the text leads to, and is veriffed onely ol the e le ct, to vhom alone 
Chriſt i« the precious foundation. And the other by the note of Bexa on 
-.8. Preter ta parlicula ; ad unqta & quod mox ſubjicit, vos aulem gene 
cle u m nonne maniſeſtam antitheſin oſtendit roſorum ad decus & ad dede. 
cus conditorum, fcut credentes & immorige/os ante oppeſuerat > Nor is 
hat is ſaid, that the) diſallowed c hriſt, v. 7. any thang againſt this, that 
they that be leeved, v 7, were true beleeyers and elect, any more then it 
tol los all that arc meer viſible profeſſors are termed beleevers ordained 
to eternal liſe, Acts t3. 48. becauſe they are contradiftin; uiſhed to thoſe 
who re eficd the word of God, and judged themſelves unwoithy of eternal 
liſe, v.46, | 2 

fe, Saich Mr, BI, © They are ſaid to be built as living floner,&c which 
© can agree to none,bur elect perſons and true belee vers. „ uſw. That 
© is leſt out in the quotation of this t xt, which wou'd wholly ſpoil the 
argument, and earry it on the other h. nd; namely thoſe Words, to 
whom comming as wnto 4 living ſtone, The Apoſtle ſhews them the 
© way, and points out the conditlon called for; which being done, they 
< are then built as living ſtones: And this implies that it was ſo wich 
e ſome, but not with others Here is that which is done by ſo ne and 
<« and negle&ed by others, and ti eir happineſs upon dilcharge of thei; 
<«« duty; ſo that if Mr. T. his confidences wete not far higher then his 
arguments, he might well fir down, and fairly acknowledge that theſe 
titles are giv.n to viſible Church,members. 

Repl, Mr. T. his confidences are ſt: engthened by Mr, Fs. flight an- 
ſwersto his arguments. His argument was, 1hey who areſaid to be bailt 
as living ſto es on chriſt the living ſtone, a ſpiritual houſe, a holy prieft. 
bood to offer up ſpiritual ſacrifices acceptable to God by Feſus Chrift, thiy 
are true belee vers and ele perſons, But ſuchare thule vs. Who tre 
termed à holy nation, v. 9. Eyge. The major ls proved from this, that 
theſe things can agree to no other; the minor from Mr. Bls, own words 
cited be ore, that Foy are the ſame, v.z. & 9, the Apoſtle not bringing his 
ſpeech to « full period till . 11. Thus Dr. Zoba Rainold, the 4. $ 14, 
ap lies this paſſage onely to the elect. And Mr. John Gerce, Vindic. Vud. 
calls it a miſapplication of 1 Pet 2.5, to the viſible Kingdome, which ex. 
preſly nate the ſpiritua' bouſe, ch. 5. pag. 20, New - mot. on v. 5, lively 
tones] that 1s, as baving life from vim. See v. 4 Diodati annot on 1 Pet. 
2, 5. Lively flones | namely participating of that foreſaid life of Chrift ; 
and therefore oppoſite totbe dead ones of the material temple, Are built 
Xp] or be ye built wp. An holy ;riefibood | that is to ſay, a multitude 
and company of pricits, By. Feſus | whoſe perfect righteouſneſs and inter- 
ceſſion gaineth all Gods grace to beleevers and to theer works, Now what 
faith Mr. Bl to thi ? He neither denies major „or minor; But tels us, chat 
thoſe words to whom comming as unto a luving· gone, if they bad been cia 
would wholly / poil the argument and carry it en the other hand; which is 
very ſtrange to me, who find thoſe words thus intepreted by the yew . 
not. v. 4. Comming } that is by faith. See Fob.5.35. & $.43,44,45. Heb, 
10, 22. By Diodati, v,4. To whom | that i5 to ſay, being united to the 
Lord 7eſus,and made bis members by a lively ſaith, that they ſhould yy 
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that the titles 1 Pet 3.5. are given to meer viſib e Church manbers, as it 
any meer viſible Church · member did come ro Chriſt as a living tone 
by a lively f- ich, and were a living ſtone, built up a ſpiritual houſe, c. 
Bur let's view Mr.“ 4 reaſons, 1, The Apoſile (bews them the way, and 
points out the condition called for ,which being done, they are then dult as 
living ſtones. But 1. it is plain that the Apoſt le ſpeaks of them as built up 
already, 6:40J01u77 34 , ye are built wp, as our tranſlation beſt reads it, 
not as of a thing to be done: and this is confirmed in chat v 2. they are 
ſaid to /e new bo u babes, ver. 3. to have taſted how gracious the Lord is, 
ch. 1,22. to have purificd their ſouls, v. 23. tobe born again. Andfor 
„eb: ov Te gip) 044144, it may be as well read anto whom being comen, as 
unto whom comming, And ſo Piſcat. in anal, loci, Argumentorum un um 
eff a pari,videl a veca'ionis in io, quod ſigni ficat qui at, cos jam ad 
Dominum acceſſiſe, id eſt fide cum recepiſſe, atque ita ſuper eum adbficart 
cepiſſe, and therefore notes more then the way and condition called For, 
even the thing already begun, 2. But had the -Apoſtle ſhewed onely 
the way and coodition calles for, what had this been to prove that the 
titles, v. 5, are given to meer viſible Church members ? Sure nothing 
at all; for were they comen, or comming, ar to come, their comming 
muſt have been b, faith, and they had net been living ſtones , built u) 4 
ſpiritua / houſe, nor a holy priefibood to offer ap ſpiritual ſacrifices accept 
able te God by Jeſus Chriſt, withour a lively faith and election: And 
therefore neither Mr, I 1s, conceii being granted, i it proved that any 
oth r then el. & and true be ee vert are meant 1 Pet. 2.5. 2. Saich Mr. 
BI. And this implics that it was ſo with ſome, who did that duty and 
were bat, but not with others who neglefied. But 1. how thoſe words, 
unto mhom comming as unt a living ſtone, implies the negleR of duty, I 
am yet to learn: It they did note a condition, yet they could imply one- 
ly a poſſibility of neglect, not chat ſome did negle dd. 2. It ſome did neg- 
led, yer this is nothing to prove that ver. 5. which is fard onely of thoſe 
that did come and ſo were happy, the titles are given to meer viſible pro- 
feflors, The reſt of the Chapter is to vindicare himſelt from hat I 
ſaid, that I ha dly beleeve any approved Writer joyns with him in bis 
interpretation, Te which he ſaith, 1. It is notlike my confidence, who 
dare affront the body of proteſt ant Divines tu Tenents that ex profefio 
they have handled againſt the Payiſts. Anſw. That I do ſo is not ſhewed; 
that I dare do ſo when I have truth on my fide, is no vice, If Mr. B /f rea- 
ſons had been good, his fingularity had not been culpable. 2. He would 
infinuace that in wy inter pretation I follow Eſtiss and Gerbard, whom 
L neither haye, nor ever made uſe of about this text. 3. That he hath Mr. 
Ball, Whoſe book I now have nor, and his words cited by Mr, EA. ſeem 
not to ſpeak any thing of 1 Pet. 2.5. 10. 4. That A Lapide, is wholly for 
bim, to whom he ſaith 1 uſe to be bebolding. Bur I think the wards of 4 
Lapide cited by hi u, are not clear for him; nor do T uſe to be beholding 
to Lapide, he being an Author I have not, nor do I remember that 
I have made uſe of him bur in the g rſt part of the Review, $ 122. onely 
about 1 cor. 7. 14. 5, That Gerbard mentions others that underſtand 
17 et. 1.9. of common and general ele ien, But whether approved Wri- 
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ters or nor, he doth not ſay, ſo that my words ftand good, norwith. 
ſtanding Mr,-Bls, vindication of himſelf, his injurious infinuations 
of me, and his futile arguments and anſwers about 1 Pet. 2.5 

Mr. Bl. ch. 28. proceeds in proving ** That the Covenant of grace in 
c Goſpel times admits Chriſtians in profeſſion, in a ſtate of unregene. 
« ration, and is no: limited in the bounds of it to the ele& regenerate 
« And 1, he argues from four terms, beleevers, ſaints, diſciples, chriſtant, 
e which he proves our of Scripture to be g. ven to perſons not ele& 
* (which is not denied) and they imply a Covenant undeniably ; and 
ce this he proves from my confefſion, chat the titles men ioned by Peter 
c« x Pet 2.9, from Moſes, argue a people in Covenant, and therefare 
« Tam ſo ſhie to confeſs them to belong to viſible protefſors + But 
c thofe titles are as high as theſe, and as undeniably implying a 
Covenant are given ro viſible profellors ; thoſe tben even according 
cet me are on this account in Covenant with God. 

Anſw, Mr. Bl. doth but mock the Reader, and abuſe me, by ſpeak: 
ing ot a confeſſion which he doth nor ſhew, and by aſſigning a reaſon 
of my not confeſſing the titles, 1 Pet. 2 9. not to belong to viſible pro- 
feſfors, which is ne ver given by me, but imagined by himſelf, As I ſaid 
before, ſo I ſay again, though I hold thoſe who are ( as 1 Pet. 2. 5. the 
the terms are uſed) 4 choſen generation, a royal prieſibood, a holy nat ion, 
a peculiar people, are in Covenant with God, as having Gods Covenant 
ot Evangelical grace made with them; yer I deny chat the terms im- 
ply a Covenant. And as for the other four terms Mr. Bl, alledgeth to 
prove meer viſible profeſſors being in Covenant, he doth In like man- 
ner mock his Reader, 1. not telling what Covenant thoſe terms imply, 
2. nor how they imply it, 3. nor on whoſe part they imply it, whether on 
the perſons part thus intituled, or on Gods, which is the enely thirg m 
queſtion, Whether God have made his Covynant of grace in Golpel 
times with any non. elect > which ſure choſe terms imply not, ſith they 
imply either the act, as Beleevers and Diſciples ; or the ſtate; as 
Saints and Chr iſtians, of the per ſons intitled; not any act of God, ce- 
venanting or promifing to them Goſpel grace, 4. The proof likewiſe 
from my confe ſſion ( if it were ſo) is as vain ; For the terms Chrift, 
holy Angels, onely begotten $on of God c are as hiphss thoſe 1 Pet. 
2.9, yer they do not imply a Covenant by my confeſſion; and there- 
fore I may well deny his inference to be my confeflion,though I hould 
have yeelded char which he ſaith I confeſs to be mine. 

2» Me. BL. argues from ſome abſurdities. 1. This reftri&ion ofthe 
Covenant makes an utter confuſion between the Covenant it ſelf 
and the conditions of it; or the Covenant it ſelf, and th: duties re- 
quired in it; between our entrance inte Covenant, and our obſetva- 
tion of it, or walking up in faithtulneſs to it: For there are that en- 
ter and keep Covenant with God, Y fal. 44. 7,18. Pal. 103. 17,16. 
And there are thoſe that break Covenant, P/al. 78. 10, 37. Jer. 34. 
18,1% 6. Levi. 26.258. Iſa 24.5. Now according to this opinion, 
-* regeneration is our entrance into Covenant, and regeneration is our 
keeping of Covenant; before regeneration we make no — 

ä a «« af;er 


(259) 
« after regeneration We break no Covenant, there is no ſuchthing as 
« Covenant breaking: All this makes an utter confuſien in che Cove. 
e nant, 8 

Anſw. They that hold, that the Covenant of grace in Goſpel times 
is livited to the elect regenerate, do not think — regeneration our 
entrance into Covenant, or our keeping of Covenanr,or that before re- 
generation we make no Covenant, or after Fegeneration we break no 
Covenant, or that there is no ſuch thing as Covenant breaking; all 
theſe are Mr, Es, fictions, and ſo is his imputation of making an utter 
coatuſion in the Covenant. But this they ho'd, that God enters nne 
into vis Covenarft of Evangelical grace but regenerate perſons,and that 
they do all keep Covenant; and that though many betore regenerat]= 
on make Covenant with God, and break that Covenant they make, and 
ſo there is Covenant breaking en their part, yet that Gol keeps the 
Covenant of Evangelical grace with thoſe he makes ir, and that no re- 
g nerate perſon doth ſo break it as to be ever caſt out of Gods Co. 
venant. And for Mr, Bls, texts, they are impertiaent to prove that 
after regenc ration any do break the Covenant of Evangelical grace 
God hath mide, For Pſal. 78. 10, 37. Levit. 26. 25, Iſa, 21.1 5, do 
ſpeak expreſly of breaking the Covenant of the Law made with the 
people of Iſracl in mount Sinai, which is another Covenant then the 
new or Evangelical Covenant, Heb. 8.9, 0. But our queſtion is of the 
Covenant of grace in Goſpel times, And Fer. 34. 18, 19, 20. is ridicu- 
loufly alledged, lirh it ſpeaks not of che Covenant Evan elical. but of the 

articular Covenant which Zedekjab and the Princes of Fudab made to 
ſer their Hebrew ſervants go free, which they brake contrary to the Law. 
Yet to ſhew Mr, Bs, futility in argning there is no conſequence in this 
reaſoning, In mens Covenants there are that enter Covenant ard leep 
it, and others chat in like manner do enter into Covenant and net keep 
it, and ſo men enter into Covenant with God; and ſome keep it, and 
ſome not, therefore they that hold that God makes his Covenant of E- 
vangelical grace onely with the ele& regenerate, do confound the Co» 
venant ic {elf and the conditions of it, or the duties required in it, or 
the entrance into Covenant and our obſer vation ot it, or walkingup in 
fairhfulneſs to it. For the diſtin&ion remains till between al theſe, 
though they be eonjoyned in the ſame perſons, as heat and light are di- 
ſtin& though together in flame, and juſtiſoation and ſanctiſication 
though conjoyned in the ſame perſons, Yea,fith Mr. BL holds ſome that 
enter into Covenant are ſtedfaſt in it, he makes according to his own 
ſuperficial arguing the ſame confuſion we do, and ſo falls into the ſame 
imagined abſurdi:y, - 

The 2d, abfurdity Mr. N. wculd faſten on the tenet that the Cove- 
nant of grace in Goſpel times is limited to the eleR, i:; that then there 
2 n0 ſuch thing as ax bypoerite in the world, asin reſtrence towards God ; 
For an hypocrite is one that per ſonates the man that he is not, an hypocrite 
reſpect ive to yeligion and in Scripture uſe of the phraſe, is one that pretends 
for God, aud is not Gods ; now according to this opinion, that ondly regene 
Late men are in Covenant there is ne {ach thing as an bypogrite,zo ſusb ſin 45 
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hypocriji,ewbore the Goſpel is preacked, God makes tender of bimſel/ iu co. 
venant, and in caſe none but regenerate perſons enter Covenant , then onchy 
they take upon them the perſons of people in relation to bim. 

Anſw. If Mr. Bl. and other Pædobaptiſts had any will to deal ho- 
neſtly, as men that ſought to clear truth, and not to pet vett readits, 
they would, bein — — in my Piſtſeript S. 6. admoniſh, 
ed, diſliaguiſh of being i Covenaut by their own at of covenantin : 
and G ds act of promifing. I never den ed, chat in reſpect of theit 
own act of . orenanting, mere viſible profeſſors may b ſaid to be in Co- 
venant with God, but denied that in reſp. &t of Gods act ot premitin 
(hich alone was in queſt ion, ſith the queſtion being of intancs, they 
cannot be ſaid to be in Covenant with God by their o act of covenan- 
ting, but only by Gods act of promiſing)any other hen ele perſons are 
in Covenant with God:. Now / grant it, that of them to whom 
the Goſpel.coycnant is made by God, there is none an hypc- 
crite; but there be hypocrites of choſe that enter into Covenant with 
God; that is, of thoſe that promiſe to be Gods and are not; to whom, 
though God tenders himſelf in Covenant, yet he makes no Covenant 
or promiſe to them of Evangelical grace, and ther fore notwithſtanding 
this imagin:d abſurdity; yet the poſition is true, that the Covenant of 
=_ in Goſpol times , as made by Ged to men, is limited to the 
cleft, | 

The 3d. abſurdity is, theu uo Miniſter in any Church may baptize avy 
perſon, for none can now diſcern inf libly whether a perſon be regenerate, 
and Mr. BI. fndes cbriſt giving charge to diſciple Nations , and i0 bapti/ e 
them, but findes him not iving Commiſſlon, hat when in the judgement of 
tharity men have cauſe to conceive them to be diſciples, then to bapting 
them. The Apoſtles faid not for obſervation of theſe ſignes, that might in 
4 well-;rounded chari'y perſwade that they were regener ate perſons, And 
cheſe that fix it here, tos ordinarily make intereſts the chief ground 10 carry 
their charity ts a more favourable conſtruction. They that arg moſt like to 
make a party with them, or drive on miereſt their way, muſt be u iged 
per ſons meet for baptiſm ; of this in aſhor' time we bave large experience, 
. Thoſe that gather up Churches, aud initiate them by baptiſm (the way of 

the Apoſtles I confeſs, in caſe that they would make good that they have to 
deal with Heathens, and therefore a way of more colour then theirs , that ſet 
up new Churches, and retain the old bap'3ſm ) we ſce what manney of ſumts 
are rece:ved among them, ſuch that civil perſons (reſ pedtive to ſobriety, 
chaſtity, a; upright dealing with nen) cannot withou ſtain of their repu a» 
tion. make their companions, 

Anſw. Pæ ſobaptiſts do uſua'ly plead, that infants are in the Cove · 
nant of grace, therefore they are to he baptized, The antecedent can be 
meant of being in the Covenant of grace no otherwiſe then by Gols act 
of promiſe, to be the God of a believers ſced ; therefore they make the 
being in Cov:nant by Gods a& of promiſe to be a perſons God, the 
rule of baptizing. No I aflert, thu God hath not promiſed to be a 
God to any man or his ſeed in reſpect of Evangelical grace, but the 
clect. Therefore this abſurdity is jukly charged on the Pzdobapt-fs, 
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chat according to their hypotheſes, ho Minifler an baprize any infant 
in fait, Fo: be muſt aprize according to them, onely thoſe infants 
that are in Co-enant, and whom he knowes to be in Covenant; but 
thoſe inſancs onely are iu Covenant who are cleR. and no Miniſter can 
know which infanc is elect, or in Covenant with God, which not, all 
infanes are nor, no not of believers, not all Abrahams, or 1/aacs, Rem. 
9.6,7,8,9,10,11,”2, 13, Therefore a:cording to this rule no Pæ- 
dobaptiſt can haptize any infant in faith, anda judgement of charity 
Mr, A. Mr. Bl, and others ag:ee and that according to truth, is not it 
we are to ba ptize by, So that tu abſurdity doth uns eidably follow 
on Pædobaptiſts opinien, which Mr. Bl. endeavours, but in vin, to 
faſten on us, who do oſten diſclaim baptizing perſons upon their being 
in Covenant with God by his act of promiſe to be their God, as our 
rule; and do continually aſſert our bap:izing perſons, becauſe diſci- 

les by protefſion, and by reaſon of thejr own covenanting to follow 
Chriſt (which Mr, IL. conffleth to be according to Chriſis Commiſ- 
ſion, and the Apoſtles way in dealing wich Heathens ) and therefore 
th. abſurdity follows not our opinion, but the Pædobapiiſts, who can 
baptize no infant by their rule, becauſe they cannot know any infant 
whom they are to baptize to be inthe Covenant of grace. As for Mr. 
Bls, confeſſion, that our praiſe 3s tbe way of the Apoſtles in caſe we 
would mai e good that we have to deal with Heu bens, I wonder Mr, BI. 
a learned man, ſhould requite us to mate good that which of it ſelf is 
ſo manifeſt, Fur ſure we have to deal with Heathens ot with Jews, ſiih 
all the men in the wor'd are either Heathens, that is 69»;x0? of the Na+ 
tions, or Fewes but me thinks be ſhould not ſay we have to de. 
wich Jews, therefore we have to deal with Heath ens, and conſequently 
— 5 — is the way efthe Apoſt'es, by Mr, Bls, own conte ſſion. To 
confine the term ¶ beathens | enely to them that are not Chriſt. ans in 
name, is indeed accordirg to the yulgar ſpeech, but beſides the Scrip- 
ture uſe, v bich Mr, Bl, me thinks in bis writing ſhould have followed, 
But it Mr. / mean i inthe vulgar fenſe, it is eaſie to make it good that 
ne Engliſhman er his child is a Chi iſtian till he be made a diſciple by 
preaching the Goſpel, ſich to be a diſciple ot Chr ſt and a Chriſtian are 
terms of the ſame ſenſe, 44s. rr. 26, Yer in byptizing by Chriſts 
commiſſion and the Apoſtles praiſe, th re is no difference made be- 
tween Jews and Heatbens, bo h are to be baptized upon their belie- 
ving, Mark, 16, 16, neither the one nor he other were, or were to be 
bap'ized by che Apoſtles , without their own perſonal prof ſon of 
faith, Our vay then by Mr. Bls, own conſeſſion is the way of the A po- 
ſtles. Histo fe on alic i true that our way is of more colour then their s 
that ſet up new Churches, and retain the old aptiſm, for acknon ledging 
them church members at Bap iſm, and not admitting them as church- 
members though without ſcandal, is after their own principles to con- 
tradi thenſelves and ts ſet up Churches in a congregational way, 
difclaiming the National and Parochial,and yet to admit infants to Bap- 
tiſm by vertue of Circuinciſion, and Abrahams covenant and reed > 
thering, what is it but to differt that in practiſe which they plead in diſ- 
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pute, end to make the frame &f che national Church Jewiſh, the ryle of 
the Chriſt an Church catholick Nor have Fresb) terians any colour 
for their reformation of Baptiſmi or the Lords ſupper, if they will tic 
to their allegations of taking a rule tor Baptiſm trom Circumciſion, or 
of the Lords Supper from the Paſſeover; for, to them all ſorts whether 
ignorant or ſcandalous were admitted ; and it we muſt retain whom the 
J-with Church recained as vigble church members, there will be no Ec. 
cleſiaſtical juridica' excommunicar on for moral miſcarriages, there be. 
ing n uch among them, As for whac Mr. Bl. chargeth the baptized 
Ciurches with, oz the unkolin-ſs of their members, though I cag ſay 
litt'e of thoſe near Mx. gl. (if there be an) yet Jam able to ſay of ſome, 
and Mr. axter himſelf hath in print ſaid ſomewhat of one of the Chur. 
ches, which might refute this calumny, and I think there are many able 
to teſtiſie of the holy converſation vf many ot the Churches of be ptized 
perſons, however Mr, Baxter imagines they in the end prove wicked, 
However, we do neither in praiſe nor opinion maintain ſuc: impure 
Chui ches of ignorant and vicious perſons as Mr. Bl. Vindic. Fed, ch 47. 
doth, and Prei bytetians commonly do: Nor is it Iiłely, he woi ſt of the 
baptized Churches ſhould be worſe then che ordinary ſort of the Pa- 
dobaptiſts Churches of Mr. BIs. way. 4 
Chap 29. Mr. Bl, anſwers to ſome objections againſt his aflertion, 
7. Thatregenerate perſons onely are in New Teſtament times honour. 
ed with the name of the people of God, they therefore onely are in Co- 
venant, To which he anſwers, 1. That there are terms equivalent, Belet. 
Vers Saints, Diſciples, and Chriſtians, which are given to the unregenerate, 
To which reply, that though this argument be not mine, yer it may be 
ſaid, chat the term Gods people doth rather imply being in Covenant 
wi h God then the other terms, But I think the argument not cogent, 
ſith the term ¶ my people] doth not in the force ct the word neceſſa» 
rily import a Covenant of God, and men ma be conceived his peo. 
ple by election, or purchaſe, without a Covenant, and therefore own it 
not. 
aly, Saith he, It i not oft ex that that phraſe is found in New Teſtament 
Scriptures, with ſuch reſiyi ion oncly to regenerpie ce ſons. He denies not 
Tit. 2. 14. zs taken for a people ſeparate by grace out of the ſtate of 4. 
ture: But be is not reſolved whether Revel.21.3, ſerve to pur peſe, it be- 
ing in diſpute whether to be ful filled on earth or in heaven; if on earth, 
then it ſets out a ſingular glory in the Chureh thro:gh Ordinances in purity, 
Jet with a mixture of cloſe hypocrites. nd for Chyifts perſonal reign en 
tart h, that he lets go as the opinion of #t her 5,of a conſiderable part of whom 
be is not very well conceited it ſeems. 

Anſw. His not denying Tit. 14. to e pregnant and being alledged 
by me as the paralle! place to 1 Pet. 2.5. confirms m reſt rict ien of the 
titles there uſed to the regenerate, And ne thinks the promiſes, Revel. 
21. 3,4. That God would be their God with them that be would wire away 
alt tears from their eys, there ſhould be no more death, nor crying nor labou?, 
ſhould be ſufficient to prove tix people of Grd there meanc to be one- 
ly the regenerate, And we thinks Matth. 1.21, & 3,6, Luke 1. 17,68, 
77. 
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77. & 2433, & 7.16, {its 15.14, & 18.160, Ken. 9. 25. & 11.1, & 
19,10, 2 C0r.6.15, Meb 4.9. & 8. 10. 1 Pet. 2. 10. Revel, 18. f. the term 
[ my people or Gods jeopte ] ſhould be reſtrained to the el. ct. i 

30. Saich he, My ptople, or people of God, is uſed more frequently in the 
v. T. wit hont reſtrifiion to the elect regenerate, He alledgetb three places, 
2 cer 6 16. which with him is plain quoted from Levit.26.16, where it is 
4 nationa! promiſe, to be underſtood f Gods vifible ahode in ordinances, be- 
ing rendered to thoſe that were over. hae w Idols, from which he diſ 

wales with this argument, that they were the temple of the Lord, ſcrurate 
of God ſor bis w ſhip, and ſer vice, and the promiſe is uo more then i made 
good to vißble Churches, Revel,2,1. whereof ſome members were not vege- 
ners. 

Anſw. To dwell in them to walk in them, to be their God, and they to 
be bis prople, the temple of ihe living God, 2 Cor 6.16, whom be receives, 
to whom be is a father, and they his ſous and daughters, cannot be meant 
of any other then the ele: For they onely ate the temple of God in 
which he daels,who have hs Spirit, 1 Cor. 316,7. & 6.15. (a bare ſepa- 
ration by outward cal ing to his worſhip & ſervice is not enough) vhicfi 
is the moſt forcible argument to diff ade tr.m medling with Idols. 
Hot ver it be Levit. 26.16. here i is not a national promiſe, but a pro. 
miſtto particula- perſons, ſeparate from the reſt of the nztion, v. 7. 
Nor can it be underſtood of Gods viſible abode in ordinances, but in 
perſonas whe were holy; nor is i: made to every viſible Church, in 
r.ſpe& of every viſible member: Nor is the promiſe of Chrſt, walk - 
ing, Revel. 2. 1. ſo much as this of Gods dwelling in them, 

The 2d. he alledgeth le Rem. 9. 271. which is to be auder ſtond uo ot her- 
wiſe, where the call cf the ten Tribes, from Hof, 1. 10. & 2.23» #apliedts 
the cal of the Gentiles into 4 Church ſlale and condition, And to the ob. 
jection from Rom. 9 23. he ſaith, God ſets up viſible er4:naxcer, and calls 
to a Church flate as is therepropheſied, that he may thre work to himſelf a 
people of inviſible relation, that therchy he niay mae hem veſſel: of merey, 
having aſore prepared them to glory. 

Arſw, Thecall, Rom 9.25. is not as Mr. Bl ſeems t) Conceive, an 
dutwa d refulable calling into a viſible Church ſtate by viſible ordi- 
nances; buta«v. 7. 8, 11, 24, 26, callia, is effectual calling, which 
gives being to the ealled, and is never refuſed, but preper to t e elect 
one!: Which i apparent from v. 24. where he faith s« whom alſo, 
which can have te terence to one bur veſſels of -mercy mentioned v.23. 
who are alſo ſons of the living God, v. 26. Wh ch being urged by me 
in my Poſtſcript, ſect. 10, and not refelled, ſtands as a firm p © , that 
the people of Cod chere are one ly ele ones, or as Mr, Bl. ſpeaks, 
4 [eople of inviſible relation, veſſels of mercy fees prepared ts glo- 
"y 


The 34 he all dgeth is Revel.18.4, where al! profeffors of ſaith we 
included in that exhortation, and ſo il Miniſters are to preſ it Be 
though it wer - the duty of all, yea of them that were n proteiſors of 
f.ith,t qui: Babylon; yet the invitation 1s a truir of Go tpccial care 
by a voice from heaven, 


and therefore is more then an exhertatun to 
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commoh duty, to lt, a ſpecial effectual call, whereby Gods people, ihut 
is his ele ct ones; ſhall be brought our of Babylon as Lat out ot Sodom, 
and is to be concei ved of the ele& onely, not of hypecritical profeſſors of 
faith, So that Mr, Bl. hath not brought one Text cut of the New Teſta- 
ment, in which [ Gods people] is applied to meer viſible profeſſors , 
and yer if theſe had ſcrved his rurs, his aſſer tion bad been falſe, ay 
is ſhewed by the number of places wherein [ Gods people] is liuited to 
tkeeleR. . X 

Another objection is out of Zer,z1,31,32,33-Which he faith © js ſer u 
<« agaiaſt all New Teſtament light, to prove that none muſt be of the 
c called ot Go! in o Covenant, for frui ion of Church priviledges, but 
<« thoſe hat are re generate: Men in Old Teſtament Covenan: broke 
Covenant, as is there expreſt ; men in th: new Covenant ſhall keep 
c Covenananc, and theſe are enely the elect and regenerate. 

Arſw. The Text joyned with Heb 8. 6,7,8,9,10. proves that God 
makes his new Covenant with none but thoſe who keep it, who are the 
ele& onely. I prodace it not to prove (as Mr. Bl. ſuggeſts of ſome ) 
that none nuſt be of the called if Gad into Covenant, for fruition of Church 
priviledges, but thoſethat are regenerate; nor to prove hat none ſhall en. 
ter Covenant and tranſgreſ it. that the Covenant that now is, is not in 
any poſſibility to be tranſgreſt: but to prove, that no e to whom God 
makes his new Covenant do break jr ; which the Authar co the Hebrews 
doth affirm, in that he differences this from the tormer Covenant, that 
the former was fau'ty, or occaſioned God to complain that it was bro. 
ken; but this is ſuch as that to take away occaſton ef complaint fer 
breach of it, God makes proviſſon by better promiſes, that it ſhall nor 
be broken by thoſe to whom it is made, Ner doth it hence follow, as 
Mr. Bl. ſpeaks (this being the charaFerifiical difference) ibat as none in 
New Teſlament times enter Covenant, but they keep Coven.nt ; ſo gone in 
Old Teſtament tim:s were in Covenant, but did tr inſgieſt it: For we do 
not ſay as he perveresthe poſiuon, that none in New Teſtament times ex- 
ter ( ovenant but they keep Covenant; we know miny have by their pro- 
feſſion and bap:iſmentred into Covenant, and have nor kept i: bur this 
we ſay, that God mak s with none his new Covenant, whether in New 
Teſtament times, or in Old Teſtament times, but they d keep it;and that 
this is the charaReritti al difference between the Old and New Cove- 
nant (not Old and New Teſtament times) which are in the Epiſtle to 
the Romanes and Galatjans called the Law and the Promiſes ; that the 
one might be and was broken, yet the other is ad ſhall be kept by thoſe 
to whom it is made, becauſe of Gos undertaking to write his Laws in 
their hearts, As for an outward Covenant made by God diſtin from 
theſe and yer in force,it is Mr. Bls, figment as Mr, B. hath proved in his 
Apo againſt Mr. Bl. pag.66,67, :03, Cc. As for the anſwers, 14 that 
the Covenant, Fer. 3. 31,31, 3. 35 not a Couenantireperly ſocalled, t is 
refured before, Sect. 33. as I remember. 2, That it is xet the whole of 
the Covenant. But if it be bur a part, it is made onely to the cle, the 
other part whatever it be being made to none other, 3, the nem co. 
vant be another covtnant, then tbere muſt be two diftint Goſpel c ove- 
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watts, But this is ſaid upon the milake reſuted Sect. 43. that the Cove: 
nant at Mount Sinai with the Jews was the Goſpel Covenant. I have 
again viewed pag. 105, 106, 105. of Mr, Bin anſwer ta my Letter, and do 
not find any explication ot the promiles Jer. 31, 31,32,33. which may 
ſhow that the promiſes there are made to any but the e ſect; nor dol 
bn an expl ication of them, whereby ro know how he would bave them 
under ſtood, bur of the term (nem Covenant] which he would have un- 
derſtood as if i: were meant onely of 4 clearer explication of the old 
Covenant not well under ſtood before, as Job. 13. 34. the new command- 
ment is a clearer explication then was formerly, But neither li true: For 
the new commandment 7ob.13,; 4. is not ſo called from a new expli- 
cation, but a ne metive, his own example, as the very words ſhew: 
And the new Cv nt is 65 called, Jer. 51.31, 32,33. not from a clearer 
explic.tion, bu better promiſes, H eb. 8.6. And I ſtill profeſs, that I find 
nec that Mr, Bs. anſwer is quit from ener vating tho argument ſor effe- 
Qual grace and pet ſeverance in it, fith he makes the Covenant to be to 
thenon-ele&; nor doch he demonſtrate, that 1 cannot bui'd cffe&ual 
grace and perſeverance cn that text, making it a diſtin} Covenant 
tron the ficſt, without the o erthrow ot eſfectual grace and perſeve- 
rance in Old Teſtam:nt times, Thus much fur anſwer to hole three 
Chapters of Mr. Bl, he that would ſee more of Mr. Bls. miſtakes about 
the Covenant, may read Mr. Baxters Book afore quoted, 


on — — — — 


SECT, XVII. 


Mr. h!s. Vindic, Fd, Cb. 34. Concerning the ſtating the queſtion of the 
Birth. ive ge of be Niue of "elievers, is examined ; and his Obje- 
ions again my filating it removed, 


R. Bl. ch, 34. complains , that my confuſion hath mudded the way, 
that my mixture rings a cloud upon all | he might as well ſay light 
is darkneſs, He ſaith , I undertake a full Comment upon theſe words e 
the Covenant, Gen, 17. 7. Exqrcit- pag. 3. in which the Reader will 
not find this undertaking. He ſets down my diſt inction of Abrahams 
ſeed Exercit pag. 3. and then faith , here by the way Mr. T. miſtakes 
bimſelf. 1, In caſlung I mae l cut. of Covenant in that manner that al the 
time of his 2— 1 be had ut title to it, to that end that he might make 
(were it poſſible ) th. Covenant and the Seal diſtiact of them elves, wit. 
out any relation ong '0 the other, conceiving ſome to be ſealed that were 
never in Covenant, an ſome to be in Coven:ut that were never ſcaled. 
Iſhmael was in Covenant, as was Eſau at bis Circameiſion, and bis Cir- 
eumciſion do h w tei, Gen, 17. 11. 
Anſw. I do aſſert, chat he Covenant Ges, 17; was not made with 
Iſb nael, tor none of the promi es there did belong to him, and IL have 
further proy.d it fo v, 19 o, 21. Heb. 11, 9, Cc. tough not ro 
make the Covenant and Seal diſtin of ibemſel ve, wit heut am rel atien one 
10 
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to aothe/; yet conceiving ſomo were to be circumciſed iht were never 
in Covenant, and vicever:4, But Mr, Bl. thinks it proved that 1ſhmaet 
was in Covenant, becauſe he was circumciſed, tor it is ſaid , Circumciſion 
ſhall be a coe the Covenant between me and you , Gen, 17. 11, To 
which « ſaid, the Covenant was between God and Abraham aud his ſe d 
in their gener tions, v. 7. and this ſeed is declared axc uſively ot Iſhmget 
to be 'ſaac, v. 21, and them that ſh ,uld be of hin, Gen. 21.12, Rom, 
9.7, 8. [hougb overy perions Circumcihon at er © ods appointmene 
was a toben of the Covenant God u ade, yet not of the Covenant Ged 
made between himfelf and the circumciſed; for the covenant of God 
with Abrabam was not to er.ry circumciſ.d ſtranger, nor to every cir- 
cumciſed child, but between God, and brabam and is ſeed in their ge- 
ne rations which ſhould be called in ac, and — the Covenant 
to be kept, v. 19, is ſaid to be between God and Abravam and Sab, 
and Abravams ſeed, F areus com, on Gen, 17. 7, Twokeads there are of 
the Covenant, God and Abraham ; on Abrabams part alſo his ſeed or poſte, 
rity are comprebended. But the ſecd is under flood according to the limitations 
of Scripture here, and in other places, Gen, 17,21, & 21,12, Kim 9, 
7, 8. what t here ſore is here added in their genera iens; extends net the 
Cavenant to Iſhmaelites, Tdumaans, and Krturaans, There is no truth 
in th:t which Mr, Bl, adds, men in Covenant werethe dequate ub je of 
Cireumciſion, and are of Baptifm. For the females and the males of the 
ſeventh day were in Coven nt, yet not ſubje cts of Circumciſion ; ma- 
ny Proſelytes and others were the ſubjeds ot Cit cumeiſion, though not 
in Covenant. Nor is the reaſon why either this or chat perſon was to be 
circumciſed, and is now to be baptixed his being in Covenant, but the 
command of God concerning them whether they be in Coven int with 
Sed or no, in that ſenſe in which Pzdobaptiſts mean when they ſay in- 
tants are in covenant, becauſe of Gods covenant made to them without 
th ir own covenant,as hath been often proved, The caſting out which l 
obſer ve Apol.1 14, of Tſhmacl doth not ſufficiently argue (as Mr. Bl, ſaith) 
that Iſhmael was once m Covenant , but that he was once in Abr. hans 
houſe, trom whence he wa caft our. 

2/y. Saith Mr, BI, “ Mr, T. does i] in laying upon Iſhmael the 
ce brand of Baſtardy, as though he were a ſon « f whoredomes to faith» 
© ful Arabam; Co. cubines in Scriprure have the name of Wives, and 
the ir ſeed was ever accounted legitimate; neither will this ſer ve bis 
e purpoſe at all to argue Iſhmael our of covenanc, 

£nſw, I ter vod Iſhmael Abrabams baſe nature] ſeed, but not to argue 
him out ut covenant, nor b terming him beſe did 1 term bim the ſon 
of whored2mes, but of an unlawful bed. And though Concubincs in 
Scriptu /e have the name of ies, and whores arc uſually called choſe 
that ate commoa to more then one, andthe ſons of Concubrnes counted 
le itimate in reſpect of inheritances, yer he that ſhould ſay tha: ( oncu- 
bines were law ful Wives, and their chilaren legitimate before God,muſt 
maintain the lawfulneſs of Cencubinste and Polygamy in the P.tmi- 
archs, which eur Lord Chriſts words g inſay, Matth 19. 4, J, 6. 

NM. N. having recited my words Zxercit, pug 3. concern:ng the dif- 
ferent 
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te ent ſeed of Ab abam, and the different manner of Cods promiſe to 
be God o them, he us after his calumniatiag manner inters 3 So that 
it evidently appears, that becaſts out all the natural ſeed of \braham (le. 
gitimate or baſe, as he cale them, inheriting or not inberiting ) from any 
tutle to that Covenant . ve in domeſiich and political benefits, Which if 
true, I ſhou'd caſt ow Iſaac, Facab, David, Chriſt Feſus bimiclt from 
any title ro hat Covenant Gem. #7, 7. ſave in domeſt ick and political 
benefits : which is ſo groß a thing, and ſo manifeſt a fal hood, 
that I wonder Mr, Bl. hath the face ro write ſuchathing of me, ard to 

ervert my words ſo palpably ; but that I perccive he cares little hew he 
Barde his own credit, 10 he may unpair mine; L ſay , chat God pto- 
mile th he will be a God to Chriſt, impartin in him bln: to all a- 
tions of che ear tn, to the ſpiritual ſced ot braham in Evangelical be- 
nefics; to che natural ſeed inhetiting in domeſtick and politieal bene. 
fits. How doth it ſuſſi iently apprar hence, that caſt ont all the na- 
tral ſeed of Abrabam from any title to ti t Covenant, ſave in dome. 
flick and politic il b nefirs > Uoth it follew, that becauſe 1 afligne E- 
yangelical benefits to /brabams piritua ſeed, I deny any of his natural 
fred: to be his ſpiricual ? 

To this loud calu »ny , he adjoyns his own groſs p-ficion in theſe 
words, © Here 1 ſhall undertake a poſition in full oppoſition , I will 
«© eſtablih my Covenant, &c, Gen. . 7, in tzeit fulleſt latiude as 
they are there ſpoken, in the largeſt comprehenſion ( which accord. 
© ing to Scripture they can be taken) are entted with all the natural 
6+ ſeed of Abraham, by Iſac and Facoh,Þ Which if true, then God 
breaks his word if he be nora God in ſpiritual, and all other bl. M:gs 
co nptehended under the phraſe, ' will be a God to thee and thyſeed ; to 
Judas, Abab, the Phariſes chat ſaid Chriſt ca't eur devils by the help 
of devils, and ſo blaſphemed the Holy Ghoſt, the Jews that rejected 
—— — juſtifying, raiſing to eternal life, which 
the 5cripure comprehends under that phraſe ot being a God to a per- 
ſon, Rom, 9.11, Gal, 3. 16. lut 10. 37, 38. He ſaich , theconfirma- 
tion of this poſition, is a matter of eaſe if any, Which 1 acknowledge , if 
by [ confirmation | be meant ſuch as Mr, Bl. in his ditating and flirt- 
ing faſhion uſeth to -onfirm things; not diftinRly opening terms , nor 
the meaning of the texts he brings, nor ſhewing by any Logical dedu- 
ct ion the pertinency of them to prove his poſition, But I ſhall as ſoon 
expe} a new world inthe Moon proved as that peficion, by any true 
Logical deduction out ot Scripture, He talks of »y trifling circum- 
ſtances in my Ex1men, and foul miſcarriage in my ſtat ing of the queſlion, 
even in that whien was moſt neceflary according to the rule of all Logi- 
cians, that in ever conſideration of things, diftinfion of ambiguous terms 
ſhould be uſed t afore any definition, propofition, proof , or anſwer 
be made, as Kreke m. /yſt, Log. I. 1. ſect poſt.c 1. our of Cicero, Boe- 
thus, Ariftotle, Galen, &c. hews ; and for endearouring to bring Mr, 
M. to ſtate his "wn propoſition without ambiguity, that I might know 
what to deny or gra t. which Mr. Bl, cerms 5 my ſoul miſcarriage 
in wy ſtating of the queſiion , when I ſtated nota queſtion at all, _ 
onely 
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onely ſodghr to finde out how Mr, N. meant his 2d. concl, in his Sermey 
But Mr. BY, will have his poſition limited. An: he ſpeaks thus. 1 We 
« cake not in all the nwural ſecd of Abr bam, as tne poſition plainly 
c expreſleth, but che ſeed by promiie , which I anderſtand not of the 
© ele or regenerate ſeed; but ot that ſeed which G d by miracle ge. 
cor ding to premiſe) gave to Abrabam by arab, when ſhe was paſt 
« years ot child bearing, 0 

Anſw. 1, If he tate not in all the 1 85 lat of Abrabam, as compre. 
hended in that promile Gen, 17.7. but the ſeed by promiſe, then the Co- 
venant Ger, 17, 7, Was never made to Iſhmael, which was fignificd by 
citcumciſion, and conſeq.1ently though /ſhmacl was ciecumciſed, yet 
he was never in covenant , and Mr, Bls poſition is falſe, men ix Cove. 
um Ne the adequite ſubject of Circumeiflou, 2. If be underiand no; by 
[ the children of the promiſe Rom. 9.8, | the elect or regenerate, then 
he doth not underſtand as the Apoſtle duth , who declares v. 11 that 
the ſeed v. 7. who are children of the promiſe v g. are ſuch as are by 
Gods calling according to Gods purpoſe of election, v. 11, whom be loveth, 
v. 13, bath mercy and compaſſion on, v. 15. and deſerts the contra. emon- 
ſtrants, as I have ofren ſhewed in this and other writings. 3. It he un. 
derſtand the ſeed by promiſe onely of that which God by miracle (accerd- 
ing to promiſe) gave te Abraham by Sarah, when ſhe was paſt years 4 
child - learing, then h: aſſerts the Covenant Gen. 17, 7, in the ſulle 
latitude to be made whoily to Iſaac, no to Facob , or any other, for no 
other but Iſaac individually taken w:s that ſced which God by miracle 
(according to promiſe) gave to Abraham by Sarah, when ſhe was paſt years 
of child bearing. ; 

Mc, Bl. adds, The natural poſterity which was the birth by promiſe ) 
we onely under fand; and ſo the Apoſtle explains it Rom, 9. 7, 8. 1. 
ther, &c. 

Avſw. If Mr, Fl. underſtand onely Gen 17. 7, by [ tbe ſeed of 4. 
braham | tbe natural poſterity ( which was the birth bypromiſe ) and that 
according to Mr. Bls. deſcription in the words immediately precedent i 
no other then individual I/, then he takes in no other then ſac in. 
to the Covenant. Gen 17,7. as meant by Abrabams ſeed. Now the Ago» 
ſtle is ſo far from explaining it ſo, that the contrary is moſt true Fo: x, 
the Apoſtle exprefly ſaich, that is they which are the children of the fleſh, 
that is begotten by mcer natural generation of Abraham which is all 
ene with the natural pofterity of Ab aham, theſ are not the children of 
God, that is thoſe to who n the promiſe is made Gen. 17.7. as the eontra- 
diſtinction to the children of the promiſe in the latter part of v 8. ſhews, 
And that by [ child of the fleſh | are meint cer natural! prfterity ap- 
_ in that v. 7. which is explained v. 8, the term ¶ theſeed of A bra* 

am | ic put as cquipolent to ¶ children of the fleſh, ] which underſtood 
any otherwiſe then thus ¶ he ſced or children of 4brabam by meer ntl. 
ral generation] ſhould exclade Iſaac alſo, who was the natural poſte:j- 
ty of Abrabam, and ſo the ſeed of Abrabam, but not by meer natural ge- 
neration, 2. If the - > had explained the ſced, Gen,17.7. of the na- 
tural poſterity onely, which was the birth by promiſe (which _— 
r. 
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Mr. lt. deſcription can be no more then individual Iſaat) then he had 
ſaid Rom. 9. U. but the child of the promiſe is counted for the ſeed, not as 
he doth in the plural number, the children of the promiſe, (by hem are 
meant all elect perſons,who are by ſu er natural calling counted by God 
tor tne ſeed of the Gentiles a3 well as the Jews , as he afficms v. 24. ) 
are counted for the ſeed to whom the promiſt Gen. 17,7. is made, But 
Mr. Bl. des on thus. 

« Where children ot- God is taken in the ſame latitude as adopti- 
« on, v. 4. comprizing all che viſible body et the Jews, as it is alſo 
taken, Deat, 14.1, 

Anſw. | he right reading (as T have before proved) of Rom. 9 4. 
ſhould be [ whoſe was the adoption] and this is meant indeed of the 
viſible bod y of Iſraelites in former generations, excluding the preſen:; 
nor do I deny it to be ſs ment, Deut. 14. 1, but nut ſo as either then 
or at any ti ne comprizipg every particular Jew, but as Mr. Bf, him- 
ſelf rightly ex plaineth ſuch paflages in his anſwer to my letter pag. Sr. 
( though 1'i applied to Rom. 9.25, 26, ) the denomination being a p1z- 
ſtantivri paſte, 4g we call it, abeap of corn, where yet there is a mixture 
o/ aff, and a co field where there is a mixture of tares and other weeds ; 
and as the Apoſile (writing tothe Church of the Theſſalonians ) ſaith, 
hnowing brethren your election of God, and yet I ſuppoſe you do not be« 
luve that cach particular man was a wefict of glory, Bur I go ater 
Mr. Bl, 

Oncly, ſz;:hbe, thoſe that are born by promiſe are included, and 
* ſo all che ſuns of Iſhmael and Ketwrah, tl. ough the r parents were once 
in Covenant, are by «ods ſpecial command ſhut our, 

Anſw 1. There are no mote born by promiſe according to Mr, Bls, 
deſcription but 'ſaac , and ſo no more according to hm juc luded; not 
Jacob, mu h lels all the v3/ible body of the Fews, 2. If thoſe that are 
bern by promiſe onely are included, then I ſhmael, and the ſons of Keitureh 
who were not born by pto «iſe, are nat in. luded inthe Covenant Gen, 
17. 7, then they were never in Cov-nant, for none were never in that 
Covenant, who were not inc'uded in the proviſe, 3. The Scripture 
doth not mention any ſpecial command te ſhut ot ſhmzel et of the Co- 
venmmt be was once in, but to c his eur of Abrahams houſ.. Nor do 
I ſes in what ſenſe Abrabim cou d be ſaid ro caſt him cut of Coveranr, 
Surely not by reyokirg +, ods promiſe, that were little le's chen bla- 
ſphemy, to aſcribe to Abraham the cvacuating of Gods word + not by 
uncircumcifing him for «1:her was ny ſuch thing done, though 4 
brabam obeyed God, nor periiaps Could be done, What other way he 
might ſhut him out of ovenant I do not underfland. 4. If Iſhmael 
were once in the Coven ut , it comprehends the promiſe of | vanzelical 
grice, then ' od promiſed to be his God in re ſped of regeneration ju- 
ſtifcauon, ; doętion, ſan&1fication and taiſiig ap ta eternal liie, a:.d 
he was in that eſta e, and it h. were ſhut out again, hen à man may 
be in the covenant of E yay; elical grace and ſhut out again , which is 
contrary to ihe very end of the new C-yenant, 28 it is exprefled Feb, 
$. 6, Fa 85 9510. and infcrs „ from Goſpel grace, 
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” Mr. reerds thus, © Neither are all cheſe included; for as 
. God = Pr — and his ſeed, ſo alſo Eſa" and his poſterity ; 
<« theretore the Apeſtle having brought the former diſtinction of ſeeds, 
ce reſts not chere but adds v. 10, 11,12, 13. And ther fore the deno. 
<« mination of the ſeed is in Zaceb , firnamed Iſrael ; Therefore when 
© the head, or if you will, root of the Covenant is mentioned ; uſually 
ce in Scripture it is not barely Abraham , but brabam and Iſaac, to 
c exchude all Abrahams ſeed of any other line not barely Alraham and 
ce 1{aac, bur Abrabam, Iſaac, and Jacob. I he natural ſecd of Zacobthen 
<« (nur according to ours, but Gods own limits ) is included in that Co. 
* yenaiic inthe ful laticude and extent of it. a 

Anſw. 1. The terms head or root of the Covenant, are not Ser ipture ex- 
preſſi ans. I finde G4. 3. 16. that to Abra bam and his ſeed were the pro. 
miſcs made, and Rom. 11.16. Tf the root be holy ſs ave the branches, v. 18. 
thou beareſt not the rot, | ut the root thee ; but this root js | conceive, no 
other then Abrabam, who is ot termed either head or root of the Cove 
»aut-lingly or. jointly , but ef the olive or branches in reſpeR of their 
propagation from him partly, as a natura! father, and a [piritual ta. 
ther in reſpe& of Ii aelite believers, an partly as a ſpiritual father one. 
ly in reſpect of Gentile belic vers. But if any be to be termed the head 
and root of the Covenant, I thinł it is moſt fit to give that title to Chriſt, 
the /urety and mediatour, Heb. 7. 22. & 8.6. to whom the promiſes were 
made, Gal. 3. 16, 17. 1. When God is ſtiled the God of Abrahan, I. 
ſaac, ani Jacob. that it is to exclude all Abrahams ſeed of any other line, 
and to ſay that God caſt off Eſau and his joſterity from the Colenant , is 
more then the Apoſtle ſaith, or is according to truth. For the Apoſtle 
doth onely ſay, that therefore the Oracle was delivered eoncerni: g E. 
ſau and Facob, and the words of the Prophet concerning Jacob and E. 
ſax are alledged, that he might ſhew that God confined not his Co. 
venant to Abrahamg natural poſterity , nor included them all; not to 
ſhew that he caſt off cr excluded a Abrahams ſeed of any other line 
then ac and Jacob from the Covenant. For then 70%, Zetiro, and 
all other Proſelytes of Abrahams ſeed by Neturab, of Eſau s poſterity 
had been excluded from the ( ovenant of grace in Chriſt, which is 
contrary to Scripture z and in like fort, all rhe Gentile: from Iſhmatl, 
Keturab, Eſau, nad been excluded from being called Chriſtian belie- 
vers. For none are called by God whe are excluded out of rhe Coye- 
nant of g-ace, 3, Tharthe natural ſeed of Jacob is included in that C0. 
vexant. Gen, 17, 7, in the full latitude and ex: ent of it, as it com prehends 
a promiſe of Evangelical grace, is ſo far trom being the Apoſtles de- 
- termination, tha: he reſolves in the contrary in thoſe words Rom. 9. 6. 
All are not Iſrael, that are of Iſrael. 

Secondly, fairh Mr. Bl, ** We d nor ſay that this Covenant was en- 
(0 tred with Abra bam as 2 n rural Father, Nor his ſced comprehended as 
natural children ; bur a+ 5 p.otefſour of the Faith ccepting thg Co. 
**, Dant, taking God tot his God , he —— ir for hy ſelf, and fr his 
„ ſeed, his natural p ſter ity. And all that profeſs the Faith held in 
* the like tenfire, are in Cevenant, and have the Covenant; not — 
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cc ſſed in their own perſons, bur enlarged to their poſteriry, 

Anſw. I do no: remember that I did any where ſay chat Pædobap- 
tiſts ſaid, hat covenant Gen 17,7, W entred with Abrabam as aua- 
tural ather, but the 4utbour of tho little Treatiſe intituled Inſauts Bap- 
tiſm proved lawſul by Scripture, afierted the Covenant was made with A 
braham as abeliever ; rowhicil replied, that as it was Evangelical it 
was not made with Abraham ſimply as a be lie ver, for then it had been 
made to every believer as to Ababam, but with / braham 83 the Father 
of bellevets, and wit his ſced as believers as he was, But that ever 
any Pædo aptiſt did afrre Mr, bt, aſſert that the Covenant Gen, 17, 7, 
as it va Covenant of Evangelical grace, was ent ed by God with hn 
as a profeſſor of the faith, accepting the Covenant ta ing God for bis God, 
accepting it ſor hioſe f and for bis ſeed , bis natural poſterity, I do not te- 
me: ber, If they mould, yer I rake ir to be falſe,and without likelihood 
of truth. For it the Covenant of Evangelical grace wete made with 
Abrabam under that formal conſi deration, then God had — E- 
vangelical grace, juſtication, adopt ion, ro him as a profeſſour of faith 
onely, ſo that if it were ſuppoſed he had been an hopocrite , yet he 
ſhould ha ve been juſtified, adopted in that he was a proteſſour of faith, 
or elſe ir is to be conceived juſtificacion and adoprion were not to 4 
braham by this Covenant, contrary to Gal. 3. 16, 17, 18, nor hath it 
any likelihood of truth, hat God would fingle ont fo exemplary a be- 
lie ver as Abraham was, Rem. 4. 18, 19. and enter fo folemn a Cove- 
nant with him barely as a profeſſour of faith, which was co-rpetent to 
an hypocrite, Nor do Ive know in what ſenſe God extred the Cove- 
nant with him as : jroſeſſour of the faith accepting the Covenant for him- 
ſelf and his ſued. For Gods entring the Covenant is no ocher then his 
making of it: But God did not make it on this condition that fra 
ſhould accept it for him andhis ſeed, but as knowing Aerabams inte- 
grity, by way of teſtiſication of his love and grace to him being ſe emi. 
nent and tried a belicyer afore this C venant was made with him. Nor 
is it true that all that jvoſeſt the faith bold in the lige tenure , are in cove- 
nant, and have the Coven ut; not veſted in their own perſons, but enlar- 
ged to their poſterity, there being none in the Covenant Gen, 17, 7, but 
Abraham and his ſecd, of whom no meer profeſicur of faith , much es 
his ſeed, except cle or true believer is eicher. Nor was ihe Covenant 
ever made to Abrahams or Tſraily mere n tural poſterity as it is Evan. 
=_ mueh leſs enlarged to the poſterity natural of every piofcfiiur 
of fait | 

Thirdly, ſaith My, Bl, © We entitle the ſeed of - braham , as before, 
© to ſpiricual mercies (and ſo the ſeed of all that hold in the renure of 
Abfabam) to ſaving grace, and juſtificarion to life eternal; not by 
an abſolute conveyance infallibly to inherit ( we know though 7 ſrae! 
* be as the ſand of the ſea, yet a temnant one lv ſhall be ſaved, Rem. 9. 
*© 27, ) but upon Gods terms, and conditions in the Goſpel of God, 
held out of God to his pe pe; ſalvation is made over by vertue cf 
* Covenant, to all thus in Covenant in that ſenſe as Chriſt ſpraks 
Joh. 4. 22, ſalvation is ofthe Jews. In that ſenſe as Chriſt uſ thi: 
B bb 2 | a 
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* of Zacheus family; this day is ſal vation come to this boufe, Luk, 19. 
« 9. In that ſenſ: as the Apoſtle o the Hebrews ſpeałs of it, where he 
© ſers out the danger of negleRing ſo great ſalvation, Heb, 2. 3, In chat 
© ſenſe (as I conceive) the Ap ſtle ſpeaks of ir, where he ſaith, that up- 
on the call ofthe Jews all Iſrael mall be ſaied, Rom. 11. 26. 

Anſw. That by ſalvation Luk. 19. 9. Heb. 2. 3. Rom. 11, 26. ] 
is not meant outward priviledges , in which ſulvation upon Gods term; 
mai be obtained, hath been ſhewed before Se, 44, Ani chough I grant 
that ſa/vation is ſaid tobe of the Fews , in that from them was the do. 
ctrine of ſalvation, yet I ſee no neceſſity to expound the term | /alva- 
tion j metonymically, as if by [ ſa/vation were meant barely the 
doctrine of ſalvation, but the ſenſe may be truely conceived thus, /al- 
vation, remiſſion of fins, juſtification, adop:ion, erernal life, # of the 
Jews, as inſtruments by preaching the Goſpel of converting, and ſo 
ſaving men. But that God when he promiſcd Gen, 17.7, I willbethy 
God and the. Gd of thy ſeed (as this promiſe is Evangelical) meaat this, 
all the pi ofeſſors of faith and their ſeed ſhall enjoy thoſe priviledge; , in 
which ſal vation upon Gods terms may be obtained, is proved talſe, i. In 
that the writers of the New Teſtament never ſo explain it, but where 
the promiſe is mentioned as Eyange'ical,they declare it im ports a furcher 
thing proper tothe elect and true believers, 2 That they never by 4. 
b:abams ſeed as Evangelically underſtood , mean any ether then cle 
perſons and true believers : both which are proved largely before SeR, 
28, 3. That in this ſenſe the promiſe were not made good, for G od 
doth not make good to every profeſſout of faith that he ſhall have hole 
priviledges, as to be baptized, be in Church-communion, ha ve tle 
the Lords ſupper, have a Paſtour to preach the Goſpel, much leſs to 
every one of his natural ſeed, as frequent experience ſhews, 4, Py this 
expoſition nothing is aſſuted to the infant of a believ er, or to a proteſ- 
ſour ot ſaith, which is not alſo to an unbelievers child, yea to an unbelie. 
ver, who az well as they have title to ſaving grace, and j uſti ſcatiau 
to eternal life, upon termes and conditions in the Goſpel of God, beld out 
of God to his people, 

Mr. Bl, adds, And thi [ that profeflors of faith or believers up- 
con their call ſhall enjoy thoſe privitedges. in which ſalvation upon 
« Gods terms may be obtained] is all chat c n by any means be ſquee- 
c zed out of their werds, that ſay, the Covenant of grace was made 
« of God, with Abrabam and hi natural ſeed , or with believers and 
cc their ſeed, It isevenirkſome to read the large buſine is that Mr, J. 
e makes of ir, to hade out Mr, Ads, meaning, about the Covenant of 
God made with Abrabam and his ſe d; and both Mr. A. and my ſelf 
© ruſt per torce confeſs that we mean it 6fa Coven nt, infallibly ab- 
oute ly re confer grace, and conſ quenily (alvation, 

Anſw. 1, That more may be ſque-zed our, is proved in my Exam. 
part 3. ſect. 3. in this par of the — 4; 1, K. And if no nore 
be m ant by them, theſe things w 11 follew. 1. That they mean by the 
Covenant of grace, a covenanc of outward priviledges, ot vi.bleC urch- 


memberſhiggPapriſn, the Lords dupper, to every velcener by prof ſu- 
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an, though a Gentile, and hit natura! ſced, under the pretenee of the 
Covenant, Gen. 17.7, which pretended outward Covenant of outward 
rivileages is a meer counterteir, neither Gen, 17.7. nor any where elle 
io be found in the holy Scripture, 2. They do moſt groſly abuſe the 
text, Gen. 17.7, for proving ſuch a Covenant, quite befides the expoſtti. 
ons given of it thronghout the New Teſtament, as is proved in this 
Part of the Revew, ſect. 28. and qu te beſides the expoſitiens even ef the 
reformed Divines, though Pxdobaptiſts, in their commentaries en the 
N. r. and writings againſt Arminians, 3. They do mock Readers moſt 
palpably 1, ia telling them the Covenant of grace cenzains the promiſe 
of remiſſion of ſixs, &. is for ſubſtance the ſame ia ad ages, and ſay it be- 
longs to all the infants of beleevers, that they are init, that is that Cove- 
nant of grace, they are confederate with parents, as the words of the i- 
rell ny, Mr, M. and others cited by me, Exam part. 3 ſef.z ſhew; and 
yet deny this Covenant of ſaving grace 1s made to them all, but upcn 
ſuch condicidns as upon which it is made to unbeleevers children, yea, 
to every man in the world. 2. In that they when they make the sacra- 
ments to be ſeals of the Covenant of grace, and attempt to prove it from 
Rom. 4. U . which mentions one ly a ſeal of the righteouſneſt of ſaith. they 
make them ſeals of the righreov!ne s of faith, and ſay inſants are in the 
Covenant, and the ſeal muſt follow the Covenant , and yet nevertheleſs 
deny all the infants they bapuze by vertue of being in the Covenane 
(ot which Baptiſm is a ſe] ) to be n that Covenant of which Baptiſm 
is a ſeal ; but ſay they are in a meer imaginary Covenant, which they 
call an outward Covenant, of which Baptiſm is no ſeal, but rather ac. 
cording to their conceĩts, the thing it ſelf covenamed or promiſed, 3. 
They mock patents, by telling them in wr tings and ſermons, that 
they are to be comtorted concerning their children, chat it they be be- 
leevers their children are ſa ved by vertue of the promiſe Gen. 17. 7. 
that they are bound to belceveir; and yer when they ate preſſed with 
the Apoſtles determination. Rom: o 7,8, and other arguments, they 
deny that they underſtand it of the ( ovenant 4 ſaving grace, which alone 
can infer ſalvation ) infa lib and abſolutely to confer grace; bur either 
they make ir onely conditional if they repent and belecve, which no 
man is ſure any infant do:; or they ſay in the judgement of charity 
( which is ſallible, and is no object of faith) we are to take them to be 
in Covenant and to b ſaved, or elſe they ſay ( which is now the com- 
mon ſhit: ) they are in che ourward Covenant, which is a ſgment, and 
of which they cannot ſay | ur that a perſon may be in it and not ſaved. 
4. That ſith it iscommonly-concei- ed by readers and hearers that they 
mean that which Mr M. Mt G. Mt. BI exc. do diſclaim, Pxdobapriſts 
are bourd to reach the people at their baby ſprinklings, and at other 
tives when they ayouch the infants ef belreyers and of meer viſible pro- 
feflors of faith to be in he Covenant of grace, Gen717 7. and thereupon 
derive their title to Ba ptiſm that they meap bur as Mr, Af, Mr. Bl. ſay, 
that they may acquit ihemſelves from deceiving the pecple, and being 
Judged impoſtors, 
2, It is no maxvel that the 3d. Sectien of the 3d. Parwof my Examen 
18 
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is irkfome ro Mr. Bl. to fead, ſich it doth ſo fully lay open tle fallacy 
of Pzxdobap.iſts in their ſpeeches concerning the nfan.s ot beleevers 
beia., in Covenant. Not did I ſet down the poſition I conceived Mr. 
Ms. 2d. concl. any otherwiſe then in fair candid way, giving my rea. 
ſons thereof; and not as Mr. Bl, ſaich, per force impoſing any thing on 
him. And for Mr. M. it is ſhewed above $, 30. that Mr, M. in l i, De. 
fence hath rather hidd: n then explained the m ani..g ot his 2d Concluſs. 
on. As for M. BL L did acknowledge, Exam. p.46. chat he ſpałe moſt watily, 
and therefore was tar trom btrudinꝑ upon him Bur yet Mr. Bl.tor want 
of other exceptions againſt me, chargeth me wich wronging kim in a 
pallag in my Apo/ogy, pag. i 56. where I fay, How doth this ſtund wich 
tha. which he aſſercs, ch. 3, Je. 2. of his anſwer to my Letter, pag. 13. 
Thar infants of beleevers have ſalvation, if they dic in their intanc x 
by ver ue of the Covenant ? Theſe words, be ſaith, were none of hi and 
that I could not but know it, when I publiſhe i them; and that the meag. 
ing was not bis, I knew alſo, ſeeing he ex veſſed it in theſe words, Thx 
they are in theordinary way of Gods diſpenſation ſaveable, o wdich [ 
reply. The aflertio+ 1 co ceived his, I gathered from thoſe words in 
the place cited by me, That Scrirture therefore, 1 Cor. 7. 14 in this cen. 
troverfie is till brought in by our Divines, as evidently bolding out 4 Co. 
venant holineſs, and conſequently ſalvation of infants, And tiuiy I muſt 
confeſs, I choughr his word+ ſo plaia, thit 1 never dreamt he would 
have denied it te be his meaning, conceiviag he alledged the Proteſtant 
Divines as con onant tb his own opinion; and that if ſalvation of Jn. 
fants be infe:red conſequently from covenant holineſs ( which Mr, pt. 
aſſerts frem t Cor. 7. 1 4.) then it is Ar. Bs. meaning, that infants of be» 
leevers have ſalvation in their infancy, if they die ia their infancy by 
ver tue ofthe Covenant, and that he aſſer ts a certainty of ſalvation from 
the ovenant. That which he ſaith. I knew that the meaning I impute to 
bim was not his becauſe of the words be ſets down, and therefore a caſumny 
tending to make a brother odiom is I am ſure falſe, and a calumny which [ 
never expect to have fairly anſwered by him, nor almoſt any chirg cl 
he is charged with by me to have dealt fouly in his oppoſing q e about 
this point. The words he mentions were in the period before this. This 
Papiſt deny, as not knowing bow to avoid the ſalvation of inſants, but 
that they are in the ordinary way of Gods diſpenſation ſaveable, when they 
are thus aadmittcd within the verge of Gods promiſe. Which be irg ſpo- 
ken of the Paviſts, I did nor conceive ſo likely to explain the ſp:ech of 
the period following, as that her a little before, Proteſtants affirm thut 
infants without affua! admiſſion o Baptiſm are ſaved, The main argument 
wherewath Proteſtants aſſert it, is the Covenant. in which with the parents, 
inſants are invluded + and I conceived \ ave ſaved | is as much as are 
actually ſaved, Nor am I yet ſo well indo&rinared by Mr. El. as not 
co think i had been non. ſenſe (which M would et impure to Mr. Bl, ) 
to ex pound ſalvation of infants, by ſaveab cneß in the ordinary way of 
Gods diſpenſation, Nor did | Imagine chat by M. BU, muc' lef by Pro- 
reſtan: Divines, a ſaveableneſs onel; in Gods ordinary way of diſpen- 
ſation, ſhoulg.be made the conſequent of Covenant holine , but a cer- 
rain'y 
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talaty of falvation, Fo the Covenant or prumile do h not aſſure one. 
ly + poilibilic,, bur a certainty; yea, pcHMivilitics ate not the things | 
which men ever aſſure, they are antecedent to Covenants and promi- 
ſes, but certain events 3 an to imagine Gods Covenant to aflure onely 
a poſſibility, a ſaveableneſ;, and not a certainty ot ſa vation, is to make 
God to promil nothing, bt wh-t is without ſuch a Covenant, which 
is to make it a blank. Aud it the Covenant holineſs inter onely a con- 
ditional ſalvation, ir infers nomor: ſalvation then damnation + yea, if 
infants have no more by theii Covenant holineſs then a ſaveableneſs in 
Gods ordinary way of di penſation, then — have onely a {-ycablencſs 
if they be baptized, hear th Goſpel preached, beleeve it, profeſs it 
( whieh is the ordinary way whereby God d iſpenſeth ſalvation, ) But 
if this were Mr, Bls, meaning, he ha made Baptiſm &c. a neceſſary 
condition of their ſalyation, and ſo he had tied their ſalvat ion with the 
Papiſts ro Baptiſm, or rather been more rigid then t. ey, darior pater 
in ſantum Auguſtine, requiring the be» ing the word, actual taith, and 
pr.feflion of them to ſalvatisn, So that I ho e by du, time Mr. E. will 
forgive me this wrong, n ſet-ing down his opinion better then | e meant 
it, and that he will let fa 1 hi ſuit againſt me for this thing; And if ſo, 
I will forgive him for his next inſinuation of my ſetting up a mas of 
(raw and then beating it down ( though it be indeed the common ſaying 
of Pxdobap.iſts, who uſually ſay, the Covenant of grace ſe..led by 
Baptiſm, ( which is that of juſtification) is made to beleevers and their 
feed, the promiſe is to them and their children, A , 2.39. which is meant 
by them of remiſſion of fins, } and for his frivolous charge of my 
uling the arguments of Jeſvits, and making uſe of Proteſtants names, 
when I do bring nor enely the names, but the very words and arguments 
of the — approved Proteſtant writers in great nuniber, and produce 
one Papiſt, Iſfius alone, no Jeſuite, bur, — Pa piſt, ot the ber- 
ter ſort; and de, and may ſafely proteſt, that ſome of thoſe Mr, Bl. 
chargeth me With I did nor read; and for one, what | read in him came 
not into my mind when I wrote that Examen of Mr. Ms.ſermon, So that 
what Mr. Bl, doth ſo often inſinuate, as tending to make me ſuſpected 
as if my arguments againſt Infant Baptiſm were borrowed from Pa- 
piſts, even then when I avouch P:« reſtants, is a moſt unworthy calnm. 
ny, though I ſlill ſay I am glad when I find truth, that I meer v nh ic 
in any Authors, whether Proteſtants or Papiſts, and think it not the 
worſe for their owning it, 

Mr, Bl a ter his falſe accuſations of me, and limitations of his own 
rener, ſpeaks thus. To draw all up towards a conclugon, All chat 
is neceſſaril included in Gods entrance of Covenant with a people, 
* «nga. ing to be heir God, and raking them for his people; is — by 
* this grand (harter ot Heat en made over to Abrabam, and his natural 
iſſuc by ſaac and Jacob All their puſteri y are branches of this root 
by nature fimply conſidered, and chey :re holy branches by vertue 
** of thi- Covenant, which nece ſſarlly implies privileges of Ordinan- 
ces, the fruhilon of Gods Oracles, which are his Cov: nant draughes; 
** Without which ne people are in Covenant, but all are ſt. 1 
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© Andthis priviledge of Ordinances implies al ſo all priviledges, lead. 
ing to, and accompanying ſalvation, and ſalvation it ſe t upon Gods 
ce tens in his word revealed, And ſo be ore the diſputation, the Read. 
© er hath my ſuppoſition. 

Arſw. The Reader hatha ſuppoſition indeed, but ſuch a one, as if he 
examine it, he will be more to ſeck concerning Mr. Bly, mind, chin if 
he had omitted it, But I (þ II as fairly as the ambiguity uf his expr: Tong 
will permit, ſearch out his meaning. I here ate no tewer then nine 
Propoſitions thruſt together in theſe words vf his, That all that is xe. 
ceſſarily included in Gods entrance of Covenant with a prople, engaging to 
be their God, and taking them for bis people; is bere by this gravd Choy. 
ter of Heaven made over to Abraham, and bis nal arai iſſue by Iſaac and 
Jacob. In which, 1, he aſlerts the promiſe G 17. 7. to be the grand 
Charter of Heaven: And I grant it to be fo in the ſenſe in Which the A. 
poſtle means it, Gal.,z,16,17,18 Rom 4.16, and <I{ewhcre, to wir, ag 
it is a promiſe of regeneration, juſtihcarion,erernal lite, which I call E. 
vangelical grace, 2, He ſpeaks of Gods entrance if Covenant with i 
people, engag ing to be their God, and taking them for his people, aud of 
things neceſſarily excluded in this entrance of . ovenant, But there are mu- 
ny ambiguities in theſe expr: ſions lhe term entrance into Covenant is 
ambiguous: He may be faid to enter into Covenant who offers it, er 
who makes and concludes it, The erm people f God is ambiguous ; it 
may be meant either of his people by ſpecial right, as the ten Tribes 
were when they fell off coido'arry ; or his people by outward profeſſi. 
on onely, or his people by eff- uz! ſaving calling. The terms engaging 
to be their God, and !ahing them for bis people, may be under ſt ood in re- 
ſpect of temporary prote.tion, adyancement, rule, &c. or righteouſneſs 
and eternal life, The word perple may note eithet fingular p:rfen«,or the 
collective body of a Nation which may not include every ſing lar per- 
ſon, He ſuppoſeth _ neceſſarily included in Gods entrance of Cove- 
naut with a people + Burl am nor yet canvinced that any things are ne- 
ceflarily included in Gods entrance of Covenant with a people, enga- 
ging to be the r Gol, and taking them f r his people ; bur tha! all things 
therein included ate arbitrary, or of his free will. And if there be any 
things n-ceffarily included, ſure they are not priviledges of Ordinan- 
ce, I mean initial and after Seals, viſble Church membetſhip of In. 
fants; for God entred into Covenant Wit Abr.bam long b fore, and 
never pretniſed thole things; ſo he did with Nea, and with Adam. 
And that w ich agreeably to the Scrip ute was promiſed Ge# 17.7, was 
to the natural ſeed of Abraham by Iſaac and Jacob, peculiar protection, 
proviſion, rule, 1 Sam. 12,12, by giving Laws to then, 1ppointing 
them Judges, dire&ing t em by Oracles in war and peace, c. lo the 
ſpiritual ſeed of Abrabam the promiſe was of © hriſt, rightcovſneſs, 
adoption, and he inheritance of etern:1 life ; not thoſe petty things 
which Mr BI, doth trivolouſly imagine to have b-en contained in that 
grand Charter of Heaven, as he calls it, which is the thing that Mr, Bi. 
would fain ſqueeze out of that text though there be not the leaſt co- 
Jour in all the holy Scripture for it. His ſecond Propoſition is, = 
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I 1/aac's and Jacobs peſteri are branches of thi yoot by nature ſmply 
—_— which if he underſtand of - braham, and 72 and jm 
2s à natural roor, propagating them by nacural generation, I grant it; 
if he mean it of a Covenant rot, as he calls it, as deriving from them 
Evangelical grace by the Covenant Ger, 17, 7. 1 deny it. His 3d. is, 
and they are holy branches by vertue of this Covenant; which if he mean 
they were holy in reſpe& of Gods ſpecial rule, ſetting up his Taberna- 
cle among them and ſach like prerogatives as are men;zonedK0m,9.4,9. 
grant it : But if he mean it of holinefs accordiny to election of grace, 
as Kom.11.16, is meant, it is not true. His 4th, is, that 1b Covenant 
veceſſarily implies pri vileage of Ordinances, the fruition of Gods Qracles : 
which it he man in this ſenſ-,that Gods worſhip ſhould be among them, 
that the Laws of God, and his Word ſhould be to the colle&ive body 
of Ifracl, I grant it; but if he mean it of viſible ckurch- member ſhip 
of infants, initial and after Seals, which is the thing he aims at,) I <e- 
ny it. The 5th, that priviledge of Ordinances, and fruition of Gods Ora 
cles, are Geds Coven. t draughts, hath the ſame anſwer, The sth. and 
th. that without ibis priviledges of Ordinances and fruition of Gods Ora- 
cles, no people ave in Covenant, but all are ſtrangers; it it be meantot the 
Covenant of Evangelica! grace, and of particular perſons, the Propoſi- 
tions are manifeſtly falſe; for then ne infants dying afore they have 
an initial Seal, hear the Werd, &c, ſhould be in Covenant: if it be 
meant of the priviledges of Ordinances, and fruition uf Gods Ordi- 
nances in any ſort, I grant, that if there be no worſhip of God among 
them, no fruition of Gods Word written or unwricten, no people of 
ripe age, whether families, or nations, or ſingle perſons, can be ſaid 
to be in Covenant, but are ſtrangers from it; but if they be under- 
ſtood of ſuch peculiar O dinances and Oracles as the Jews tad, Rem.. 
4, J. I deny it; for Adam, Seth, Enoch, Noah, &c. were in Covenant 
with God without them, His Sch. And this praviledge of Ordinances im. 
plies alſo all priviledges leading to, and accompanying (alvazion ; it meant 
—— — in Chriit. having his ſpirit to dwell in them, which arethe 
chief priviledges leacing to, and accompanying ſalvation, and ef all 
that have the priviledge of Ordinances, 1 deny it; unleſs he mean it 
as he doth the 9th, Propoſition, that this pit iledge of Ordinances im- 
plies ſalvation it ſelf upon Gods terms in his word revealel, which are 
Repenrance and Faith in Chriſt, and then both Prypofitions ate gran 
ted, the 8th. and the 9th, that the priviledge of Ordinances deth im- 
ply both in- being in Chriſt, and his ſpirits in. dwelling, and ſalyation 
it ſelt to them that repent and believe in Chriſt, Which is true alſo of 
them that have not this priviledge of Ordinances, as Cofrelim. and 
many more. And thus Mr. Bl. alſo hath my expoſition and anſwer con- 
cerning his poſition and ſuppoſition : Lets now ſee what hs proves, 
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SECT, XLVIII. 


The 3 cih. and 37th. Chapters of Ar. BI.. Vind- Fd, are examined, and 
his Arguments concluding the natura! iſſue of believers to be taken into 
Covenant, are auſwered, 


H B intitles thus ch. 35. Arguments concluding the natu/ al iſſue of Aba. 
bam, Iſaac, and Jacob to be taken into Covenant; which he may 
prove and not oppſe me, who grant, that God promiſet Gex. 17. 7 10 
de a God to the natural ſeed of 4 brabaw, inheriting in domeſtick and 
olitical benefits : From whence he falſly jnfers. that I ca cut all the 
natural ſeed 1 from any tiile to that c overant, ſave in dome t 
and political bexefits ; and then undertakes this Poſition in ſull op; ofity. 
an, That Covenant, in thoſe words expreſt Gea.17.7. in their fulleſt lati. 
tude, as they are ſpoken in the largeſt comprehenſion ( which according to 
Scripture i hey can be taken, )) are emired with al thenatural ſeed of - bra. 
ham by Iſaac and Jacob. So chat if 30 be « God, Gen, 17, 7. to Abraham 
and huſeed, comprehend Evangelical benefits of regenerat on, juſtiß- 
cation, eternal life , his poſtion is, That the Covenant is entred 
in reſpect of theſe benefits , with all the natural ſeed of Abrabam 
by Iſaae and Jacob: whic" can be meant ne otherwiſe then thus, 
God had promiſed, Gen. 17. 7. theſe benefits to th.m all: For the 
Covenant could be no etherwiſe entred with them, Iſaac and Jacob 
being not then begotten, nor in being, and therefore the entry in o Co. 
venant could not be mutual. Here then the Queſtion between us is 
nar, Whether the natural ifluc of 4brabaw by Iſaac and Jacob were ta. 
ken into Covenant? Ges. 17, 7, for I grant that God there promiſed 
to be a God to them by doweſtick and political benefits, to wit, by ſer. 
ting up his worſhip more peculiarly in that nation, by raĩſing up the 
Meiſiah out ef them, by giving them peculiar Laws himſelt, raiſing up 
Judges and Governours for them, youch(afing them peculiar prote&j. 
on which he veuchſafed ner to other ꝑ ople, direRiog them by his O. 
racle when they enquired of him, c. And theſe benefits he promiſed 
to them all conditionally if they adhered to God: Bur the Queſtion 
* between us is, Whether G. 17. 7. God have promiſed to all the natural 
iſſue of Abraham by Iſaac and Faceb, the Evangelical benefits of re- 
generation, juſtification, and eternal life, ſuppoſed to be meant in the 
Nerds, te he a God to th ſeed ? This I deny, and Mr. / ſhould prove, if 
he diſpute in oppoſition to me. However let's view what he writes, 

* My firſt argument ( ſaith he) is taken from the addition annexed 
*ro this Covenant inthe words immediately following v.8, That ſeed 
* of Abrabam that had poſſeſſion of the Land of Canaan through the 
<< gift and by vertue of the promiſe of God, is the ſeed here taken inte 
Covenant to have the Lord for their Ged. This is ſo plain, that no- 
©* thing can be plainer to any that read the words ; but the natural ＋ 
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« of Abrabam, all the ſeed of Zacob in their ſeveral Tribes ( accord- 
ing as God ſet them their bounds ) inherited the Land of Ca1a- 
en, which is called the Land of rheir inberirance, and not onely che 
« ſpiritual ſeed regenerate, they that onely ſojcurned in cana an, Heb, 
« 11,13, and were never poſſeſfed of it, bad title to it: It was theirs in 
« reverſion, though they never came into a &usl poſſeſſion, ; 

Anſw. 1. The major is not true, if the fubje& of the Propoſition be 
underſtood exclufively, or univerſally, and the phraſe in the predicate 
to bave the Lord for their God | be meant in ref ect of the Evange lleal 
benefits of regenc1 ation, juſtification, and eternal life, It is not true, 
that God bark covenanted to be a God in reſpec of theſe benefits ro 
all, or one ly to that ſeed of Abrabam that had poſſeſſion of the Land of 
can through the gitc, and by veriue of the promiſe of God: nor doth 
the Text at all make it plain. Fer though it prove that the ſeed of 
Abrabam meant in the frre-part of Gen, 17, v.. were alſo meant v.7. 
yer it doth not prove that all, ot they onely that had the promiſe of ca- 
11, had the promiſe of being a God to them in Goſpel grace. The 
minor is granted, 4] being meant, as they ſpeak in Logick, diſtri- 
butively in genera ſingulorum, that is, of any ſorts of them, but nor in 
ſenguloſ generum; and with limitation to certain times fore · appointed 
ot God, not in all rimes, All forts inherited, but ſome were nor to in: 
herittill a cettain time, and for « certain time; A baſtard, Mamxer, 
Deut. 23. 2. Was not to enter into the can rtgat ien of the Lord, and fo not 
to inherit regularly till the tenth gener rtian. But were Mr. Bls. con 
clufion granted, it proves not what 1 deny, chat to all, and every Iſ- 
raelite God promiſed Evangelical benefits, Gn. 17. 7, eri vißble 
church member ſhip and initial ſeal at all to any in that prom ſe, Gen. 
17. 7. 

My next argument, ſaith he, is drawn from the ſea] that is annexed 
in the words immediately following this additional promile, v. 9,30, 
*11. They that had the fign vnd ſea! of the Covenant, that had pl 
„Divine appointment they were a peop'e in Covenant. This is ſo 
plain, that nothing can be more plain; God deth not enter Cove- 
* nant with one and give the fign and ſeal to another + Bur al the na- 
* tural ſeed of A brabam by Iſaac and Jacob had the ſeal, vis all the 
males, thoſe th at were in a c pacity ot it; ir was not limited to the 
* ſpiritual ſeed. There had been no place fe that diſtin dien, of cir. 
* cumcifien in the fleſh, and circumcifinn of the heanmt; If none muſt be 
** Eircumciled in the fleſh, bur thoſe that are circumeite@ zn heart. 

Anſw, 1. Waving my exception againſt the title of ſeal of 1h Cove. 
nant not given to circumciſion, or any other Rite in the Scripeure, and 
inconvenient a8 is before proved, and putting in Am ins 
ſtead of it; I deny the major, if underſtood univerſally: nor is the 
major plainly true, but plzjnly falſe, ic being manifeſt in that very Co- 
venant, that God entred it not with 1ſhmaetand othart whom he appoin- 
ied to be circumciſed, Nor is any thing more plain chen the contrar 
to what Mr. Bl, aſſerts, Por God did enter into Covenant with ih 
tural ſeed female inherixing of * by Iſaac and Jacob, according 
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to Mr. BY. himſelf; the daughters of Zelopbebad were in Covenant, and 
yet he did give the ſign of the Covenan to others, and nottothem, 
Nor is the mixer true; for the males of ſeven days old were in a ca. 
pacity of circumciſion, yet they had it ner. I grant that circumcifion 
was not limiced to the ſpiritual ſeed, yer conceive Mr, Bly, prooſ of no 
force: For though it had been ſo limited, yer there had bcen place 
tor the diſtinction of circumciſion in the fleſh, and of the heart, ſith 
things may be diſtinguiſhed which are not ſeparate, But were the 
concluſion granted, it fails as the former in proving what I de- 


ny. 

% My zd. argument, faith he, is drawn from the Comment what God 
< himſelf makes of th's Covenant, holding it e cry where out in this 
way of tenure to Abraham and his natural iſſue, as be fore, Exod. 20.2, 
*© Dent 5. 5. All that whole people he owned as his, all of then being 
* Abrahams natural ifſue; yet all of them were not ſpiritual, Exod.s. 
. Deut.14,1,2, Amos3.1,2, is very full to our — Every one 
that deſcended from Jacob, the whole of the fawily that i came out o: 
* eAgypt, were a (cle& people to Gud in Covenant; he was according 
< wo the terms of that Covenant, their God, There is not a place where 
God calls them by the name of his people ( which arcalmoſt endleſs) 
< bur there we have this coated, t at that people were the Lords by 
vertue of this grant made to Abraham and his ſeed, 

Axſw. This laſt ſpeech might be granted, and whar elſe Mr, 
Bl, inters from the Text; yet he atrains not his end, unleſs he prove 
that by verrue of that Covenant I the Iſraelits by natural diſcent we e 
God regeiierate, j iſtiſied peop'e; for the thing he ſhould prove againſt 
me, is, that Gen. 17. 1. God promiſeth to be a God in reſpect of Goſpel 
benefi.s to all Abrahams natural iſſue by Iſaac and Jacob. Yer I con- 
ceive there are places wherein the Iſraeli es were termed Gods by ver- 
tue of the Covenant of the Law Zxeh.16 8. & 20. 5. &c. with. ur men- 
tĩoning the Covenant Gen. r7,7 which the Apoſtle conceives different - 
ly of, Gal.3.16,17. And the ſi ee hes Exod. 10. 1. Dent. J 6, Ex I t. 
Deut. 14. , 2. though ſpoken of the body of Iſrael], yet may and are to 
be underſtood, at leaſt in ſome ſenſes of them, not of every individual: 
Surely he was not God Evangelically, to th. ſe thit belie ved not, nor 
were they his people, not legally, ſo as to afford them that protect ion, 
and tem oral bleſſhngswhich are promiſed in the La +, Deut.28.&c, to 
Abab, Achan, Koreb, and ſuch lik. But in the Evangelical ſenſe the de- 
nomination is from the better part, the people be fore knew, as the Apoſtle 
kimfclf-expauods it, Rem. 11. 2, f. and in reſpect of political blefings 
according to the Covenant of the Law, to the ubedient to the Law, as 
of long life to datifull children, ſaiety whi e they kept the Solemn 
Feaſts, Exod. 20. 12. & 34.24, Nor doth Am 3+1,2, which, he ſaith, 
3s full to hit purpeje, ſay, that God was a God ts that whole ſamily which 
be brought ont of Mgypt by vertue of the Covenant, Gen.17.7. much leſs 
to every one of them Evangelically, ner doth he ſay be bid hnown them 
A Evangelically, but bad known them ovely, tha: is, had diſtingunhed 
em from other people by giving them his Lows, Cc. which ma _ 
"g 
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thing to prove accerdingto Cen. 1. 7. G od took every deſcendent ſiom 
Jara into Covenant in reſpe& of Goſpel bene ſi 8. 

« Ta the 4th plece, ſaith be, I argue from the practiſe of the people 
« of God, making this Covenant of God entred with Abraham and bis 
« ſeed, a Plea to obtain mercy frem God for all Iſtael, the worſt of 1ſ+ 
« ra.l, in their loweſt ſtate and condition, Deut,g.26,27, If this Divi- 
« nity hid been th n known, Moſes migh: have been ſent away with this 
« anſwer ; That be ſpake for dogs, and not ſor children; not for Iſrael 
« buz for Aliens and Brangers to the Common-wealth Iſracl. Pur as this 
« an. he like requeſts of ihe people of God were made in faith, ſo they 
« prevailed with God; Moſes there urgeth, they are thy peo; le and thine 
« znerjtance, v.39. as doth the Church, Iſa, 64. 9. and Moſes petit ion 
Stakes, as the Hiſtory ſhews, Exod. 32. 14, Yea, when God vyouch- 
« ſafes mercy to His» people thus in Covenant, Levis, 26. 42, it is upon 
c this account of the Covenant, And appearing tor the deliverance of 
« [frael out of their hard and prefling bondage, ke ſaith tro4ſ0ſe.,Excd, 
4. 6, and that to ſtay up his taick in confidence of deliverance. 

4 nſw, Tha: wt ich Mr. EI. ſhould prove, is, J bat Covenant expreſt in 
thoſe werds Gen, 17.7. in their fulleſt latitude as they are ſpoken, in the 
largeſt comprehenſion ( which according ts Seripture they can be taten) ave 
entred with all the nat aral ſeed of Abraham by Ifaac and Jacob. And in 
bis anſwe/ to my Letter, ch. 10. pag. s 5, 56. he urgeth Exod. 3 :.13. Deut. 
227, Levit 26.43, Exed. 3. 6. to prove that G 17,7, was a promiſe 
of grace avd mercy to Jacobs poſerity, ſuch as of which circumci ſion 
was a ſeal, Rom. 4. ' 1. which he ſaith zs #0 other then a Covenant of grace, 
and ſaith Circumci ſon did ſeal that Covenant, tobe the God of believers, 
and their ſe:d, Gen, 177, 10. But not one of the petitions or ſpreches al. 
ledged do prove either the fortner, er this laſt aſlertion. I be petition 
of Moſes, Exod. 32. 13. was upon occafion of the making of the golden 
Calf,% (ods ſpeech to Moſes concer i ing the conſuming ot them ter it, 
and making Moſes a great Nation: Moſes to divert God from this thing, 
alledgeth, 1. Nhat they were bis people which be brought out of egypt with 
great power, aud « mighty hand; and if he ſhould conſume them, the 
Egyptians would reproach him, as intending miſchicfio them when he 
brought them out of «fgypt. Where it is true, God calls the body of 
them his people: But this muſt be underſtood, it Evangelically, in 
reſpe& of the beiter part onely ; if Legally, either de jure becaufe 
they ought to have beenhis people, being delivered from <Fgypt, and 
having engaged themſelves Exod. 19.8, ta obey God; or de facto, be- 
cauſe hs had done ſo great things for them, and thereby owned them 
in reſpe& of his a ings for them above other people, 2. He pretieth 
God with his Oath to Abrabam, T/aac, and Facob. But the Oath he 
mentions is concerning the multiply ing the ſied of Abraham, Iſaac and 
Jacob as the 277 beaven, and giving the land of Canaan to them, and 
that they ſhall inberit it for ever, not a word of being God to all the 
natural iſſue of Abrabam y Iſaas and Jacob in reſpect of Evangelical 
bleſſings, nor a word tending to ſhew the extent cf th promiſe. Gen 
17.7, in reſpeR af golpel grace. The ſame anſwer I give to his allega. 
tion 
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cion of Bent. 9.16, 17, 18,29. And te Mr. Bly, flirt I anſwer, this Divi. 
niry was then known to God, and God might have ſent away Moſes 
with this anſwer, That he ſpake fer ſome who were dogs, or reprovates, 
and not children of God according to the eledi jon of grace, which js 
the Apoſtles Divinity, Rom.9.6,7,8. 1 cor. i 0.5, Heb.z.10,11,16,17, 
18,19. and that they were traygers from the Co . monwealth of Iſrael 

that is, of the Iſraelof God, Gal. 6,16, And t is is alſo the Apoſtles D. 
vinity, Rom. 9.6, and therefore I count this no abſur ity, But 1 grant 
they, even the worſt of them were not dogs, but children, and ofthe 
Commonwealch of Iſrael political, in reſpect of their outward ſtate 

and in that reſpect holy, ana different from other people, To the other 
I anſwer, it is true, Moſes prayed in faith, and was heard; bur there is 
no mention in the places alledged of his praying for ſpiriual Exar ge- 
lical grace for every particular Iſraelite, but for the preventiag an ut- 
ter deſttuction of them; Nor doth he at all expreſs any ſuch faith, 
whereby he believed God had pro niſed to be a Cod :o all the natural 
iffue of 4brabam by Iſaac and Jacob in reſpe& of Evangelical benefits, 
but that God would not deſtroy them, in which reſpect he was heard, And 
in like manner the Coy: nant u pon the account of which God did vouch- 
ſafe mercy, is that of giving them Canaan, which Mr, Bl, will net have 
the Covenant it ſelf, but an Appendix to it; and yet Exod 32.13. that 
is it which is pleaded, and Levit. 26.41, the Covenant it is plain is that 
he madeconcerning their ſeating in Canaan, for it expreſly faith, and 1 

will remember the Land, and v. 44. 1 will not utterly defiroy them, The 
Church it is true, ſaith, I/. 64.9. e are all thy people ;, but if this 
Church be meant of all and every Iſraclite by natural deſcent, then all 
and every of them were a praying people, which is not to be ſaid, and 
therefore is o be underſtood of the believing remnant one ly, or elſe that 
they were Gods people in the ſenſe before given of Ex0d.32.12,14. Deut 
9.29, Exed. 3.6. It is true, God ſaith io Moſes, to fan wp bis faith in 
confidence of the deliverance of Tſrael from Egypt, that he was the God of 
bs Father, the God of Abraham, of Iſaac, and Jacob and it ia rue, cur 
Lord Chriſt hence proves the reſurtection of the dead, Luke 20, 37,38. 
and therefore it proves eternal life ins)uded in the promiſe, Gen, 17. 7. 
bur this is ſo far from proving God to be a God in reſp: & of Evangeli- 
cal ble ſſings meant Gen. 17.7. to every 1ſrac'irte, or to be a God to be- 
lievers and their natural ſeed, that it is a good argument to the cen. 
trary; for this abſurdi y would follow, That every one of them are cer- 
28 ſayed, if he were a God to every of them inthe ſenſe, Luke 26 37, 


Mr. Bl, next exce pts againſt me for ccxſuring of Chamiers calling the 
promiſe of the Land C Canaan an Apenpendant to the Covenant, Gen. 17. 
7, And faith, The thing ix ſs clear ia the narrative of it, Gen- 17, that 
nothing can be more evident, The Covenant is full, v.7, Te be a God 10 
Abraham and bis ſced; and this be might bave been, bad be p'ea/ed, in 
the Land of Ur of the Caldees, or in any L-nd whatſoever that bis fes 
bad been tlant ode: But when the Covenant is thus wade, there is added ; 
v. 9. And 1 wi give unto thee, exc, 
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#nſw, My cenſure of Chamjer was no more then this, I lit not, and 
I ay the ſame ſtill, that che promiſe of the land of Canaan Gen. 17, 8, 
is not a meer appendant, but as truly a part of the C overant God 
made with Abraham Gen, 17. 28 v. 7. And to Mr, Bls, ſt rong conceit 
I e-poſe my ſtrong conceir of the evidence to the contrary (being bac- 
ked by the Scriprure ) as ſufficient of corntervyail his ſaying ; And for 
his reaſons, i. God might have been a God to them in Vr. Ergo,the ptomiſe 
of Canaan is but an appendix,nor a part of tie Covenant. | anſwer, 1. 
by the like reaſon ir might be ſaid , thou ſhalt be a Father of Many N 
ons, is bat an appendant te the Covenant , con rary to Gen. 17, 4. be- 
cauſe God might be a God to h'm, though father of one Nation onely, 
3, By denying the conſequence, which is in my (lender conceit a bacu» 
lo ad angulum The other ( if it be a reaſon and net adiawe) 13, the 
covenant is ſull, v. 7. but when the Covenant is made there j added, v. 8 
] anſwer, 1. By like reaſon it might be ſaid, The Covenant is full, v. 4, 
J, 6. but when the Covenant is made v. 4, J, 6, there is add d v. 7, 
enge, v 7. is n part of tue Covenant, but an appendant to it, . It is 
not proved that at v. 7, the Covenant is full, yea v. 8. being as Mr. Bl. 
himlelt ſtiles it, an additional prowiſe, it i proved, hat the Covenant 
is not full wichour ir bei g added as a promiſe, and ſo a part of he Co: 
nant, : 

I faid the Holy Ghoſt me thinks ſpeaks etherwiſe Peſſſcript. S. 1». 
Mr, Bl oppoſeth, The ſorce of this argument muſt needs be this. That 
which is avy where called a Covmant , that is not an appendant to a Co- 
venant. But the giving of the land of Canaan to the ſecd of Abraham is 
there called by the name of a Covenant. Myr. T. ſure will not ſay that Cir- 
cunciſion is the Ceucnant between God and his people, he will not deny bat 
it ix a /igne and ſeal annext to the Covenant; and yet Gen. 17. 10. it is cal- 
led a Covenant. Mr. T well enough hnowes a Metoxymy of the adjun(t and 
the common uſe of it in Scripture ; but that it is bis wiſedome for bis 
ad vantage ts conteal it. | 

Anſw. Mr. T. well knows, that Mr, Bl, uſerh artifices to elude , when 
be ſhould anſwer, The words of the Plalmiſt were all edged asa plain 
teſtimony, which need not be formed into an argumen: , bur it it need 
forming, { ſhould not form it as Mr. Bt. forms ir ( that he may the ea - 
fler flight w hat he canno: anſwer) but thug, I hat promiſe which is cal- 
led Gods Covenant far ever, the word which be commanded to a thou fand 
generations, which be made, was bis 09th, confirmed for a Law andever- 
laſting Covenant , declired by ſaying in words what God would do, 
chat is a Covenam, at leaſt in part, and nor a meer appendant, 
But ſuch is the promiſe of the land of Canan, Gen. 17. 8. andelſe. 
where, ergo, The major might be proved from the definition of a 
Covenant , which is either a promiſe or an aggregate of promiſes 
fingle or mutual, The minor is the very text, And Mr. Bls. Kitt 1 re-= 
ply. I knew well enougha metonymy of the ad jun or ſigne to be uied 
Den 17.10, But I withal knew it would have been my folly to have 
expounded the term ¶ Covenant ] Pſa, 105. 8, 9, by a metonymy like 
that Ges, 17. 36, For I ſhould have made the Pſalmiſt ſpeak non · ſenſe 

an 
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and perverted his plain meaning if I had ch us expound:d, be bath ye. 
membred bis Covenant, that is not his promiſe it lelf. bur the figne and 
ſeal of it, which he made, ſware, ſaid And 1 think it had been Mr. . 
wiſedome to have concealed this ſbitt, and rather have let it paſs with- 
out ſaying any thing to tha objection. 

Mc. Bl. adds his f/th and laſt argument , from Texts in the N. T. 
which interpret this Cevenant thus en eed with Abraham in ht laiitnde 
as extending to his natnral iſiue, and x61 with limit to bis ſpiritual ſced; 
and that not barely in domeſticꝶ civil, but in ſpiritual promaſes ; ſo that 
this one bath many n the bowels fit. . 

Anſw. Abrabams ſpiritual ſeed are true beli.vers as he was and 
ele& pet ſon · , ſpiritual promiſes are ſo called from th. things promiſed, 
called Ephe/. 1. 3. ſpiratual bleſſings in beavenly things in Chriſt , ſuch 
are regeneration or circumciſion ot the heart, remiſſion of Gs, juſtiſi- 
cation, adoption, eternal life, Ii Mr, Bl, holds tbe Covevant nith A. 
braham extending to bis natural iſſue , and not with limit to bis ſriritud! 

ſeed in ſpiritual promiſes, he holds r generation, remiſſion of fins , ju- 
ſifeation, adoption, eternal life, to them who are neither true belle 
1ers nor elect perſons, Let's view his proofs. 

Firſt, ſaich he Rom. 9. 1, 1, 3, 4, 5. The Apoſtle aggravating bis ſor. 
vom for Iſrael, not reſtefiive to civil or domeſiich but higbe / concernments 
ſor the whole body of Iſrael, be reckons up their privileges, the tu vileages 
of all that accirding to the fleſh were Iſrae utes ; privileages ſormerly en- 
joyed, but now loſt, nine n number. Here ſure is enough to conclude them 
of 1 ſeed thus in Covenant c be of Gods adopied ſeed under the pro- 
miſes. 5 

Anſw. He might more truely have ſaid, here ſure is nothing ( as it 
was prin'ed ) to conclude all the natural ifl..c of Abrabam, Iſaac, and 

Zacob, to be of Gods ad ted ſeed under the promiſe of ſpiritval bleſ- 
fings in the Covenant Gen, 17. 7. as ic contained Goſpel grace, The 

riviledges could not be o all that according to the fleſh were Iſtae- 
ites, for of them all as concerning the fleſh Chriſt could not come 
now were all (it any of them) priviledges Evange lieal from ſpiriual 
promiſes in the Covenant of race, bur rather all of them Domeſtick 
or Civil priviledges which be'jevers of the nations had not. Nor were the 
priviledges to the Iſraelites at all times, but at ſcmetimes, And there. 
fore this text is impertinent to Mr. B/s, pur poſe, yea this Scripture and 
that wh ch followes put together, are an axtuthe's to his the. 

Secondly., faith be, Rom. 11. The Apoſtit ſpeaks of the caſting off of 
Sei people. Thoſe that are caſt off ſrom being a people of God , were once 
bis people; thoſe that are — out of Covenant, were a people in Covenant : 
bat the natural ius of Abraham ( c:Hed nataral branches, v 21. being 
by right of birth of thas Olive) are there-broken off, caſt off; therefore the 
natural iſſue were the ſted in Covenant, 

Anſw. Thecenclufion is granted, the natural iſſue of Abr bam who 
were alſo the ſpiricual ſeed were the ſeed in Covenaet, and ſuch were a 
great parc of the Jews in former ages, but thoſe broken off, were never 
in the Corenany of grace; Nor iv it ſaid they were put ous of the Co- 

venant 
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venant of grace, or broken of from the Olive in which they were in 
their perſons, but in which their progenitors were; not are they ſaid to 
be aatural branches v. 21, becauſe by right of birch of that Olive , but 
by rea ſon of their deſcent from Abrabam they are natural branches of 
that Olive which at firſt was by natural as well as ſpiritual deſcent 
from : im, but never by right of birth, It is falſe if meant of caſting eff 
trem being his people, as it is meant Rom. 14; t, 2, that thoſe that are 
caſt off / rom being a people of God were once bis people , underſtanding it 
in theic own perſons, But of this text, and this argument , more hath 
been laid in the firſt part of this Rev ew, and mere will be, if the Lord 
permir, in that which ollows. ; , 

Thirely, faith he, Matth. 8. 11, 13. whence he thus argues. Children 
of the Kingdowe that are to be caſt out, are in the Kingdome onely upon an 
in ereſt of Birth, for the ſruion of the priviled es of Ordinances, and not 
gen any ſpir i wal tit /e, mſallibly giving intcreſi in ſalvation + But the 
children of the Kingdome were upon our Savionrs ſentence to be caſt out, 
the eſore they were in the King dome onely on av intereſt of birth, 

Anſw, Ihn argament 1 concludes not Mr, Bls, poſition; hat the 
cot enam expieſt Gen. 17. 7. in the ſulleſt latitude of the words as they are 
there ſpoken,in the largeſt comprebenſion(which according to Scripture they 
can be taken) ae entered with all the natural ſeed of Avrabam”, by Iſaac 
and Jacob. 2. It contradicts his own poſition, for if i: bee as, he here 
ſaich, cha they were not children of the Kingdome ( though the natural 
ſeed of Al rabam by Iſaac and Jacob) upon any ſpirit ual title infatlbly 
giving intereſt in ſalvation, and yet the Covenant Gen. 17. 7, Where in 
God ſaich, he will be a God to Abrahams ſeed, comprehends ſuch faving 
grace 24 creates a {pititual title, infallibly giving intereſt in ſalyation, 
as the A pon le Gel. 3. 16, 17, 18, &. x pounds it, then the Coyen: ye 
Gen. 17. 7. is notentred withall the natural ſeed of Abrabam by 1/aac 
and Facob, in the fulleſt latitude of the words as they at e there ſpoken, 
in the largeſt comprehenſion ( which accotaing to Scrip ure they can 
be taken) theretore this argument overthrowes his own pofitie n. 3. If 
by C being in the Kingdome | be meant being vifible-menibers of the vi- 
fib'e Church Jewiſh , the concluſion is granted, but withal ir is prove d 
from the ſame text, thay they were never in the viſible C hutch Chriſti» 
an, but were _— to it, in that they embreced not the Chriſtian 
Faith, but oppoled the Lord jeſus Chriſt, and ſo had no right to bap- 
uſm, though the y had circumcifinn, and did eat the paſſedvcr, 4 1tis 
many(eſt from the text, and agrecd upcn by inti yprertrs, that the King · 
dome of Heaven iu that place notes the KH dome of glory , or the ſtare 
of eternal lite and blenedneſs in heaven, and not the viſible Church 
one ly, or a being in it for the fiuirion of the priviledges of ordinances. 
For 1 the Kingdom of heaven is ti at wherein 2 braban and ſaae ani Fa. 
cob were then fare down, for iris ſaid v. 11. they ſhall ft down with A. 
braham l ſaac at Jacob, in tbe Ningdeme of bea ven. Burrhey were then 
fate down not in the viſible Church ongly, nor had being n it for the 
truition of; he priviledges of ordinances, but in the ſtate of eternal life 
and b eſledneſs in heaven, ergo, 2, The Kingdome of heaven there is di- 
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realy oppoſed to the euer d hneft, where is weeping mal gnafbing of tei 
v. * Bir chat which is directly oppoſed to the outer Qarkneſs in which 
js weeping and gnaſhing of teeth, is the Kingdome of glory, or the 
ate ot etetnal life and bleſſedneſ in hea en, and not the viſibl: Church 
oncly, or a being in it for the fruition of the priviledges of ordinances, 
ergo, 3, Th: ſcope of the ſpeech of our Saviour is conceived by moſt 
ir e:rþreters, to be to abate the inſolency and pride of the Jews, who 
contemned the Gentiles. Upon occaſion of the Centurions faith v. 0. 
he tels them, though they now delpiſed the Gentiles as not worthy to 
eat withihem, yet they ſhould come from Eaſt and Weſt and ſheu d fir 
down Wirth the, be ſt of their Anceſtors, in the beſt, higheſt, and happieſt 
place and condition. 4. Ex,cunding i: of the viſible Church it were 
not true which our Saviour fpeſks; For the Gentiles did never fir 
doan wich them in the viſible Church tor the fi uition of the pt ivi ecges 
of ordinances, ſuch as C rcumc ĩſion, the Paſſcover, Bapriſm, the Led 
Supper, for ſome of theſe Abribam, Iſaac, and Jacob, did never par- 
take of, nor ever ſhall, nor may the Genti'es with them, partake of 
circumciſion, and the paſſeover, for that had been to have foretold that 
the Gentiles ſhould ha ve been circamciſed wich thoſe Fathers, which 
bad been te eſtabliſh Judai m, contrary to the Apoſtles decree As 
15, to Pauls determination Gal, 2,& 5. 1, 2, 3, 4, J, 6, 7. Yea, it 
it had been foretold that the Genciles ſhould come and joyn themſelves 
to the viſible Church Jewiſh, which began ia Abrabam , I/ hac, and 
Jacob, eur Lord Chriſt had foretold that con junction, which was ſo 
far ic m proving true in the event, that they who did come to Chriſt 
were perſecuced and caſt out of that Thu ch Gal. 4. 29. 1 Theſ. 2. 15. 
5. Hence it follows, that the children of The Kingdoms are not fo called 
becauſe they were in that. Kingdome of heaven which is there meant, 
for then they had never been caſt out: bur · hey are called children of 
the Kingdome, bccauſe as Dialati notes, by the prerogative of Gods Co. 
venant the Ichs ſeemed to be beirs of this Kingdome , or as the xc An- 
or, as ch. 9. 15. whe were born of thoſe parents to wh m the Ningdene 
was promiſed, and by-vertue of the Covenant Rom. o. 4. it had fill belor. 
ged to them, had they not forfeited it by their unbelieſ and witheanep, 
Piſch. ſen. Filios ver reenb | id eſt, 7udavs qui hacten s per aliquot 
ſecula ad regnum i lud cælaram vocati ſunt & vocant ur. Reza Annor, 
Filios regni, d, qi Tis Bameias, Id eſt, indigenas, quos vocant vil. 
90 244 uw ales ſubject or. nt elligit autem Dei reguum, a quod pertinehant in 
genes quicunꝗ ge er ant ex Abrabe genere, cm longe alia ſit rat is corgm 
Deo cen ſendi filies Abrabe , mimirumcx fide, So that they were children 
of che N ingdome nor before God in actual title or poſſe ſſion, but onely 
in appearance to men, and likelihood, canſide ring their deſcent and the 
tir ſt manifeſtation of Chi ĩſt, and the Goſpel to that people, &, Out 
' of this it appears that a man may be ſaid to bo eaſt our of the Kingdome 
of heaven, who was never in actually, but onely in peſſibility, accord» 
ing to what was apparent to men, and conſequentiy Mr, Bls, propeſt- 
tions are not true in his dent argumem, Thoſe that are caſt of 
ore 
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of Covenant, were a people in Covenant ; nor the trgument good, 16. 
— Was caſt out of Covenam, therefore, once in, Nor is 1 lde, 
that men are ſaid to be brought up from the grave, as Pal. zo, 3. and to 
be red. emed from the grave and hell, who were never in, but onely in 
d erofit, : 

ur Mr, Bl. hach yet a fourth text, which was his text in his Birth- 
priviledge, it is Gal 2. 15. From whence after ſome explication given 
of the te xt he t us argues, That which is a pripilgdge of nature or birth, 
"heloug1 to toe natural iſſue, that caunot be denied. But tobe in Covenant 
with God as a people bely and excerding others that are without as ſinners, 
is a priviledge of nature or birth, therefore this priviledge belongs to the 
nat ural iſ ut. 

Arſ. Fe be in covenant with God may be underſtood either inreſpe& 
of the Covenant wich Abraham Gen 17. or the Covenant at Mount 
Sinai Erd, 19, To be in the Covenant Ger 17, may be in reſpect of 
Evangelical benefits, or of domeſtick and political benefits cr pri- 
viledges , at, to bee accounted members of the Ifrael . tiſh nation and 
lo of that church, to have the ſet vice of God among them, the law a- 
mong them, education under it, freedome from idolatty, and other 
pollut ions of the Geatiles, To bear a people boly , may be undetſtood 
eithet of holin.1s by jaward ſanctiſication, called circumciſion ot the 
heart, oc of outward holineſs ie being diſtinguiſhed from other people, 
as ſer apare viſibly for God, whether in reputation or truth, either by 
Gods Lais dien or by an outwatd ſigne, or by their own ꝓroſe ſſion. 
I grant the minor of being ia Covenant eicher Exod, 19, or Gen. 17, in 
refpect of che domeſtick end political benefits , at leaſt ſ me of them, 
and to be a h ly people excecd.ng others that are without as finners, jt 
under ſtood ot ontward holineſs in reputation or truth, by Gods diſtin. 
ctien, and by che outward Gigne of Circumciſion, was (I do no: grant 
is) a privil dge of nkcure or birth, and accordingly grant the conclu- 
ſen , that this priviledge did ( 1 do not ſay. doth ) belong to the natu- 
ral iffue ( 1 do not ſay to all) of Abraham by Iſaae and Jacob, and 
was proper to the Jews, and no more can be gathered from Gal, 215. 
there's nor a word of the ſame priviledpe as belonging to the natural 
poſte ity of believing Gentiles. But ti e Miner is denied, it unde: ſtood 
of Evangelical benefits and of holineſs inward (of which alone the que- 
flion ſhould have been formed, bis poſition being in full eppoſit;on to 
my words) nor is it proved out of th: text, himſelf expounding Feu 
nature, that is by birth and off {ring of A nation that is boly though in 
themſel ves ſinners, reputed an boly people , A peo, f by cc venant boly to the 
Lord, which they might be though to bein Covenant with Gad Gen, 17.7, 
and as & people holy and exceeding others that are without as ſinners by in. 
ward holizeſs be not a priviledge of nature er birth. | 

But Mr, Bl, thinks my grant iu, in nat a few contradtdiftions. 

1, To what I ſay Exercit. pag. 3. the natxr of ſecd inherit oneiy domeſtich 
and civil benefits. But Mr, El. falſiy chargeth me, the word [ onely ] 
1s Mr, / It. addition not mine, as the Reader that ſhall read the words 
may perceive, 3. Te what 1 am wot ts deny, that birth emitles any to 
Ddd : h ſuch 


- — —— — — 


(288) 
ſuch priviledges as intereſt in circumciſon, and obſervante of Moſes lew, 
Bar this is another of Mr.Bls, forged ea lumnĩes: let him ſhe w if he can 
that I ſay fo any where, and he deſerves ſome credic , if not let him ſuf. 
fet as a Calumniator, 3 That I deny the natural ſeed iny promiſe of 
ſpiritual mercies which is another forgery of his like the former, 4. I har 
L fay this was pf oper to the Fews in that Church tate, who bad prevoga. 
tives peculiar tothem, And then ſaith thus, And here we urge it no fur. 
ther, audit ſully concludgs Mr. T. in a contradiction, that will have the 
natural ſeed of Avraham, and no other then his [| irit.:al ſeed to be entiuled 
to ſuch priviledgts Here*s more of his forgery, thac 1 fay no other then . 
brabams ſpirit ul ſeed are entituled to ſuch priviledges as were proper 
to the je in that Church ſtate, who had prerogavives ſ ec1liar to them. 
Let him ſhew any ſuch thing in my writing, or let him, as he ard his 
fellow Pædobaptiſt Mr. Robert Bazifee ( whoharh in like fort wronged 


me) as they ought, reftific their repentance by righiing me. Other. 


wiſc the Lord wil to their ſhanfe diſcover their evil dealing, i their 
own Conſcience be ſo blinde or ſo hard as to ſlight ſuch a fin, 

He coucludes thus, {ny one of theſe arguments ſcuerally, much more 
ak ointly, make good this poſition, that a the natu:al ſeed F Abraham 
by Iſaac and Jacob, are in that great Charter ( vouchſaſed of God taten 
auto Covenant ſo as to be the people of Gon, and toenjoy all priviledges of 
by people in order ( upon Gods termes ) roeverlaſiing ſalvation, hut 1. 
not one nor all prove that God did promiſe to all Ges. 17. 7. or any 
ſuch outward priviledges as he means, to wit, to be circumciſed, or 
right to it and the Paſſeover, nor that all enjoy them. 2. The promi -· 
ſes of juſtiſſcati n, adoption, eternal life, upon Gods termes, withour 
the promiſe of regene ration and effectual calling, make nos a perſon to 
be in the Covenalit, nor a people holy to the Lord E vargeli ally. Now 
this promiſe Mr. Bl. hath not proved to be made to all che natural feed 
of Abrabam, by Iſaat and Jacob, aad ill he doth ſo, he proves nothing 
againſt my aſtercion Exercic. pag.] which he pretended fully to oppoſe, 
but hath failed to do it, His 36, ch. is anſwered before ſef. 29. Feat 
on to ch. 33. whichis thus entituled , The Covenant in New Teffanen 
times takes in parents with their children; I his he ſeis himſelf to make 
good firſt by interrogatories, and ti en by Ferers words Afs 2, 38, 39. 
which is anſwered before ſecł. 21. Alittle o bis interrogatories, 

To his firſt, if by tbe grant he mean the Covenant of grace E van- 
gelical, 1 deny it to have Nen ever made to a beli · ver and all his ſced; 
nor —— by Mr. Bl. If a Covenant of viũble Church- member. 
ſhip-and inicial ſeal,” I deny any ſuch Covenant ever ma de by God to 
2 believer and his ſeed ; or the grant thereof to have been held by the 
Church of God in fee from Alxubum to this preſent hour, and there fore 
need ſhęw no reverſe of ſuch a grant. 

Tobis zd. demand, I grant a whole nation may enter into Cove- 
nanc as Dent 29. nor do I reftrain any from engagement of their in. 
lants and poſterity unborn by an oath and curſe do awn God But 1 
finde there no promiſe ot grant of viſible. Church-membet ſhip and ini- 
tal ſcal-ro believers and their ſeed, by vertue of fuck a Covenant. Ha 
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other frivolous queſtions in that demand are anfwcred often , that the 
difference ar ileth f om the different inſtitution o Cireumeiſlon which n 
is the rule of adminiftring them, not intereſt in the Covenant it there 
re ſuch, 
FR To bis 3d. demand, I know no ſcandal ever given or likely to be 
ven to the Jews by not baptizing infanes, His random talk of vi- 
ling out of the Covenant infants, is ſhewed often before to be vain , as 
going on ſu p poſit ons not proved. To his alleg-tions of Gen, 17. 7, E- 
det. 16.20, 1 Cor. 7, 14. | have often anſwered be fore. 

ſo his 4th, that the reafon why in the Apoſt'es dayes and the next 
2ge to them to queſtion was moved about the baprizing of infants, 
though infants were circumciſed by the Jews is manifeſt, io uit, Cur iſt 
had opt appointed infants to be bap ized , the Apoſtles and primitive 
Chriſtians did not at all uſe it, it was contrary to the end and uſe uf ba- 
piſm as appointed b Chriſt, they knew not of the Pzdobaptiſts do- 
Arine, about the title o baptiſm from the Covenant, and its ſucct iſi- 
on to ciicumciſion. 

But Mr. Bl. further refers me ta Mr. Bazters Treatiſe / Jnſaxts 
ehurch- member ſbi g proving that infant were ſometimes Cl u:ch members, 
pag 26, 27. that there js no repeal of this grant vouc bſaſed of God pag. 
27, 28, waiting ſor ſome ſair anſwer to the ſor mer demands Whereto L 
mall addrels my ſelf, as being very deſirous wi h the 2ffiſtance of the 
Lord io do my endeavour for the freeing of men from the deluſion of 
chat Book, wherewith a great number of Pædobaptiſts have beeo gulled. 
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SECT. XLIX. 


The 4th. Cb, of Mr. Baxiers, Part 1. of Plain Scripture proof, &. is 
examined , bis conceits aboxt Infants viſible Cburch membe ſhip and. 
their admiſſion conſidered ; and. ſundry Animadverfions made on that 
Chapter, 


Mi.. part 1. ch. 4. of his lain Script ure. proof, &c, writes thus. 

My 2d, argument, and the chief I ſhall make uſe of. is this. All 
that oughg to be admitted viſible Church-members, ordinarily ougho 
to be baptized; But ſome Infahrs ought to be admitted viſibl .Churche 
members; therefore ſome Infants ordinarily, ought to be baptized. 
Mx, T. hath gone over and over the terms of this Argument; ſo oft, 
© as if be could nas poſſibly find out my meaning in them ; when they 
Lare 28 plain as I well know how toexpreſs my ſelf, A great while ho 
* fain would have denied the major Propoſition; but ac laſt he is con- 
tent to deny one ly the minor: And indeed that is the very hear: of the 
** controyerfie, I he queſtion between us is not ſo mu h whether infants 
* my be baptized 7 as whether they are in the number of ( briſtiaus, aud 
to he added as members to the viſible Church > I Mr. T. did grant the 
nn, and not deny our children Chriſtianity, ang io be members of 


(290) 
< the Church, I ſhould for my part, think hiserrour ( though foul 
c yet of leſs conſequence in denying of Ba ptiſm. But it is their Cure 
« member(bip that he denieth, and yeeldeth thar all that ought to be ad- 
mi red members ſhould be baptized, | 

Auſw. Tharl did often in the diſpu e at Bewdly go over and over the 
terms of this argument, need nor ſeem ſtia' ge, when Mr, Thomas Hook. 
er having te book he was to examine before him in Print, in a like 

iat, faith thus, survey of the ſumme of Church Diſcipline, Part 1.ch 12, 
when | bad read ove? Mr. rford once zn again, I Was at a flaud in 
mine own thoughts, to determine certainly what was bis pro per int end ment 
by the catholich and viſible Church, L might well doubt what he meant by 
the viſible Chureh, how he defined i-, ( wherein his notion is different 
from what others have, 8s js ſhewed before in the 2d. part of this xe- 
view, ſeA. 17.) whether he meant the viſible Church catholick, or par. 
ticular; and if particular, whether ewiſh, or Chriſtian, And for the 
admiſſi n, what e meant by it, how, and by whom it ought to be, was 
doubrtull, I perceived in the very entrance of the diſpute, by kia pre. 
face, and his propounding the queſtion about our bap'1zing, repreſent- 
ing it as odious, as if it were murder and adulcery ; andaticr by his 
denying liberty ot repeating to mee, refuſing to explain his own 
terms, ſcoſfingiy putting it off as if it were catechizing of him, when I 
defired him to open ſome terms to me which he uſed; and when I told 
hin that it was needfull the people ſnould underſtand us, he replyed, 
he came to diſpute with me, not to inſtru& them: nor wou'd clear 
them, except I could by diſtinQion force him to it, I de prehended 
that he was, as I found him, bent to catch advantages to inſült over 
me, and carry away the fame of a victory, and not in a brotherly ean- 
did way to diſcuſs the point, that truth might appear to all the hearers, + 
which I hoped from a man ſo ſeemingly — Upon which reaſons 
1 confeſs I was h: firaht, bath about the anſwering of this, and other ar. 
guments afl along the diſpute, finding that Mr. B. had ſtudied argu- 
ments in unuſual expreſſions, that ke might the more eaſil / entangle me, 
having no time to weigh his words, but being required preſcntly to 
give anſwer, For which reaſon I was alſo neeeſſita ted ſometimes to va- 
ry my anſwers as I deprehended his meaning to be, Now preſuming I 
mall better underſtand Mr, B. then I could do before, 1 hill give a 
more dete rminante anſver to his argument, Which that 1 may do, | 
concelve it neceſſary, that in the entrance I do enquire into his opi- 
nion concerning the vifible Church, and admiſſi n into it, and the 
meaning of his expreſſion [ ought to be admiticd vifble church - 
members. 

1, Mr. f ſuppoſerh that the reaſon of the appe lat ion given to the viſi- 
ble body,*s its ſeeming ( tothe judgement of man) to be the ſame with the 
myſtical, Prefeſtin: Morat er ſact. ĩ i. 

2. That © ro be a member of che Church viſible, is but to be one that 
mn ſeeming, or 8 or to the judgement of man doth belong 
to the inviſible Church or the Kingdome of Heaven, if a man be 
*known (or any ſort of men) to belong to the Church inviſible, then 


40 they 
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« (hey vilibly be long to it; and chen they are viſible members of the 
“Church Plain Script. prof, & part 1. ch. 3 . pag roy. ch. 27. pag. 
73. Eefaith, © ro be mem er of the viſible Church, er ot the Church 
«as Viſible, or 2 viſible member of the Church are all one, and is no 
moi e but to ſeem to be a true member of the Church of Chriſt, 
« (commonly called inviſible) or of the true myſtical body of Chr id. 
Arſw. to my Valedi#; Orat. fag. 176. © You ſay you diſpute them not 
& gur of the inviſtble Church. Auſw. 1, But will you yeeld chat they 
«are ſo much as ſeeming probable members of the inviſible Church? 
« [fyou do, then they are members of the viſible , which you deny : 
« For to be a viſible member of the Church, or a member of the vi- 
« fible Ch. reh as ſuch, is @ more th nto be a, ſeeming member of the 
e inviſible Ch »rch, or one that we ought te rake ja probatility to be 
« of the inviſible Church, Wherein how Mr, B. js miſtaket, is ſhe's- 
ed in the 2d, Part of this Review, /eft. 17. p 55 229, Oc. 

3. ch. 20. He imag nes an iveaſe of le Church exiflent, not d e 
ved; which is all one as to ſay, there is or was an univerſal” vilible 
Church, eonſiſtina ef indivi ual members im nora), or perpetually vi- 
fible : Which miſtake of bis come under confideration in that which 
follows, * $7 : 

4. ch. . & cb. 20, he imagines having infants to hivt been ef the eſſen- 
nals of the Fewiſu Church. Bur therein he is miſtaken; For though 
they may be rermed ſubſtantial parts, yet nor eſſential, (the Jew; 
Church had ben a viſible Church though there had been no inſart in jt) 
bur imegral. 

7. ek de chat the nature of the Jews cbuteb wan not repealed, that tbe 
Jews Church war not repeated, ch. 5. that the Law or Conant on which 
the ſpecies or eſſential form of their Chu/ch ( gnd"maity of its accidents } 
was grounded, is not chaged or repealed. Though the Jes are caft off, yet 
the law and natwe of Churebes is ſti the ſame, Which Tpceches, with 
other more of the like kind, ſhall b: (God willing) examin'd in that 
which follows, and the non-ſeace and vanity of them ſhewed. 

3-6, Ch. 23. that infints viſhle Chayth-memberſhng did not begin at tbe 
is(titution circumciſon, but rather with the firſt infant of faibſull A. 
dam, though be after fel of 

7. Thar this is grounded on a Law and Covenant of God, which is 
made higher then that, Gen 17 7. even that Gen.3.15, Ch.23, Yea, he 
makes it to antecede the fall of Adam. cb 19. it is ſajd to be of the Law 
of nature co bane infants” de be a pet 1 2 And ch. 13. there. 
fore inſants to be church. members. ꝓug $0, Tb:t inants muſt. be church. 
members, is partly: natural, ani fart ly Kane 
ſaith : as if Church conſtnution were na 
tution, b | 

8. /ximady, on Mr, Bedſords treu Fapt ſmal regenc/ ation. 
Plain Serigt prof peg. 376, pag.15.and . 6K . the condit i- 
cn of the infants church — and juſtififation tobe who ln without 
bim in the faith of the parent. The falſity of whichernceit is ſnewed by. 
me in the ad. part of this Review, ſec io, 17, andelſcwhere, * 

9 That 


ded en the Law of graces 
ral, and not by meer inſti- 
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. That this vilible church. memberſhip, notwithſtanding che continu- 
ance of the parents Faith the imagined Law and Covenant, yer endures 
not but til chey,when they come to years, do themſelves make profe ſſion. 
Se Plain Scrip.troof, part 2. ch. s. pag. 119.0 He is not to be taken for a 
<« Chriſtian, who will not viſibly by „imſelt when he comes to age ( as 
cc he did by his parents in infancy ) publickly profeſs boch his aſſent to 
ce to the fundamental Articles of Faith, and kis conſent that the Lord 
c onely ſhall be his God, and Chriſt onely his Redermer, and ſo his 
ce Saviour and Lord, and promiſe in heart and life to be true to him 
ce accordin;ly: And I deliver the Saerame nt to nor that will not thus 
< crofeſs and promiſe, And pag. 335. He ſaith, © He will not contra. 
c dict this propoſition of Daf, Thoſgwho in Baptiſm were truly 
ce ;uſtified, regenerated, and adopted ſuitable rs their infant ſtace 
© when they come to the uſe of reaſon, are not juſtified, regenerated, 
ce and adopted ſuitable to the ſpecial fate of che aged, wnleſs by 
ce repenting, belicving, and abregunciation, they fulfil their von made 
in Baptiſm, 

10, That there is no other way of admitting viſitle members nom into 
the Church, but by Baptiſm, pag. 4.108, But they are vifible men bers 
afore Baptiſm according to his renet, pag. 24. lr and inſants are Church. 
members before Baptiſts. | | 

11. I preſume that when ke ſaith, AZ ibat ought tobe admmitted viſible 
sbarch members,ordinarily ought to be baptixed, he means this of Chriſtian 
Churches, church members, and admitting into them, nat the Jewiſh : 
For though I find him ſpeak as if the Fews Church were not repealed, (as 
in his non-ſence he ſpeaks, eb. 20. ) that is, as I imagine, inthe nature 
or eſlence the Jewiſh Church viſible and the Chriſtian were the ſame, 
and ſo they that were admĩited into the Jewiſh, are to bg admitted into 
the Chriſtian ; which cauſed me to ſuſpect at the Diſpute an ambiguity 
in that ex preſſion ¶ ought to be admitted vi ſible church-members. ] Yer 
I do not imagine that he holds the propoſition in this ſenſe, All that 
ough: heretofore to be admitted viſible church members in the Jewiſh 
Church diſtind from the Chriſtian, ordinarily ought then to be ba pti · 
zed afore Chriſts coming. while the Jewiſh Church Rood ; if he ſhould, 
I ſhould deny it. iy 

12. That this admiſſion which infants are to have is, as he often ſpeaks, 
into the viſible chureb: hut what this admiſſion imo the viſible Charch 
is, by whom, and unto whom it ought to be, according to Mr. Bs. judge 
ment, is yet to me uncertain, 1 is, according io the common 
uſe of I., the taking in ofa per ſon into an Office, Army, or Family, or 
the like, to pr form the war k, enjoy ihe benefit, profit: &c. of ſoch an 
Officer, Member, &s. And > is uſually done by ſome Officer to whom 
hat buſyneſs is committed; and the perſon upon his admiſſion, and 
by ver tue of it, takes his place, —— or what elſe he js admit - 
ted to, as his right and du: But I know no ſuch thing in the baptizlng of 
infants, Indeed hy Ba pt iim regularly, a man js admitted to the Com- 
taunion of the Church in prayer, hearing, receiving the Lords Sup- 
per, and ſuch other acts of Chriſtian Communion as belong te viſible: 


chur6h- 
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church members. Bur an infant by Baptifm is not admitted to theſe 
Prayer and hearing are in ſome fort allowed to unbaprized perſons, 
and they are admirted to them who are infidels, when infants baptized 
argſent away as uncapable of them, and diſturbers by their crying and 

zying. The Lords upper they are not admitted to by their Bapriſm, 
till they themſclyes proteſs, as Mr, . and other Pædobaptiſts agree; 
The being, name, repute of Chuteh- members is aarecedent to Bap- 
tiſm, and therefore they are not admitted to it by B- m. I muſt con- 
els therefore I do not well know what this admiſſion of infarts i. which 
is by Baptiſm, and I think the propoſition in Mr. Bs, argument to be 
void of truth or ſenſe, if it be nor thus conſtrued ; All that oughe to be 
admitted vibble church- members are baptized, or, which is all one, 
ordinarily ought to de baptized afore they are admitted, unleſs the ad- 
miſſion and bapriſm be one and the ſamezand then the ſpeech is an ine pt 
tautologie, as if he had ſaid : All vifible church members that ought to 
be baptized, ordinarily ought to be baptized. So that now Mr. I. may 
ſee ſome reaſon of my demur about his major propoſition, which 
though it were as plain as he well knew how to ex — yet there 
is lo much ambiguity in it, thar in the ſenſe which the words inany good 
conſtru&ion wi I bear, it is to be denied: But if he underſtacd it in the 
later ſenſe, the S yllogiſm is nugatory, the minor and the corclufion 
being the ſame, Nevertheleſs, as in the Diſpure 1 let the mejor paſs, ſo 
I Hall do in this anſwer, — taking notice of ſome things in his proof 
ol ir, and infiſt upon my denial of the winoy, 

The firſt argument of Mr. B. to prove admiffion into the viſible 
Cburch is ro be by Ba: tiſm. I approve; and chence conclude againſt in- 
fant Bap:iſ.n thus. I we hade neither precegt nor example in Scripture 
ſnce Criſt or dainea Baptiſm, of admitting avy by Baptiſm as viſible mem- 
bers but believers by proteilion, then all that muſt be admitted viſible 
members ordinarily by Baptiſm, muſt be believ rs by profeflion. But 
fuce Baptiſm was inſtututed ( er eſtabliſhed ) we have ns precept or exam- 
ple in Seri ture of admit ſ ing any as vi ſible member s by Bapti/m, bur be lie- 
vers by profeſſion, Ergo, all that wut be admitted viſible member's muſt 
be believers by profeſſion, I know not what in ſhtw of reaſon can be ſaid 
to this, For what man (yet Mr. B. and Pxdobapriſhs dare) dare go in a 
» ay which bath neither frecept nor example to warrant it, from 4 way 
that hat h full c rrent of both > yer they that will admit intants into the 
viſeble Church by Baptiſm do ſo, If he ſay there's precept before, I an-, 
fwer, his on major requires precept or example ſince Chriſt ordained 
Baptiſm, and therefore that ſhift avoids not the retortion of his aręu- 
ment. To what he replies to this argument in his Prefeftin. morator, 
ſe.r6, beſides whar I have faid in the ad. part of this Review, ſect. 4. 
pag. 66 67. there is enough in the ſame book, ſect. 10, 1, 12 Cc. to 
manifeſt, that infants are uot in any Scripture diſciples appointed to be 
baptized, Matth. 28. 19, Nevertheleſs, I find A/Redius jn his Supple- 
nent 10 Chamier de nat ura Eccleſia, caps 7. S. 4. thus writing. Baptiſ. 
mus ad mitlit in Eccleſtam particularem: ſed In Eccleſiam cat bolicam a 
teft aliquis admitti fue baptiſmo ; quia banc ad rem ſufficit vera fides. 

Zee And 
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And whereas Mr. Bal in his reply to the anſwer of the New-Ergland El. 
ders abou: the nine poſitions, pag. 60, had ſaid, Bap'iſm i the ſeal of our 
ad mi fon into the congregation or flock of Chriſt; but not ever more of our 
reeciving into this or that particular ſociety as ſet members thereof + Mr. 
Alin rejoyns in his Defence, pag. 163, Baptiſm doth not admit actually 
into the Church, aud your own «xp: efſron ſecrety implieth as much, when 
you ſay, Baptiſm is a [eal of our admiſſion into the Church or floc of Chriſt . 
If baptiſim be the ſeal of our Adi ſſion, then there is admiſſion ther eunto be. 
fore baptiſm: but who doth a« mit, and where and when is any admitted 
to the Church, but in particular congregations > Can any be admitted imo a 
Charch, that whole Church being ignorant thererſf > Fulwcod ſerm. of the 
Church, c. p:14, The child en of belzevers, born in the Church avreno: 
( though virtual ) aflual members of the viſibie Church before Baptiſm. 
This I produce, to ſhew the uncertainty among Pxdobaptiſts about ad. 
miſſion into the Cnurch by baptiſm, and membet ſh ip before Ba pt m. 

Like alſo what Mr. B. faith in his 2d, g. To be above ordinances is 
to be above obedience to God, aud ſo Gods: And when he faith in his 3d. 
The nature and end of baptiſm, i tobe Chu iſis liſting, engaging ſign ; ir is a 
good argument to prove that infant bapriſm hath nor the natare and 
end of baptiſa, fith it. is not Chiſts (that is, according o his a ppoim - 
ment) liſting, engaging ſign, the intavr neither liſts nor engagerh him- 
ſelf by itas Chriſt ap pointed: And when he ſaith, Iſ it be the uſe of 
baptiſm to eugraff and enter us into the body or Church, 1 cor. 12.13. axd 
into Chriſt, as Rom. 6.3. then ſure it muſt be uſed at our engrs ſſiug and en. 
trance, it rather follows, it is before, ſith the means 15 10 be before the 
end in xecution. To what he ſaith abou: Church member., Diſciples, 
* enough hath been ſaid in the 2d. part of this Review, ſet, 
Io, CC, 

In his 6th, argument, having formed an argument fr-m E, hg. 26 
he faith of me, My, T. in h Exercit. bj ecteib, 1. That then the thief on 
the croſs, ec. were no church members, Anſw. It followes not ſrom | he 
that is baptized (ball beſaved ] that therefore he that is not baptired ſhall 
not be ſaved : ſo here, for the former ſpeaks but ad debitum, and the la- 
ter, de even'u; it will follow, that ut i, a duty to baptizc ad members 
where it may be done; but not that it ſhill certainly come to paſt, 

Reſut. M hat I ſaid Excrcit.pag.z1.-of that text, Ephcſ.5,27, was not 
an okjection againſt what Mr. B. would evince from the text, but inan. 
ſwer to an argument urged for infant ba ptiſm ſiom that text by a Len. 
don Miniſter, in a conference anno 1643, Which argument being drawn 
trom an act or end of Chriſt, whick was not onely duty. but his per- 
formance: it was urged, that if infants were not baptized, and to be bape 
riged, they belonged not to the Church: To which I anſwered, x) he- 
one, by an anſwerable illation, by rhe ſame reaſon the thief on the 
Croſs ſhould not belong to the Church becauſe not baptized. I hat which 
Mr, B. anſwers is nor true, that Mark 16. 16, the former part ſpeaks 
but ad debitum, and the later de eventu, For though a duty may be ga- 
thered from the ſubject of che it being clear, that ſal vation 
being promiſed to the believer bop ized, Faith and Baptiſm are requl- 

ve 
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red duties to that end; yet the former part of the propo ſition doth as 
fully ſpeak of an event 2s the later part doth, And — . Epheſ” 5.26. 
ir is proved a duty to baptize, as a;ſo to preach the word, becauſe it is 

Chriſts way (in which we are to concur with him) of clenſing his 
Church: yet the cleofing of the Church with or in the waſhing of wa- 
ter by the word, dat not note a duty, but an end intended, and event 
to follow by Chriſts action. Mr. B. proceeds. 

2. He ob ecteth, that therefore it muſt be underſtood of the more ſamous 
part of the Chu ch, or that purification is to be ander ſtosd of that which z5 
forthe moſt part. Ar. The Apoſile ſpeaks plainly of the whole Church; 
and to take it for part, is to crof the Text, except you ſhew a neceſſity ſor 
it, 2+ It ſpeaks of all quoad debitum, in regard of tbe means of it, 
which they are capable of, 3, nd uſually quoadeventam of the ſaid 
means too, 

Refut, i. It cannot be underſtood of the whole viſible Church, in which 
are many reprobares ; for it is that charch which Chriſt loved with that 
peculiar love which is the Hund. pattern to love bis wife by, ſer whom 
be gave bimſelf, that be might ſancti ße it, that he might preſent it tobim. 
ſelf glorious, and 4 Church not having ſpot or wrinkle, or any of ſuch 
things; but that it might 6: boly, and without blemiſh : which are true 
ont]; of that part of the viſible, which is alſo of the inviſible Church 
of the ele, 2, Whomſoever irſpeaks of, [ that be might parifie it in 
er with the waſhing of water by the word] i: ſpeaks of che intention of 
Chriſt ; which being ſuppoſed that ir is not fruftrared, it follows, that 
thoſe who are ſaid to be purified in or with the waſhing of water by the 
word, are all in the event converted by preaching, and baptized with 
water, M hien ſith it cannot be ſaid of all ele& infants, for they are not 
purified by the word, i: muſt be underſtood as 1 fay, either by a /y76c- 
doche of the whole fog, the more famous or apparent part; or elite the 
act is meant of tha: which js uſually done, or fer the moſt part, not 
what is univerſally and perpetually, 3. It is granted, that we may ga- 
ther thence the duty of preaching the word, and baptizing with water, 
Ind that they who are ſanctiſied by preaching are to be purified by bap- 
tiſm, and char this was uſual in the event, a known uſe in the primitive 
times ; Bur expreſly it notes onely Chriſts act, net the Miniſters du. 
ty, Which is onely implied, and follows from this, that Chriſt doth it 
by them; and it ſuppoſeth, that they who are capable of the one, to 
wit. baptiſm, are capable of the other, the hearing of the word ; for 
theſe two are conjunctively put, not dif. junctively either the one or the 
other, az it ſome were purifie in the waſhing of water one ly, others by 
the word; but the ſame who are purified by the one, are purified by 
the other, Mr B. adds. . 

Object. But ſome may ſay, that [by the word] is here added, which in- 
fants are not capable of, Anſw. 1. Infants are ſanified by the word of 
promiſe and prectpt to parents to dedicate them to God, though no: by tbe 
word preached to infants, 2, The means ig to each member as they are ca- 
pable . waſhing by water to thoſe that are capable of that, and by the wor d 
to thoſe that are capable of that, which blind and deaf men are not any more 
then infants, | Eee 2 Ref, 
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Ref There is ne word of precept to parents to dedicate infants to Ged 
by baptiſm, though there dow — far them; nor do I think M. 8. would 
vn every parent to dedicare his or her infant to God by dapriſm, 
which they muſt do if there were a ptecept to them to do itz That there 
is ne fuch word of promiſe as entitles every infant of a believer, or any 
definirely to baptiſm, much leſs that appoints parents to dedicate their 
fnfants to God by baptiſm, is amply ſhewed in this book before, Ner 
can the — be. Fpbeſ.s 26. of ſuch a ſanctificztion. For t. no word 
of p:omiſe,and precept io parents to dedicate th:m to God, is that which 
Chriſt doth ſanttific or elenſe them by, partly becauſe there is none ſuch, 
partly becauſe the word of precept to parents ( it there were ſuch ) to de- 
dica-e them to God, would not clenſe or ſanctiße the infant, it bath 
no effect on them, nor notes their duty : nor doth the precept ſan&i. 
be or clenſe, but the obſerving of it 3 nor was the parents de aication 
ever made by God a means to clenſe or ſangdiſie the child, as chere it 
meant. Nor, were there ſua word of promiſe to a parent, would that 
of it ſelf ſanctiſſe and clenſe, 2, The word there meant, is the. word of 
the Goſpel preached ro thoſe who are ſaid to be clenſed by Chriſt, For 
1. all along the N. T. and particularly in that Epiſtle, by-( the word] 
is meant the word of the Goſpel, as it is preached of publiſhed, Ad, 
10.23,26,37, Rom. 10.8, 9, 17. Epbeſ 6.17, Heb. 6. 5. 1 Pet. . 21. Lake 
3.2. John 3.34. & 6, 43, 68. & 8.47% & 12.47,48. & 15.7, & 17. 
9. Ad 5. 32. Marth 13. 10, 1, 21,23. Mark 3.2. & 4.14, 1,6%, 
18,20, & 16.20, Lauge 1. 2. & f. t. & 8.112,13, 51. & 10.39, 
& 11.28. fobn 5. 24,8. & $.31,43;51.. & 14. 23,24. & 17 6,14, 
17,20. Acts 4.4, 29 31. & 6.2,4,7. & 8.4, 14, 71. G 11,1,19, & 12, 
24, * 13. 5,726, 4,6, 4,40. & 14. 25, & 1. 7,35, 36. & 16. 6, 
32, & 17.11, 13. & 18.11, & 19.10. 1 Cer. 2 4. & 14.36. 15, 2, 
2 Cor. 2. 7. & 4.2. & 5.19. 641.6.6, Epbef.1 13. Phillip. 1. 14. & 
2.16. col. 1. 5, 27. & 3.16, & 4.3. 1 Tbeſ. 1.6, 8. & 2.13. i Tbeſ. g., 
Tin. 5. 17. 2 Tim. 2.9, 5. G 4.2. Tit. 1.3, & 2.5, Heb 13.7. Jam. 
1. 21, 23,23. 1 Pet. 2.9. & 31. Revel 1.9. & 6.9. & 12. . & 20.4 
2. It is the word of the G ſpel preached or publiſhed, by which perſont 
are ſaid to be purified, converted, regenerate, ſanRified, obu 1 5,3, & 
17.17, Ads 20.35. &,26.18, Rom.1t9.19. Gal.z.5, Epbeſ'i x3, Jam. 
1 * 1 Pet 1. 23. not any where by the word of promiſe barely as made 
by God, but as it was fulfilled and preached, is Chriſt ſaid to ſanRike 
or clenſehis Church, And by this, all ſaid to be purified, Epheſ. 5.16. 
are elenſed, and therefore no infants, ho are nt at all capable of un- 
derftanding ir, and therefore not ſo eapMWle of being clenſed by ir as the 
blind and deaf, Mr. B. yet adds. 

object. But it is the inviſible Church that C hriſi is ſaid thu to clenſe, 
An. 1. Certainly thoſe that are waſhed with water, or bearing the 
word, er either, arc alt viſible members, 2, The viſible Church bath 
the ont ward priviledges and titles of the inviſible, bicauſe as to ws they 
muſt an probability be judged to belong to both, Thereſore Paul fteq ently 
cal them all ſaints and ſons of Godby faith, &c. 

Ref, Though they be of the viſible who are ſo waſhed, = the 
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ch Lobe 5. 1,16, 27. cannot be meant of the meerly viſible z but 
—— of . are ſo of the vilidle, that they are ae of the aviſi- 
ble, asis proved before from the things ſaid of the Church, which agree 
io none other, And thus Mr. B. hath my anfwer to that CG. and my 
apprehenſion of his major z let s now view his minor, and try his Acbil- 
les which he is ſo confident of, i 


—— — re ne —— -. — 


SECT. I. 


The fab chapter of Mr. Bs. Plain Scripture proof c. Part. 1, is exami- 
and the texts Gal. 4. 1, &c. Maith. 28. rg. cicered ſo as Is prove 
infants now no viſible c hureb- members. 


CK 5. be begins thus. © Though I have many and clear a'guments 

« from the new Teſtament, to prove infants to be members ,of rhe 
« viſible Church, as I ſhall let you ſee, God willing, when I come to 
them; yet becauſe | think it moſt orderly to take them before us from 
© the beginning, I wi 1 firſt ferch one from the old Teſtament, and that 
© ſuch as is fully confirmed from the new: For l hope you are none of 
«thoſe who have wiped ent all the old Teſtament trom your Bibles, or 
* that preſently look upon a text as no te xt, if you hear it come from 
* the old Teſtament. 

Anſw. I Know none at Bewdley ſo erroneous or fooliſh.. Bot Mr. B. 
may fee (if hs high ſoariug meditations and ſtudies will allow him 
time to deſcend to view ſuck a low argument, as hee oft diſdainfully 
ſpeaks ) ſomerhing written in the 2d, part of this Xeview, Sef. 2, 3. 
which tends to provg that no good argument can be dra from the old 
Teflament for his admiſſion of infants viſible Church members, And 
for his mavy and clear arguments from the New Teftament to prove in- 
fants to be members of the viſible Church ; he did wiſely put in the 
caution , God wi ling when 1 come to them I ſhall let you ſee them , to 
ſave his credit, though he never ſhew them, Fer my part I deſpair of 
ever ſeeing them, As for thoſe I hive found brought by him, the chief 
have been examined in the firſt and ſccond Part of this Review, and 
found im pertinent. The diſpute that remains to be viewed is ſo imme- 
thodical , that had Mr. B. ever been bred up in Schools, Ian eonfi- 
dent he would have been aſhamed of ir, But I muſt now follow him in 
his own track, 

T therefore, faith he, argue thus; Firft, 1f by the merciful gift and aps 
pointment of God, not yet repealed, ſome infants were once to be admitted 
members of the vzſible church, then ſome infants are to he ſo admigted fill; 
But by the merciful gift and —— of God not yet repealed, ſome in- 
fants were once lo be admit ted members of the viſible Church: therefore they 
ar6 ſo to be admitted ſtill. 

Anſw. Mr. B. 25, 24. plainly ſaith, that by ¶ admitting] be means 
ſolema admitting, that fince baptiſm was inſtituted ( or eftabliſbtd ) we 
; k bavs , 
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aud no precett or example of admitting viſibie members any other way, that 
as a ſouldzer before lifling , and as « King beſore crowning and taking bis 
oath, ſo are we and infants church. members ore baptiſm : He ſaith pag. 
26. of this argument, I wi firſt fetch you one from the Old Teſtament, 
Whence x, it is apparent that his vitible Church memberſhip and ad- 
mitting viſible Church. members, are not the ſame, 2. That a merci. 
fal giſt and appointment of God of viſible Church-memberſhip is nor 
a'l one with the merciful gif: and appointment of Ged of admiſ. 
fivn of viſible Church-members, 3. That a merciful giſt and appoint- 
ment of God of admitting viſible Church members, is by ſome ſolema 
rite, Which is confirmed in that he ſpeaks of admitting viſible Church. 
members, as a duty to be pe: formed by ſome perſons , as when he faith 
ch. 4. ought te be admitted viſeble Church members, and in this place 
were once to be admitted vi ble Church members, Viſible Church.mem. 
berſhip might be and was a gift of God, not a duty, (which is ſome 
action to be done by man) but a ſtate or relation reſulting from the 
foundation, or cauſe, or realon of it, Now if Mr. B. cannot ſhew ( as 1 
am confident he canoe] any ether gift or appointment of God ot ad. 
mitting infants viſible Church members in the old Teſtament uurepea. 
led, b:files that of circumcifion , then either bis antecedent (as hee 
erms it) muſt be meant ot it, or elſe he mocks the people of God 
wich a pre:ended merciful giftand appointment of God of admitting in · 
fints viſible Church members anrepealed, which js no where extant, 
but is fained by himſelf to delude them: and if it be that of Ci cumci- 
fion, then his vn, aſſerts the appointment of Circumciſion, and hs 
concluſion js, that our infants are ſtill to be circumcif.d, Nor can l, 
with all my enquiry and ſtudy, conceive (if he had underſtood him- 
ſelf ) he could mean any other. For by his making admiſſion ſolemn, 
comparing it nit h liſting of a Souldier, croaning ofa King,. it is mani» 
feſt that he underſtood it of a ſolemn Rite; and ſpeaking of it as a thing 
that ought to be, he muſt mean it of an att tube performed by man; 
and limiting it nato Baptiſm, he intimates it was by ſome Rite an- 
ſwerable to Baptiſm heretofore, which. I hardly think any learned man 
but would conceive muſt be meant of Cireumciſion and no other, ſith 
no other was appointed by God to infants for admiſſion cf them as vi- 
fible Church-members, It is true, he often, when I refſed him in 
the Diſpute to ſpeak plainly whether he meant by his appointment or 
Law unre pealed that of Circumciſion, did deny It, and diſtinguiſtied 
between the Law of infants vifible Church-memberſhip and that of 
Circumciſion ; but he never ſhewed me a Law of infants admiſſion as 
viſible Church men bers beſides it, And in his arguments whereby he 
proves the not repealing, he concludes abou: the nor repea ling of the 
Law of infants vihble Church-member(bip, net of their Fn iſles, Of 
which füllacy 1 had in the- Diſpute ſome obſcure apprebenſion, and 
there fore preſſed him fo often to ſpeak plainly, and told him he muſt 
mean it of Circumciſion, ( which fact of mine Mr. B. did in the Diſpute, 
and dorh kere ch. 23. repreſent as defe ctive in tenderneſs of conſcience, 
fear of God, love of tr1th, charity to a brother, common modeſty, wg 
: uſua 
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aſval fi ſhion of making out-cries withour cauſe, ) but could not then 
c eat it, having not then fowell underſtood his opinion, nor bis ſhift» 
ing of the terms, nor being able to ſhew it for want of a Norary, and 
tine to view his arguments, he b-ing alſo very quick in urging ard pteſ- 
ſing me to anſwer, without allowing time ro weigh his arguments: and 
therefore after much altercation concerning his meaning, gave way to 
his proof of the Law ot, viſible Church. memberſhip unrepealed, and 
negle cted to keep him tothe proof of the Law of aumi ſ on unrepeal- 
ed, to mine an! the Cauſes great diſadyantage. M hether Mr. B. did 
fraudulently or ignorantly manage the Diſpute, belongs to Ged to 
judge ; th: ugb I muſt needs ſay, that 1 did then, and do ſtil! ſuſpect he 
was not {rce from deceir, or delus malus in it: finding! in a Copy 
1 hay: of the Diſpute, {hat he diſtinguiſhed then beiween viſi- 
ble Church memberſhip andadmiſſion. As for my ſclf, had I perce}- 
ved ſo clearly a3 now 1 de, his mind about the kind of viſible Church. 
memberſhip and admiſſion of infants he aſlerts, 1 ſhould have ſtueł to 
this, That though infants could have bren proved viſible Church mem. 
bers, accot ing o the Law he pretends untepealed; yet were they not 
io be admitted by Baptiſm, which is appointed onely for viſible Church- 
members by proteflion ot faith: Ang therefore whereas he ſaith be 
contends ore for infants viſible Church memberſhip then Baptiſm, and 
makes tha the very heart of the controverſie, I conceive otherwite, and 
do let bi » under ſtand, that were it not that I know that he hath very 
much abuſed me and ethers in that which follows, I ſhould rt ink my 
tener not oy:rthrown, nor much regard ir, the ugh his Law of infants 
viſible Church.memberſhip were yeelded, and my anſwer to his ar- 
gumenis omitted. But ſich things ate at they ate, I reſolve to 


go on. 
« The Antesedent t ſaith he)hath two parts. ® That by Gods merci- 
© ful gitt and appointment ſome infants were once to be admitted mem- 
© bers of the viſible Church; This is 28 far beyond all doubt as you 
can expect. 1. Mr. T. granted it in his publick Diſpute : and ſo he 
« doth in his Apology, pag. 66, where he ſaith [ I aFhnowledge that in 
« the viſible Cburch of the Jews, the infants were rechoned to the Church | 
« yer leſt any ſhould be ſo inpudent as to deny it, I brie fly prove it 
thus. 1. If infam:s were part of them thatentred into CovenSi with 
the Lord (God, and into his Oath, that ke might Rabliſh them for a 
people to himſc}f, and he might be to them a God; then infants were 
part of the Church: But the former js plain, in Deut. 29. 10,11, 12, 
** ro any that will read ir, Therefore infants were part of the Church, 
Anſw. What I did I ſtill grant, that infants were part of the Jewiſh 
Church, and were circumciſed z but the coreluſion Mr. B. infers from 
Deut. 29. 10. 11, 12. is not that which Mr, B. ſhould prove. For jt & 
not all one to ſay, Inf ams were part of the Church, and by Gods mercifull 
gift and appointment ſome infants were once zo be admitted members ofthe 
viſeble Charch, Nor doth Dext. 29. 10, . 12. prove either infants Mere 
part of the Church, or their admiiſion. Their entring into Covenant 
was not by any a& of their on, but by the Elders of paients, who in like 
manner 
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manner Covetianced for the utborn, v. 1 f. who could not thereby be 
» viſible Church. members, being nor then exiſtent; and therefore the 
Covenant there made them not viſtble Church-members, Nor is there 
any proof of their admifſion thence, they were admirred either after or 
before, the Covenanting was not their admiſſion, for admiſſion is the 
act of ſome perſon that hath that cruſt or office commited to him; but 
their Covenanting was the p rſons own act, and if it did admit the in- 
tante, then it did adinit the parents, Elders, Captains, and ſo they did 
admit themſelves, which is abſurd ; and the eſtabliſhing them for « 

ple co himſelf, is no more then as Piſcator rightly Scbol. in Deut. 
29. 13. That be might require from thee the worſhip of himſelf by obedi. 
ence towards bis precepts, aud ſo may binde thee to bimſelf. So the obliga- 
tion of the people precedes, and be might be to thee a God , that is may in 
like manger promiſe to thee that be will follow thee with bis grace, and do 
thee good and ſo make thee happy. So Gods promiſe followes. Itwas a Co- 
v. nant neither to make nor admit chem viſible Church members, but to 
engage them to obedience, and to aſſure them thereupon ot protection 
and bleſs ing: and this extended to their poſterity v. 1 5, who could not 
be then viſtble Church membets, or admi:ted then as being not ex- 
iſtent. 

2. Saith Mr. B. If infants wore engaged to God by the ſeal of bis C. 
venant ( Circumciſion — were — of bis — 1 1 [ome 
inſants were ſo engaged: therefore they were Church members ; this 18 all 
undeniable. ! never yet met with any that denied eicher. 

Anſw Circumeifion is not fliled in Scripture the ſeal of the Cove. 
nant, but I grant that inſants were members in the Jewiſh Church viſi- 
ble, admitted by Cireumeiſion, and engaged thereby though not by 
their own act, yet according to God; injunction and ſevere exaRion to 
keep the Law, and is is the onely proof of their adm ſſion Mr. B. 
brings out of the old Teſtament. He adds, 

If infants were part F thoſe that were baptized to Moſes in ibe cloud 
and ſea, and —— drink, even of that rock which was Criſt, 
then ſure they wee part of the viſible Church: But the antecedent is plain 
x Cor. 10. , 2,3. They were al baptixed, &c, 

Anſw. 1 deny the antecedent to be plain, 1 Cor. 10. 1, 2, 3, and 
have proved the contrary to be true, in the 2d. patt of this Review Sect. 
21, Whither I refer the Reader: | 

4. Saich A = — Step en calleih that aſſembly, whereof they 
were members | the Church in the wilderneſs] Acts 7. 38. 7 bereſire t 
were Church members bao ear 

Anſw, The conclufion and pro>f is granted, but I obſerve tar the 
concluſion to be proved is altered from this [ by Gods mereifu! giſt 
and appointment-, ſome infants were once tobe admitted members of the 
hut — ] into this ¶ infaxts were Church members, part of the vi- 

ur ch. 

. Dec 2d. part of his antecedent, which he ſaith is the onely thing I de- 
ay, and which the whole weight of this argument lieth on, is [ that this 
merciful gift -of God to inſants, and ordinance of Church membeyſbif 7 

no 


(301) - - 
wot repealed ] and he faith be bath here the negative, and the proof lier not 
on him yet be will examine my proofs , and then prove the negative hy a 
multitude of evident arguments from the Scripture , that he bath fhewed 
Script ure not queſtioned for it, and that he may ju 5 expeſt plain Scrip- 
ture or argument to prove the repeal of that Law. 

Anſw. He bath ſhewed no plain Scripture, nor any argument for a 
Law or Ordinance that infants are, were or ſhall be vifible Chur«ch- 
members of which I need prove a repeal, though I grant he hath proved 
2 Law or Ordinance for the admiſſion of infants by Circumcifion, which 
is the one ly Law or Ordinance I finde in him, either for infants vihible 
Church-membeithipor their admiſs ion, and if he hold it unrepealed, I 
can quickly prove the contrary, Nevertheleſs I follow him in his wild 

ooſe race, 

And firſt, ſaith be, I expected ſome plain Scripture, 1, Becauſe it 
© muſt be a plain word of God onely that can prove the repeal of any 
part of his word, and mens reaſonings may as likely prove vain in 
this as any thing, if they be not grounded upon plain Scripture, And 
« 2, becauſe I deal with choſe men that call for plain Scripture proof of 
« jnfant baptiſm from us: therefore did 1 over, and over, and over, de- 
« fire Mr, T. to bring ſome word of God to prove the repeal ot infants 
* C hurch-memberſhip, But what text do you think he brought > In 
his publike diſpute he never offered to name one text: nay , in bis 
© ſermon which he pteached after upon deliberation. he never offeted 
to name one text in all the Bible, to prove that God hath repe-1cd 
* infants Church · memberſhip. Is nor this enough to make bis cauſe 
e ſuſpicious > Nay, I am confident he cannot bring one text for it. 

Anſw. And I have long expected from Mr. B. ſome plain Scripture 
in which 1 might ſec any ſuch Law or Ordinance diſtin& from Cir- 
cumcifion for infanv s viſible Church mem bei hip and admiſſ on, which 
I might conſider wh ther it be repealed or no, or c:pable of a repeal 
or not. 1. B:cauſe it muſt be a plain word of God onely that can prove 
ſuch a law, and n ens reafo:iings (as it will appear in the examining 
them Mr, Bs, are) may as likely prove as yain in this as any thing, it 

they be not grounded upon plain Scripture, And 2. becauſe deal 
wich thoſe mer, particularly Mr, B. that pretend plain Scripture proof 
for infants Church memberſhip and Baptiſin , but to thoſe that juſtly 
call for ſuch, bring no expreſs precep: or example of infants bapriſm 
in the N. I. (which alene can be counted plain Scrjpture p oof in 
this thing) but conſe quenees from Circumcißon and the Jewiſh Church- 
ſtate, which have no validity hut on the grant of ſuch ſuppofitiens as 
ate falſe; yea in theſe mens diſputes againſt Papiſts, and Prela es, and 
others, are tejected; and yet they are ſo extreme blinde as to think, 
and ſo impudear as to bear the people in band, theſe are plain Scrip- 
ture proots of infants Church-memberſhip and Baptiſn. And therefore 
did! cver and over and over deſire Mr B ro bring me ſome word of God 
for ſuch a law. But what text do you think he brought ꝰ In his publike diſ- 
pure he ne yet once offered to name one text: nay, in his Praſeſt. n orator 
ect. 6. printed ſome few years after upon deliberation he brings none, 

Fff though 
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though-prefled by me in my Pracurſor, Nevertheleſs, fith M.B. ſoreeth me 
to it,l — — dans to others, ſo to ſilt Mr. Bs allegations yy 
bey. He goes on in his vevemous way thus, : 

What if Mr. T. ſhould uſe Magiſtrates as be doth infant: ( as ſormer 
Anabaptifts have done) hath he not as good ground > and wo they tate 
it well > May be not as well ſay, when I ſhew bin Scripture in the old 
Teſtament for Magiſrates in the Cbirch, and being Gods people | that it 
was from the peculiar ſtate of the Fews : God bath ſet up no Magiftrazes 
of Chriſtians in the Church now | would uot our Magiſirates bid hin 
bring ſome Scvipture to prove the repeal , or elſe they ſhall take their eld 
Teſtament com mi ſun for currant ? and let him bring me any more Stripe 
ture to prove the repeal of infants viſible Church-wemberſhip , then i; 
brought to prove the repeal of Magiſtrates in the Church if be can: (0 
how juſt x it with God, thas thoſe Magiſtrates who favour „ countenance 
and cheriſh theſe men, that would keep ak Chriſt iaus infants our of the 
Church, ſhould by the ſame men be put out themſelves, both of Church aud 
State? 

— 1 What Anabaptiſts in former times did or held, it is hard to 
ſay, ſich we have the narration of their facts and tenents onely from 
their adverſaries, Notwithſtanding Auguſtines reckoning Jovinian 2. 
mong heretiques , and Hieromes invectives 2gainſt Vigilantius, yer 
learned Proteſtants have excuſed or defended both. Dr. Reynold Con- 
ſerence with Hart, ch. 5. div. 3. Jewels defence of the Apol, Field ofthe 
Church book cb. 30, 31. Cracanihotp vindic. Eccl, Anglic, contra Spalat. 
Andr. Revet. ſum, contr. tom. 1, queſt. 1. &c, Mr. B. himſelf would not 
paſs without a deep cenſure, if the writings of Mr, Crandon , Mr. Eye, 
Dr. Kendal, &c. thould bee taken for good proof of his tenets. It is 
much harder, and indeed a moſt injurious thing, that the conceived o- 
pinions and practiſes of men of former times, ſhould be charged on An. 
tipzdebaprtiſts now who do diſclaim them. And as for this ſpitefal paſ- 
ſage of Mr, B. though I have ſaid enough to anſwer it In the 2d. part 
of this Review ſc, 3. yer I add. That I have not ſo good ground to de- 
ny Chriſtian Magiſtracy as infants viſible Church memberſſ ip, that 
I have Scriprure to prove the repeal ( if it muſt bee ſo called) of the 
p retended viſible Church member ſhip of int ints, which was onely inthe 
Jewiſh natjona] Church now diſſolved, and another frame erected by 
Chriſt: but not ſo of the Magiſtracy which was nor proper to the Jewiſh 
peop'e, Melchiſedech was a King, Job was a Magiſtrate Jeb 29, &c. 
Civil Magiſtracy as the power of Parents, and Maſters , are of the law 
of nature and nations, Chriſt and his Apoſtles did not alter the ſtare 
of Magiſtracy, but left them as they found then, and confirmed them 
fuhdry converted Governours kept their place after converſion ; bu the 
vifible Church. memberſhip of intants was onely in the Jewiſh Church, 
the frame of which is quite altered by Chriſt and his Apoſtles, and nor 
the leaſt hiut given of any infants being in or ſolemn admiffion into the 

le Church, but much to the e ntrary in the new Teſta- 
ment, We kee p infants out of the Church ne otherwiſe then Chriſt and 
his Apoſtles did, and if Mpgiſtrates do fayour, eounienanct and cheriſh 
uz. 
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us ln this, they do but cheriſh us in the doing of what the A poſtles of 
Chr iſt did, and . B. that doth animate the \'agiſtrares to moleſt us, and 
in his th. humble ady ice to the Parliament Pecemb 24. S. would have 
us deprived of al Paſtoral Cure having the publique maintenance, doch 
ſhew his minde to perſecute us, and by his grounds had conceived hin. 
ſelf bound in conſcience to have dealt ſo with the Apoſtles , it hee had 
been in their dayes, But O how goed is God to us, and juſt to him and 
ſuch as he is, that che madneſs of ſuch a Balaaw is rebuked, his advice 
re jected as injurious, and pernicious , tending to take away that liber. 
ty of examining things r.ceclved , and to impoſe on mens conſciences 
new ſubſcriptions and conformiries , as intollerable as thoſe the Pre- 
lates urged, and conſequent ly ſhutting our Night hom ſhining, and in. 
ducing perſecution afreſh ; and that he and ſuchas he is, who are par. 
tial in Gods law, — yea quite changing or diflolving the 
prime ſolemn orginance of hriſt , and oppoſing (contrary to their 
ſolemn Covenant) the reformation of that abuſe, ſhoald be made cox- 
temptible before al the people! Mal. 2.9 
Mr, B. adde, yet in private I confeſs be cited two texts to prove the 
repeal of Gods Ordiaance and merciful gift, tha infants ſhould be Church. 
members ; and I will read the two places to you (which trivate conference 
I would not mention, bat left i! ſhould be thought a wrong to bim to over. 
paß his onely proofs) The fir was Gal. 4.1,2, 3, 4, 5» when TI confide- 
red that ſuch a man ſhould deny all infants church. memberſhip, and affirm 
that God hath repealed that bis Ordinance, and merciful giſt , and have ns 
more Scripture for it then ſuch as th, and yet be ſo confident , it maketh 
me amade. Hath he not a good wit, that can prove that Chrift bath re- 
pealed his merciſul gift, bicauſe he bath redeemed us from under our bon- 
dage and iutorage? or that be bath (hut out all infants from bis Charch, 
becauſe he bath delivered them from the inconvenicuces of their minority ? 
If T had no better proof then this ſor infant baptiſm, I ſhould be aſhamed 
once to open my mouth ſor it. 

Anſw. Fad Mr, B. any true love, or juſtice towards me, as he ſeems 
to have by his pretended loathne ſs to mention my private conference, 
he had not fo oitem and wich ſuch falſe calu niatory inferences mentio- 
ned in his writings what paſt in private conference concerning my cen- 
ſuro of mens nor receiving the dorine of Antipzdubapriſm , wy plea 
for plurality of places, &c. whereby he hath done what in him lay, to 
defame me as proud covetous, ſchiſmatical , and given over by God to 
a reprobaie minde, though there was no neceſity of ſuch divulgings, 
But much experience hath taught me to expect no better uſage hem an 
intemperate Zelot tor his opinion, though a pretended friend and ſeem- 
ing godly, then from an open enemy, Mr. B. is amazed that Ialledged 
Gal. 4. 1. . 3, 4, 5. 3s I did, and but that | have learned nit admirari 
of ſuch paſſages, I ſhould be amazed at his dealing with me, in ſerving 
down my proofs, though they were bur in a pcivate conference with- 
out ſtudy, The thing of which be urged me to prove the repeal , re- 
me bet not whether it were of the viſible Church-memberthip of in- 
faars, or of their admiiſion. The latter was ic, the xepeal of which he 
Fff 2 denied; 
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denied; Fer ſo was his antecedent [ By the nere iſul gift and appoint. 
ment of God not yet revealed , ſome infants were once to be admitted meme 
bers of the viſible church] and this is proved plainly from Gal.4,1,&e. 
that the ordinance of admiſſion ( which was no ether then circumciſion 
of infant» is repealed ; yea, if that exp lication of Bexs, Legem enim (id 
eſt totam illam legalem oeconomiam ) dicit ſuiſſe inſtar tutoris ſive curats. 
vis ad certum tempus dati, thus Engliſbed in the New Anzot. For beg 
ſaith that the law, that is the whole Government of Gods bouſe accordi 
to the law, was as it were akinde of — or office of an Overſeer ap- 
pointed ſor a time, be right, the Church. memberſhip vifib'c ot infants 
( which was peculiar to the Jeas, and belonged to the legal Church. 
ſtare ) is plainly limited in that place to a certain time now expired, and 
conſequenr'y the ordinance of ſuch Church · member ſhip (it there had 
been ſuch ) repealed, And I ſay, that if he had ſo good proof for his ing 
fant baptiſm, as this is tor the repeal of his pretended ordinance of in. 
fants admiſſi n and viſible Church-membe: ſhip unrepealed, I would 
plead for it as he doth. But Mr, B. as one that ha h a good wit, can by 
his Chymiſtry prove hence his non repeal]. : 

Nay, ſaith he, I pray you do but confider, whether his own proof be 
not ſufficient againſt him e Doth not this text plainly tell us, that the heir 
in bis minorityis Lord of all > and ſo approve of the natura birth privie 
ledge of our children in civil thing? And will God then deny children to 
be beirs of any thing, and bereave them of their ſpiritual or church. pri vi. 
ledge, and neither tell ui why be doth it, nor that he doth it. 

Azſw.. Gods heirs arc but co-heirs with Chriſt Rem. 8 17, true belie- 
vers or cl:& p:rſons, who are not depri: ed by me ot any truely ſo called 
ſiriraal Church priviledge, The priviledge of infants viſible Church · 
memberſhip as ic came with the (piri- ual Church-ſtate ot Abrabams fa. 
mily, ſo it ceaſed with the diflolution thereof, of which God hath gi. 
ven us reaſon in that ĩt was but for an appointed time by God, which as 
it beg an with Gods ſpeci l love to Abrabam; lo it ended upon his log» 
— his unbelieving poſterity, and ſetting his love on the Gen- 
tiles. 

Again, ſaith he, more plainly: if chriſt came to ſrce the heir from bis 
bondage axd tutorage onely, and from the ſervitude of bis minority ; is it 
likely that be came to free- them from their Church. memberſhip > Can any 
min think that this was any part of the condage> require thoſe whoſe con. 
ſciences are uot wholly enſlaved ts their ſancies and conceits , to judge of 
this ſoberly, het her they can poſſibly think.t a bondage to be a member both 
of the univerſal Charch and of a particular! Let them not here tell me that 
Circumciſion was a bondage. or that the Lm was a Tutor; For I ſpeak of 
none of theſe, but of their being members of the Church of God, 

Anſw. Whom Mr, 8. means by perſon whoſe Conſciences are whol. 
ly enſlaved is their fancies and concerts I cannot determine, I know few 
men who give me more cauſe of fear that they are ſuch then Mr, J. who 
ſeems to me to have more conceits and ancies chen one, and thoſe with 
ſo much pe rtinacy and violent zeal promoted, as (me thinks) ſearce 
agree to a ſober man, For my ſelf 1 ſay , that ſuch a viſible —— 
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berſhip as the infants of the Jews had, in my ſobeteſt judgement] 
_— — can poſſibly think ( hich Mr. B. himſelt alſo « do, Gth 
it implies no contradiQion ) bur do verily think to have been a pare of 
the impertect ſtate of the Church, and in ſome reſpeR of the bondage. 
For though Churchmemberſhip be a priviledge of ir ſelf, yet compara« 
tively, and in reſpe& of ſome conſequents attending ir, as namely ſub- 
ection to the whole Law of Moſes, it is a manifeſt imperfeRjon and 
— As the ſtate of the Apoſtles was a ſtate of minority, bondage, 
imperfection, while Chriſt was onearth in compariſon of the eſtate after 
his aſcenſion, when the ſpirit was powred out upon them John 16, 7. 
And I deubt not to affirm that Chriſt came to free his whole Chut ch 
frym that vifible Church member ſhip it had then, by natural deſcent, 
and conſequently to alter the vilible , Ct urch memberſhip of infants 
into 2 mere perfe& way, by ſerting up a Church throughout the world, 
not by carnal deſcent in one nation, but in a ſpititual way by faith in 
Chriſt, through the pre ching ef the Goſpel, And I muſt tell Mr. B. 
of Circumciſion and the Law , it bondage and Tuterage ( whether it like 
him or not) fith infants had no where elſe viſible Church. memberſhip 
then ia the Jewiſh Church, whereby they were in bondage te Circum- 
cifion and the Law, Nor can Itell what ord'nance of admitting viſible 
Church me mbeis unreyealed he means, beſides that of Circumciſion, 
and therefore ke muſt peak of theſe if he ſp:ak of the viſible church- 
memberſhip inthe Jewiſh Church which had theſe ann: xed, 

3. Yet further, ſaith he, when this text tels us that Chriſt came to te- 
deem us ſi om under the Law, and the bondage of minority, is-it not a clear 
proof that be bath brought us into far better [late then we were in before? 
and bath advansed w in bis family, as the Heir at age is advanced » And 
can any man of common ſence and conſcience expound this of his cafting all 
their inſants out of bis family ? Chrifts Church i bis - and doth the 

Heir uſe tobe — by being call out of the ſamiiy > why may be not as well 
ſay, that all the body of the Jewiſh nation are now delivered by being c a(t 
ent of the. Church or Family of Chriſt > Is it not more agreeable to the 
ſeope of the Apoſtle here to affirm, that certainly they are ſo far from being 
turned out of the-family er Church of Cbrift, that by Chrift they are now 
brought into a far higher ſtate, and made members of a far better Church, 
then that particular Church of the Jews was, 

Anſw, It is true, Chriſt hach advanced his Church into a far better 
Rate then it was in before, and that is the reaſon why infants are left 
out ( I ſay not caſt out) of his viſible Chureh. For whereas the partĩ- 
cular Church of the Jews (in which alone infants were viſible Chureh- 
members ) was as wellacivil Commonwealthas a Church of God, and 
was by deſcent of birth, and by proſelytiſm made up of all in the Com- 
monwealth ; it ſeemed good to God to make hiv Church more ſpiritu- 
al, confiſtin,. onely of them who owned Chriſt as their Lord; andthere- 
fore till infants do ſo, they are no parts of the vifible Church Chriſtian, 
And thus men of common ſence and tender conſciences may and muſt 
expound the Apoſtle, it being ngreeable to his ſcope, if they will ſpeak 
rightly : And the body of the Jewiſh nation, L mean the ” 
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molt conſiderable part, if embracing the Goſpel they had been bay: 
— their end ken being not baptized till the profeſſed, had ben 
rightly ſaid te be delivered from the minority and bondage they were in 
betore in the ſenſe before declare. Mr, B. adds, 

4. And if any yet ſay, that it is not the infants, but onely the parent: 
that are thus advanced by Chris to « better ſtate, is not this text plain 
againſt bim > For tbe Apoſtle extend eth redem p ion bere to thoſe that were 

under the Law ; and wbo kuoweth not that infants were under the Law » 
And if it did not belong to each individual under the Law, yet it cannot in 
any tolerable ſence be denied to belong to each ſpecies or age; (yet I can 

rove, that conditionally this deliverance was to each individual perſon in 
the ſenſe as God ſent bis ſon Jeſus to turn every one of them ſrom their 
iniquity, Act. 3. laſt, ) And now judge I pray, whether this be not a pitti. 
ful ground ſor meu to prove the repeal of Gods merciſull gift and ordinance 
of infants Cburch-membe! ſhip, 

Anſw. That which I ſay is, chat the particular Church of the Jews 
being diſſolved, a Church of a better conſtitucion is by God erected, 
and ſo the Church ef God is advanced by Chriſt into 4 better ſtate, 
that is, from carnal to ſpiriruai, which neceſſitates the leaving infants 
out of the viſible Church Chriftian, till they be diſciples or believers; 
and this is a better eſtate ro infants as well as parents, ſith that 
Church-ſtare did engage them to Circumciſion and the Law, which 
were their bondage, Nevertheleſs Mr, Bs, pt oof js not to be allowed: 
For it follows nor, redemprion is extended to thoſe that were under the 
Law, therefore to each individual, or to eack ſpecies or age, the term 
being indefinite, and the ſpecch iruc if any under the Law, and thoſe of 
one ſpecies or age be redeemed; as ia like ſort, when God is faid to 
chooſe the poor, the weak things o this world, th proves not unjverfal 
election of the poor, or weax, ſith the terms being indefinite, they need 
not be under ſtood najyerſally except in neceffary matter. 1remember 
once in a Diſpute it was urged thus for univerſal redemption, chris 
came to redeem them that were under the Law, all are under the Law, Er- 
go. To which I anſwered by denying the minor, producing Gal.4.21, 
Rom. 6. 14, &c, though I might h ve anſwered alſo by deny ing the in- 
de ſinite term to contain all. But if Mr, Bs, reaſcning be good that it 
cannot in any tolerable ſence he denied to belong to each ſpecies or age be- 
cauſe they were under the Law, it will follow, that it cannot be denicd in 
any tolerable ſence to each Jew, ſor they were under the Law, and then 
it will toilow tha the Jews were univerſally redeemed that they might 
re-cive the adoption of fons, And it ſeems by his words in his Paren- 
theſis, Mr, B. holds a condirional deliverance for each individual per- 
fon meant Gal.4.5, concerning which, be ſides what I have ſaid before, 
Sect. 33,34, 35. Ladde this cenſure of Mr, John Collings, Provac. ro- 
voc at us in anſwer to Boatmas, ch. 5. pag.61. 8iverſal redemption con- 
ditional Covenant, Two Covenants, one abſolute, another conditional, are 
notions in Divinity I do not underſtana, and think them bardly reconcilable 
te truth, ( if to ſenſe, ) they are the canting language of thoſe that wou'd 
ſupply Franciſcus de Sanda Clara's plate, as to reconciling us ma £rmi- 
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vials, and are no better then Arminianiſm minced for the better digeſtion. 
But thoſe words of Mr. B, that God ent his ſon Jeſus to turn every ene 
of them from their iniquities, As 3. laſt, ia the ſenſe he can prove ( as be 
thinks ) that conditionally this deliverance was for each ndividualperſon, 
do inpore that he holds that Chriſt was ſent not onely for univerſal te- 
demption conditionally, bur alſo for univerſal converſion condicjonal- 
ly, Which if true, then Chriſt b/eſſeth all by ting every one from bis 
iniquity, Acts 3.26, condirionally z and chen unlels he can aſlign ano» 
ther condition then the act of a mans free-will, he muſt hold univerſal 
grace of couverfion, and converſion by Chriſts bleſſing conditional up- 
on the concurrence of mans free-will, which is iudeed the venome of 
Arminianiſm, Which if Mr, B. hold (us his words import ) I may well 
ſay he ſtands on pitifull ground, a very quagmire, however men my 
of my proof from Gal. 4. 1. Cc. of the repeal of the pretended ordi · 
nance of infanrs Chutch- member ſhip. 

Mr. x. proceeds. But one Text more was named, and that is my 
Text, Matth. 28 19, 20, Go diſciple al nations, Cc. 15 not this brave 
proving the repeal be/ore mentioned ? what ſaith this Text to any ſuch 
matter ? 

Anſw. The fit ſt queſtion hath ſo much inſolent folly, that I think 
fic to give no anſwer to ĩt. To the ſecond | ay, 1. This Text compared 
with Mark 16,15. proves, that Chriſt — after his reſurrection, 
that his Church (hould be gathered in all nations by preaching the Gol. 
pel, and baptizing, and no otherwiſe; and conſequently, the Church 
not gati ered this way is not agreeable to Chriſts inſtitution. Ihe fore- 

re of the antecedent is plain; For as Parem Lightly paraphtra ſeck the 
words, com. in Mat. 28. 19, Chriſts words have this ſenſe, Make to 
me Diſciples, gather to me a Cburch among all nations by your preaching 
bringing them to the faith of the Goſpel, And Piſcat obſerv. Matth. 28. 
19, By the coherence of the ſentences it is gui fed, firſt by the dotrine 
the Goſpel the nations were to be brought into the Church, then to be baptte 
xed when they ſhould enter inte the Church and profeſs the faith, And that 
neither the inſtitucion of Chriſt, ner praiſe of the N. T. allows any 
other way of gathering the Church, is proved inthe 2d. Part of this 
Reviow, ſect. 5. Oc. 2. I ſay this Text excludes infants frem being 
baptized, as is proved in the ſame place, and conſequently from bein 
Vitble members of the Chriſtian Church, The antecedent is — | 
from Mr, Br. words, Plain Scrip. proof, &c. againſt Mr Bed. pag. 239, 
300,where he proves from Mat. 28. 19, Mark 16, 16, 6, That in the 
inflitution aud every example of Baptiſm through all the Bible, the firſt 
grace it pre-requaſite as a condition, which be makes to be faith included 
in the term [ Diſciple, ] The conſe quenee is alſo proved from Mr. Bs, 
ꝛſſer tion, Plain Scrip. proof, e. Par.1. 6b. f. pag 24,25. and elſewhere, 
proved from Mat. 28, 19. 41 viſible Ch:rch members areto be baptized. 
Whence I infer, All viſible members of the Chriſtian Church are to 
be baptized, No infant is to be baptized, Therefore no infant is a vi- 
fible member of the Chriſtian Church. Now if no infants are now vi- 
fible members of the Chriſtian Church, and the Church which a an 
there 
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tered wichout making Diſciples by preaching the Goſpel firſt is 
them, and then baprizing them, is Rot agreca le to Chrifts inſtitu» 
tion, then Chriſt hath repealed the gitt and o:dinance of viſible 
Church memberſhip of infants, I expect now ſame brave anſwer from 
Mr. B. to theſe plain arguments without any braver y. But what do l 
meet with. 

<« Nay, ſaith he, I ani confident the contrary will be proved from 
« this Textalſo :; For if it be nations that muſt be diſcipled and bap- 
* rized, certainly all infants can never be excluded, bur muſt needs 
«ome of them art leaſt be included, I do not believe that men were 
© to be made Diſciples by force; nor that all were Diſciples when the 
< King or greater part were ſoꝛ gut that the Apoſtles commi ſlion was to 
« diſciple nations; this is their work which they ſhould endeavour to 
C accompliſh :; and therefore this was a thing both poſſible and defirg« 
© ble: therefore when the parents are by teaching made Diſciples, the 
© children are thereby diſ-ipled alſo: As if a woman eſcape drowning, 
© the child in her body eſcapes thereby, yet this is not by any natural 
© canſe, but by force of Geds grant or Covenant. 

Anſw, Though Mr, Bs, confidence, and his fooliſh admiration: and 
exclamations have taken much with the ſhallow and hecdleſs both Mi- 
niſters and people of this age, yet they appear ridiculous ro me, His 
ſpeeches in this place are but dictates, that F nations be to be wp wh 
inf .nts cannot be excluded; that becauſe they were to endtavour the diſci- 
pling all nations, therefore inſants ; that when the parents are by teaching 
made Diſciples, the children are diſcipled alſo; all which I deny, and 
have demonſtrated to be falſe ſo fully in the 2d. Part of this Review, 
ſect. . &. that I ſhall as ſoon expect rhe ſnow be proved black, as 
any of them proved by Mr. B. or any other, His fimilitude js frivo- 
Jous, no child being included in the parent in reſpect of diſcipling, as 
the child in the womb is in reſpeR of _— If it were, then alſo 
in reſpect of baprizing, ſv that if the mother with child be baptized. the 
child alſo is baptized as wel as diſcipled,and then bapriſm of ſuch infants 
after would be robaptization. Such a grant er Covenant, by force of 
which inf.nts are made Diſciples is a meer ſigment. If infants were 
made Diſciples by a Covenant, it muſt be of God to them, wherein he 
promiſeth ir to them upon their parents bei gdiſcipled; and if ſo, then 
they are diſcipled ere they be born, and conſequently not made Diſ- 
ciples by the Apoſtles, and ſ ino parc of the nation to be diſcipled by 
them, nor they to endeayour their diſcipling unleſs they ſhould 47 um 
agere, do what is already dene; whence it will follow, chat they bad 
n commiſſion to diſciple or baptize infants, for they had no commiſ- 
ſion to diſciple by Gods Covenant, or to baptize ſuch Diſciples, but 

thoſe who were made by their preaching Diſcip'es z and as Mr Colling: 
ſaith truly in his Provoc. provoc. ch. 5. pag. «4. The Apofiles no witbſtan- 
ding that precept, Matth. 28.19,10, did not think themſelves obliged to bap- 
$388 4"y, but ſuch as believed and confeſſed their ſins Mr, B. adds, 
* When all that dwelt at Lydda and Saron were turned to che Lord, 
the whale cities, infants and all, were diſcipled, 1 
An. 
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”" Anſw; Though our laſt tranſlauon read 4 9. 35, And all that 
dwelt a: Lydda and Saron ſaw him, and turned is the Lord; j et in ihe 
Greek, and agrecab'y rhe vulgar, Bexa, &c, And all thit dwelt at Ha- 
daand Saron ſaw him, who turned to the Lord; which ſeems to import, 
chat all they who turned io the Lord ſaw him, and ſo [ thev that ow bin] 
is limited by ¶ them turned to the Lord,] which is not to be ſaid of in- 
fants, But were the reading retained as it is in our laſt tranflation, yet 
Ivis a groſ concei: of Mr. B. to apply this © infants, For it is ſaid of 
theſe, 1, That they ſaw Aneas cure, 2, That they were converted to 
the Lord, 3. That by ſecing the cure of eAneas they were moved te tuin 
to the Tod, as Piſcator in his Scholie ſaith, to wit, moved ly t e mira- 
culom bealing of Eneas by Peter. Now to efficm thete thing ot infants, 
is in my apprebenſion ( bowever it be in Mr. Bs. ) againſt commen 
ſenſe. Beſides me thinks Mr. B. ſhould nor be j-norant that fre uent - 
ly ia che Scripture ſuch expreſſions wherein the word C4] is uſed; 
ate limited to a greater part, and thoſe of years the matter 10 requi- 
ring it, as Matth. 2. 3. &' 3.5, ARS8 10, &c. Mr. B. adds, 

How can Cbriſt bid them, Go and diſciple al Nations, if infants and 
ſo all the Nation are utterly wncapable of being diſtiples? or how will Mr, 
IT. expound the word all nations 

Anſw. Had Mr, B. heeded the words of the 13. Sed ion of the fiſt 
part of my Examen, or the 14th, ſect ion of the Poſtſcript io my Apo- 
{ogy in anſwer to Mr, Bl. he might have found anſwet᷑ te theſe queſti- 
ens, But] conceive upon very probable fignes Mr, B. never ſtudied 
my writings, bur lightly read them, and I finde he hath dealt with me 
in like manner concerning my anſwers in the diſpute at Bewdlcy, 21 d 
ſuch paſſages as he excepis againſt which fell from me in private con- 
ſerence, and that this is the reaſon of theſe and many more unneceflary 
queſtions he puts me to anſwer, But if the Reader pleaſe to read the 24. 
part of ti is Review ſect, t, &c. he may ſee a full anſwer to theſe que» 
ſtions, the ſum whereot is this z that Chriſt bids them Go, and by prea- 
ching the Goſpel Mark, 16. 15. make diſciples ot ot out of all nations, 
and then baptize them, who by beli-ving the G5ſpel became diſciples, 
Mark. 16. 16, which may and muſt be undei ſtood with excluſion ot 
infants, as when ke bids them preach the Goſpel to every creature Mark, 
16.15, & cel. 23, it was preached io every creature under bea ven, 
yet no infant meant. And by way of retortion, I do ſ rioufly ask Mr. 
B. how he will expound the word all nations > and how Chriſt can bid 
them vo. OE without making Chriſt a fool and a tyrant in coni- 
man ing that which is ridiculous and impoſſible » | 

Mr B faith of me further. He oft ſaith, It & here one and there one 
out of a city or nation that God will cal: I ſhall ſay more to the ſhame of 
this ſpeech aſterwards: yet let me ſay this much at preſent, If it bee but 
ſome ſew or here and there one, yea or but the moſt tha! Chrift commandeth 
to diſciple , then we muſt endeavour to make but thoſe few er mog diſci- 
ples ( ſor our endeavour mit uot go beyond our command and commiſſion ) 
But this is moſt bor13d Podtrine, and notoriouſly falſe, that Apoſiles and 
Miniſle1$ eught not to endeavour the diſcipling of all, but of ſome, | — 
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Paul of? profeſßeth by longing and exdeavou; to the contrury; ) therefore it 
is as falſe that the command u not for the diſcipling all. 1 

nſw, What Mr. B. hath (aid to th. ſuame ot my ſpeech plain Scrip- 
tere roof, &c. pag. 279, 280. (which is I think the place t.ce means) 
is to the ſhame ot ſo impudent an afftonting of plain Scripture proof 
retclled in my Precurſor ſect. 22. which ſhare is nat at all covered by 
hi reply in his praſeſtin is morator ſef, 22. in which he deth not at all 
aniwer my proof out of Scripture for my ſpeech, but orcly ſceks to ac- 
quit himſelt from that which I charge him with as not 1ightly ſetti 
down my words, which is his frequent fault, Two parts ot my ſpeec 
he excepts againſt, 1, that God will not call nor ever did, a whole na. 
ion ſo as that every individual thould be within the viſtble Church, A. 
gaiaſt this he refers to his Additren pag.339.340. and there he turns me 
over to Mr, Hudſon, and reters me to the anſwering of im when lan- 
ſwer the 20th, Chapter of th: firſt part of his plain Seit. &c. But ma- 
ny of the texts, and conſequently the reſt are ſhewed to bee imperti- 
neatly alledged, in the 2d. part of this Review ſef. 9. (where pag. 129. 
I was miſtaken in what I laid, I know not what is in Mr. Bs. addition 
pag. 339, 340. thinking then it had been ſome addition which was nor 
in his firſt edition, which now I finde otherwiſe ) and therefore it I ſay 
no more of that, the Reader will net want an anſwer to the allegations 
in his addition pag. 335, 40. 2. He exceprs againſt what he conceives I 
ſay ¶ that Apoſtles and Miniſters ought not to endeavour the diſcipling 
of all, but of ſome ] which he terms horrid doſtrine and notoriouſly ſalſe. 
On che orherfide if my meaning be rightly under ſt od, to wit, of per- 
ſons that have nut the uſe of reaſon, ſuch as in anis, natural] tools, &c. 
T aver the contrary doct i ine to be horrid and notoriouſly falſe , for the 
reaſons foie-given, If he charge me with ir, that becauſe 1 ſay God will 
not call a whole nation ( which I mean of «ff:6vall call alluding to t 
Cor. 1. 26, 27, &c.) therefore Imean thi we ſhould endeavour o diſci- 
ple none but ſuch, his charge is but a calumny, No words of mine ei- 
cher in pulpir, w. itiig, or private ſpeech, readed to ſuch a ſenſe. As 
tor what he ſauh, Paul oft prefeſſeth his longizg endeavour to the contra- 
, if he mean contrary to my aflertion, it is moſt falſe, He no where 
profeſſeth bis longing and endea vour to diſsip'c the whole of a nation, 
even the infants, The profeſſion he makes Philip. . 8. is the fulleſt and 
libelieſt to be mear.tby Mr. B. that comes to my thoughts, which it 
were ridiculous to apply to infants, [they all] being the ſame to whom 
he wrote entituled, Saints iz Chriſt v. 1. with whom he bad {eRowſhip in 
the Goſpel v.5. in whom God bad begun a good work v. 5. who in his bond: 
and in the defence and confirmation of he Goſpel were partakers of bis grace 
v.7. whoſe love he mentions v. o. 

{ bus much for the proof of which Mr. B. was confident. To his words, 
If this [my alleaging Gal. 4. 1, &c. Matth. 8. 9. 20 before] bg t to foign 
God to ſay what we would have him; yea contrary to what he doth ſay, then 
a quate miftaken. Ianſwer, I grant it, nd add that I do not call to 
minde chat ever I found a man of ſo much tame, and confidence, ſo fouly 
miſtaken as Mr. B. is in this point, I proceed ns faſt as I can after N. 
who harh made the way foul by his ſcribliog, SECT 
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SECT, LI. 


The arguments ſrom the altering of the Jewiſh ( burch conſlit ut ion and cal, 
the ceaſing of the High Prieſt , &c. to prove Infants now no viſible 
Church-membcrs are made good again Mr. Bs. 5th.Cb.plain,&c.part.1 , 


BY let us hear, faith he, whether bis arguments be any clearer then theſe 
texts for lum. Toe ſum of all bis arguments, that I can hear, js this : 
If the Church cenſtitutiou whereof they were members be taten down , then 
their mes berfhip is taken down | but the Church & e. therefore &c, To prove 
the antecedent this is added: If their Church call be altered, then their Church 
conflitutien is altered. but their chu ch call is altered thereſore, &c. To prove 
the minor, be eus the diſſercut calls then and now. 1. Then they were 
called by Molcs er Abrehsm. he Magiſtrate ; but now by Miniſt vs. 2. 
7 he all the nation as called in one aay, even ſervants and all ; but now 
God ca! bere one and there one, Peſides he ſhews, that the Temple Prieſt. 
hood, ſacrifices are taken down and therefore the Church conſtitution, This 
is the very Strength of a# that My, T. hath to ſay , to prove the repeal of 
Gods mereiſul Ordinance of infants Church memberſhip. And | cannot 
chu e but ſay, They are ſilly ſouls, and tractable to nde ly, and ea 
ſeduced from the truth of God and far from the ſtability of judicions ten. 
der conſcienc't Chriſtians, who will be drawn by ſuch miſty , cloudy argu- 
ing, without any Script re tro; yea and againit ſo much Scripture, 
Anſw, And l cannot chute bur fey than Mr, Bs, dealing is dif inge- 
nuous and Sop iſtical. in fore- 'a:ling Readers by ſuch cenſui eo which 
are the mere cvaporations of his own jguorarc; and conhdence 1 and I 
might add arregance. Bur to the arguarene, I deny that this is the 
very ſtrength ot all that I have to ſay co prove itherepeal,, or that it 
is cloudy, miſty arguing, againſt any Scriprare, But from it. The 
argument is cal en trom the notation at the word Church, pur into the 
definition cf it by the generality ot Divines, yea by Mir, B. himſe't 
plain Scrip. proof, &c, prg 71,82, that the. Gr th word for Church is 
from calling out, and that the Chu/th is à peo le or a ſociety of perſon: 
called out of the world. Whence it follows, that they who are not cal- 
led out of the world are not of the Church, they that have not an out- 
ward call, are not ot the viſible Church + But infants have not the out- 
ward cell of the Chrifian church, therefore are nat viſible members 
in the Chriſtian Church, Ihe minor is proved from the proper call of the 
Chrifttan Chu-ch , which 15 proved negatively not to be as the Jewifh 
Churth, 1, by authority, 2, ofa whole people together 2, affi tms / ive. 
ly by aſſigning 1, the onely way of owward call in the Chriſtian Church 
to be by preaching the Goſpel, 3, that this call i; of ſingle pe fons ſe. 
vercd in ti ir habitations, relations, c. The former is proved by ito. 
ry, Two remakable outward calls there were of the Church of Iſrael, 
one by 'brabam, and that was Gen. 17. ( periap, there was ſome o. 
ther, but no other occurs to me) and that was according to Gods di- 
Ggg 2 rection 
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red on by authority, raking ia all his houſe together, not by preachin 
as the Apoſtles did. The other of Meſes Exod. 19 &c, which was done 
in like manner, The later is proved by inſtitution and practiſe to be 
ſcen in theſe and many more Scriptures , Ephef 4. 11,12, 8c, ifs 2, 
41, 47. AA.8. 12, &c, Bur of this which is the onely out ard church. 
cal infants are not ihe fubjeRs, therefore neither of viſible church. 
memberſhip, which is always this way and no other in the Chriſtian 
Churches. Thi; is further confirmed from thoſe Scripturcs which deny 
the new- birth neceflary to admiſſion into the Chriſtian Church to be by 
humane generation (which it muſt bee it it bee as the Fer: church» 
memberſhip was) as Joh. 1. 13. and aſcribe it even in Jews thenſ. ly.y 
to the word Fam. 1. 18. 17ct. t. 23. It is further confirmed in that the 
diſtinction of thaCburch viſible and inviſible, is from their different 
calling. They are not of the inviſible who ate not inwardly called, they 
are not of the viſible who have not the outward call. Primam illud quod 
aa Eccleſiam con(titnit, eſt vocatio : unde etiam & nomen ſuu u accipit 
& defiaitionem, Hudſon vindic. p. 67. exte nal voca ton and ſubmiſſion 
gave right in foto Eccleſiæ 20 be admitted members of the Church, Ec. 
cleſia enim eſſ cæt us hominum vocatorum 1 Cor. 1. 24. cum 10, 32. 4. 
mes Medul Th. l. 1. c. 31. S. 6. 7. But infants have not the outward 
call, they are not brought into the Church by the word. Therefore they 
are not viſible Church- members. 

What ſaick Ar. B. now > 1 Yeu mul diſting iſh between the panic 
lar Church f the ems, and the uziverſal viſible church. And here lay 
down theſe t;;rec pro o tions. 1. The Jews Church was not the whole uni ver- 
ſal viſible Church that God bad then in the world, And this he alleageth 
as my opinion with others and confirms it by ſundry arguments, 

Anſw. Though the Aßembiy at weſftminfler ſay confeſt. of faith ch 25. 
art, 2. The vißele Cbarch, which is alſo Catbolick or untverſa! under the 
Goſpel (net confined to one nation, as before under the law ſcon lc, &c. et 
T agtce with Mr. B in his prop» fitien though not in all his proofs, For 
the text Gen. 18, 19, proves not che continuance of the Church in any 
of Abrabams poſteri y but thoſe by 'ſaac , nor do, he inſtances of Be. 
!1buel, Hiram the Ninivites, Candace Queen of the Ethiopians , Evince a 
Church of God diſtinct from the Jewiſh. ; 

His 2d, propoſition is, if the Jewiſh Church had been the whole viſi. 
ble Church, yet it would have been con derable in bo:h reſpefs ; both as 
the Fewiſh Church and as the univerſal, wic | ler paſs, His third is, 

There is no member of any particular Church , whois not alſo a member 
of the univerſal Church ; Therefore "nfauts were members of the univerſal 
vi "ble Cburch as well as of the Jews particular Church; ſo that pf it could 
be proved that their membcrſhip in that pa#ticular Church is ove-throws, 
yet that ii nothing to trove that they have loſt their landing in the univer- 
ſal Church. Bus this | ſhall ſullier improve aud vindicat e her after. 

Anſw. It is much to prove they have loſt their ſtanding in the uni- 
verſal, if they had no ſtinding in the univerſal diſtin from chat in the 
particular: as an excommunicare, Apuſtate, &c, hath loſt his ſtanding 
in the univerſal viſible Church, if he have no ſtanding therein diſtinct 
from 
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from that in the particular Church, which he hath loſt, And this was the 
caſe of infants, they had no ſtanding in the univerſal diſtio& from that 
which they had in the Jewiſh Church; and therefore it that par ticular 
Church · ſtate or frame be diflelved in which alone infants are reckoned 
23 members, (as it is,) and another erected in which they are not reC- 
' koned, infants are not any longer to be reckoned as viGble Church- 
members, And his I ſhall make good when I come to Mr, Bs, fuller 
improvement of this, 3 1 : 

1. Sa th Mr, B. Ton muſt diflinguiſh between the eſſentials, and ſonie 
accidentals of the Zewi!(h Church : Th: Priefibood, Temple, Sacrifice, &c, 
were meer ly accidental, and might be repealid without the re eal of the eſ- 
ſentials, or tbe ordinance eſtabliſhing the Church it ſelf. 

Anſs, I grant the diſtinction, but find it of no uſe, till i be ſhewed 
what are the eſſentials, and what not; what the ordinat ce is tt at eſta- 
bliſhed that Church, ihat it is of the eſſentials of that Church, chat in- 
fants be vitible members is of the eſſentials of that Church: which to aſ- 
ſert were all one as to ſay, the Jewiſh Church had been no Church vi- 
ſible withour infants, which I take to be abſurd, 

3. Saich Mr. . You muſt diſtinguiſh between their Church conſi- 
de ed in it ſelf, and conſidered comparatively as to othe:s, The Jews 
« werea peculiar people and Church of God , no other had the like 
« priviledges, Now it they had b lie ved, they ſhould have kept all their 
« priviledges abſolutely conſidered: (except it be a loſing them to 
« change them for greater.) Butcomparatively co ſidered, they ſhould 
e not have kept ſome relative priviledges: For they ſhould no longer 
« have been a fingular peculiar people, ſeeing others ſheuld have en- 
« joyed as great priviledges as they; yet this would ha ve been without 
«anyloſs of theirs, much more without wholly unchutching them or 
« their children, When a man hath but one ſon, he hath the priviledge 
of being his Fathers onely Son: But when his - father hath many 
© more, he hath loſt that priviledge; and yet is not therefore turned 
out of the Family; nay, the adding of more Brethren in our cafe, is 
can increaſe of the happineſs of each p. ticular: for this is che very 
« caſe of the Jews. The adding ef the Gentiles would have made the 
« Jews no more to be ſo peculiar as to be ſingular in their riviledges ; 
and get they ſhould have enjoyed never ti e leſs, I herefore mark i- 
« the Scripture ſpeaking of taking in the Gentiles, it exp eſſeth it as 
© by raking dowa the partition wa'l, and making of both one ( hurch; 
but it ſpeaks nor of unchurching the Jews Hr ſt, and their children, or 
© bereaving them of their privil-dges, 4nd when in bis Viſion Peter 
* was taught the Doctrine of the Gentiles reception into the Church, 
* As 10, it was not by makiug the Jews unclean, but by clenſing the 
* Gentiles to be clean as the jews. So that if the jews would have belie- 
ved, they ſhould have loſt only their ccmparative priviledges conſiſt- 
ing in the fingulariry of their enjoyments, which is no loſs to them,ro 
* have the Gentiles enjoy hem as well as they; bur their priviledges in 
** themſelves conſidered, would not have been diminiſhed, but ſome 
leſſer turned into greater: And therefore certainly God would ne- 
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cc yer have turned their children all out of the viſible Church, 

Anſw. The diſtinction is of the _ ewiſh Church confidered in it ſelf, 
and comparatively as to others; but the 2 pplicarion is (as if Mr, B. 
had forgoiten his diſtinct on) of the ir privale. ges confidered abſolute- 
ly, and comp ara ive, and tien he ſaith it the ems had believed, they 
had loſt onely cheir comparative priviledges,. not in themſelves confi. 
dercd. Concerning whicn conceit . it had been tequiſit, if he would be 
underſtood, that cither he ſhould have given a catalogue of each ſort 
of priviledges, or ſuch a deſcription ot them as whereby we mi hi un- 
derſtand which ate of the one fert, which of the other. My opinion is. 
that had the Few believed, that is every individu 1 Jew of age, or the 
greate ſt part ad received the olſpel, they ſhould have enjoyed with 
the Genriles all the privile&ges-of the Covenant et ſaving graces ; the 
Fewiſh people ſhould have enjoyed their poſefliens in theit own Land, 
which me thin Chriſts words import, Luke 19. 4', 42,43, But deny 
that they ſhould have this as a priviledge to them, that their children 
ſhould be accounted viſible members of the Chriſtian Churches. For 
Gods put poſe was to etect a Church univerſal uniformly by preaching 
the Goſpel, and not by birth; and ic appeared plaiily by the praiſe 
of Fohn Baptiſt, Chriſt and his Apoſtles, who never took in any belie- 
ving paren's infant to Baptiſm and the Chriſtian Church, nor admitted 
any ew without his own perſonal profeſſion of Faith in Chriſt, Nor 
is the contrary proved by Epbeſ.z.1 4, but that very thing I aflerr, For 
raetaking down th: partition wall was by taking away the 7ewiſy tires, 
and Church-ſtare, that none could be joyn d to them without confor. 
mi y to the Law, now one Church is made of both by faith through the 
Goſpel, Epheſ. 3. 6. And in like ma ner when Peter took in Cornelius, 

7510, he declared Gods mind in kis Viſion, v.35, that in every Na- 
tion he that ſeareth God and worketh rigbteouſneſt is accepted with bim; 
but he doth not ſay that every one of their intant children ate tab en in. 
to the Church, nor did he any act whereby to ſhew that to be Gods 
mind. Nor are Mr, Bs. obſervations of any force, for they ſuppoſe that 
if the Church ſtate of the ers were altered, Paul wonld have ſpolen of 
their unchurching, Epbeſ, 2. 14. end Peter, Afis o. of their making ut 
clean which implies as if there were no other way then theſe to alter 
their Church. ſtate, and to leave the inf ais out of the viſible Church 
Chriſtian; whercas I have often ſhewed the contrary, th t it was done 
by taking in onely to bap. iſm b lievers, releafing from the burden cf 
Circumciſion and the Law, which might have been though Il the Few: 
of age had been believers. 

4. Saith Mr. B. So when we call the ems ¶ a National Church] and 
when Mr. T. ſaith God to I the while Nation to be bis Church. it m :y be 
meant either in regard of the appropriation and 1efrifion te that Nation 
onely, as if God had not called any other whole Nation : and ſo jt may be 
true, that the Jews onely were a National Church ( though yet it # doubt - 
full, as what i ſaid of Melchizedek before ſheweth :) andalſoin regard 
of their Nat'onal and Church unity (which yet 44 the excellency and ſtrength 
of all other (hrches ;) or aſeby a National Church may be n tant, as if 
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all ive Church members that were of that Nation, aud no more were ve- 
quired to the being a Church member but tobe of that Nation ; And thus 
| perceive it is by many underftood, But this is notoriouſly falſe. 

Anſw, It is in this laſt \.nſe I mean n, and I think it maniteſtly 
true with theſe explications, 1, That they were of that Nation by birth 
property, or prtoſely:iſm, 2, That they were Church members while 
they continued to be of that Nation any of theſe way. 3, Thirthey 
were Church-members with ſome dif, uiparance or inequality of pr. vi- 
led:es, Let's view Mr. Bs, proofs, . 

Fer it was then as well as now, the Covenant of God ( wherein be took 
them ſor bis peculiar people, aud they took bim for their onely God, the pa- 
rents erg:giag ſor themſe ves and their children) which made them mem- 
bers of the Church For 1. No aged perſon, ns not ſcrvants, much leſt 
ordinary proſelites werc members, except they ent red the Covenant; though 
they are commanded to circumciſe all in their bouſe, yet it is ſuppoſed, tbat 
by their intereſt and authority, they cauſed them firſt to enter the Covenant 2 
Therefore they were to circumciſe the ſervants bought with moncy, as being 
abſolutely their own, whom they bad moſt intereft in; but not the hired 
ſervants, whom they had us ſuch authority aver ( exce, t they became proſe. 
lies voluntariiy) 

Anſw, A mutual Covenant, ſuch as that 2rMour t Sinai, I deny not 
to have made the people ot Iſracl the Church of God, and conſequently 
the infants then born viſible Church. members. But I deny that it was 
then by reaſon of the parents engaꝝ ing for themſelves and their chil- 
dren, fith it appears plainly by Exod. 19.7, 8. & 24, 3, that the Elders 
of the people onely engaged for the whole Nation. And the ſame I con. 
ceiveof the Covenant Dcut.29.10,11,1:, The Covenant Gen.17, if ir 
were mutual, it doth not appear that any other then Abrabam himſelf 
engaged for his henſe, Nor do deny ſucha mutual Covenant, if the 
Lord ſbould enter ints it, or declare his mind concerning it, wonld 

make a Nation, and conſequently infan'» Church members, Bur ac- 
cording to the conſtitution of th: Chriſtian vifible Church I deny God 
makes any ſuch Covenant or declares his mind that by ſuch Covenant he 
will gather his Church, Vet were it ycelded that the Covenant made 
them member's of the Church, the Propoſitions are true nevertheleſs 
with my explications, That all were Church-members that were of 
thac Nation, and no more is required.to the being a Church-member 
bur to be of that Nation, And to what he alledgeth, I acknowledge 
that ordinary Proſelyres at firſt admiſſion were not members with. ut 
their Covenant engaging them and theirs in their power to the obſer» 
vance of the Law of Moſes, and the ſme reaſon I conceive of hired 
ſervants, and that thereby they became of that Nation, or as the Jewiſh 
Doctors lay were regenerated, and loſt their former kindred, and became 
Jews, But it was net enough to make them of chat Church, though they 
covenanted or profeſied to tate Fehovabh for their onely God, except 
they took on them to obſerve Moſes Law, Therefore Cornelius was no 
vikole member of the Jewih i_burch, though be ſeared God with all 
by bouſe, but was ſhunned by them, A#s 10, 28, & 11.3. as an un- 
* clean 
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clean, untircumeiſed perſon of another Nation, Nor do I find any Proof 
of tha: which Mr B. ſuppoſe h, that a? aged perſons, as ſervants bought 
were beſore they were cirenmet/ed cauſed by their Mafters antcreft and au. 
tbority to emer the Covenant fi, jt, bur this doth no whit overthro / the 
Peſitions, '1hat all were Curch- members that were of that Nat jon, 
and that no more was re. uired to the being a Church-· me uber but to 
be of that Nation. Nor is there any more force in what Alr, B. adds 
2. Ard though they were taken into the Church in inſancy yet if they 4 
ter ward forſooꝶ 07 renounced the Covenant, they were to be cut off from the 
Church, yea to be put to death, 3. And n many caſes their children were 
to be put to death with them, And therefore their Chu ch was »ot ſD Na. 
tional as that any in the Nation fhould be a member of it who for ſook the 
Covenant, Which 1 grant ; For t en they ceaſed to be of that Nation, 
that is in that policy or Commonwealth de jure at leaſt, if not de ſafty 
What ke adds, Indeed/God choſe the ſeed of Abraham n a ſpecial manner 
but not to be Church members immediately, but firſt to enter into bis co. 
venant, and take him ſor their God, and ſo lo be Church mem. ers, is not 
true, For immediately upon their birth, the ſeed of Abraham were 
Church-members viuble, theugk neither they nor their parents, or any 
other entred inte Covenant for them: and if this ſpcech of Mr, z, 
were true, neither had Jews infants been viſible Church members, and 
ſo not to be circumciſed ( contrary to the command) nor according to 
Mr. 26. and other Pædobaptiſts principles our infants viſible Church- 
members, nor to be baptized without ſuch entring into Covenant go. 
ing before, which will nullifie the infant Baptiſm of many, and oyer« 
throw the argument from the Covenant, Gen 17, 7, produced as ſuſhi. 
cient for infant Vaptiſm by moſt Pædobaptiſts without any other en- 
tring the Covenant. ; : 

5. Salth Mr, B. Ton muſt di/lingu'ſh bet wixt breaking off that parti. 
cular individual church or ſomc members of it, and the repealing or break- 
ing off the ſpecies or eſſentiil nature of the church. 

Anſw. The breaking off the particular individual Church of the Jews 
is a term I meer with Rom. f 1.20, But the terin of repealing or breaking 
off the ſpecies or eſſential nature of the Church is a new term noc uſed that 
1 know of any where, but, if I may uſe Dr. Kendals phaſe, in the 
Schola illuſtri: of Reder minſter A repeal of 1 Law is an obvious wo d; 
but this term of repealin of the ſpeciss or eſſential nature of the Church 
is like the ſpeech of a man doting, I have heretofore learned that the 
eſſences of things are invariable, eternal, definitions ate of eternal ve- 
rity, conformable to the Idea in Gods mind, though exiſtences be mu- 
table: and therefore t expect & proof of a repeal or breaking off the 
ſpecies or eflencial nature of the Church, is to expeR a proof of an im- 
po#l bility. Et 

6. Saith Mr, B, © And ſo you muſt diſtinguiſh bet ven the repeal- 
e ing of the Law or grant upon which the very ſpecies or na: ure of the 
„Church is grounded; and the execution of the threatning of Law 
© upon particular perſons or Churches oFending, The repeal of the 
Law or ordinance doth take away all right to the mercy gramendy 

| that 
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« that Law or ordinance even the remote conditional right, and that 

« from all men, one as well a» anether ro whom that Law gave that 

« right, But the punative execution of the threatening doth onely takes 

« away the abſolute righ: to the mercy and the right in it, and that 

« from none but the particular offenders. This punitive execution of 
« the Law (or the curſe ot the Covenant, as it is called Deut. 29. 20, 

« 11, ) is ſo far from being a repzal of the Law, that it certainly pro- 

« yerh it is not repealed ; For a repealed Law is of no force, and fo 

« cannot be executed, And upon theſe two laſt diſtinctions, Ladd this 

© « for application of them: The individual Jewiſh Church is ( for the 

« moſt part) broke off, and ſo they that are ſo broke off are now no 

« Church, and cenſcquently have loſt thtir priviledges: But the Law 

« gr Covenant on which the ſpecies or eflential form of their Church 

« { and many of its accidents ) was grounded, is not changed or repea- 

« Jed, So the Church of Smyrna, Thyatira, Laodicea, and the reſt of 
« 4fia(tor the moſt pirate now unchutched ; Bur this is but by a pu- 

« nitive execution ot the Law for their flo, and no change in the Law,, 
« or in the nature of the Church; And ſo it is with the Jews alſo'in 
« their unchurching, Though they are caſt off, yer the Law and Na- 

« ture of Churches is Rill the ſame; ang onelythe Laws about cere- 
« monial worſt ip, and ſome other aceidents of the Church are repeal- 

«ed, So that the caſting off of them and their children, is no proof 
ce chat the whole ſpecies of infants is caſt out of the Church vi- 
« fible. 

Anſw, The nature, ſpecies, eſſential form of the Church js that 
which is expreft in the definition of it, in which Mr, B. himfſe't fag. 82. 
faith, certainly all Drvines are agreed, fhat it is a ſoctety of perſons o_ 
rated from the world, to God, or called out of the world, &c, now a law 
on which this might be ſaid to be grounicd liable to repeal is in my ap- 
prehenſion a dream: Laws repealeable determine not of eſſences, but 
things to be exiſtent, to wit, particular actions to bee done or omitted. 
Nor do I conceive that the eſſemial form of the Church is grounded 
upon a Covenant. For though God ſeparate or call a people to himſelf 
by a Covenant fingle or mutual, and ſo may bee of the exiſtence of 2 

hureh, yer if God do ſeparate or call by authority, preaching, power, 
or any other way, without a Covenant, they will have the eſſence of a 
Church, The Jewiſh Church I never conceived to be a ſpecies , but an 
individual, and of it I gran: that jt might be and was diſſol ved withour 
the change of the nature, ſpecies or eſſentlal form of the Church, unto 
which the having of infants yifible Church-membercs did not belong. For 
if ſo, without infants and that as viſible Church-members ic could ner 
have been a Chureh, Whar the priviledges Jewiſh infants had as vifi- 
ble Church-members except preſeryation, as part of that people, ſuch 
inheritance, and other bene fits in part which their parents had, which 
they muſt needs loſe with their parents breaking off, I do nor well un- 
der ſtand: Nor do I know any priviledge, which the believing Fews 
infancs didloſe by being left our of the Chriſtian Church viſtble, which 
they ſhould have had it they had been _ in, For the ptiviledges 
4 | hb Pw 
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ewifh infants by being viſible Church. members, were, az 1 con. 
— "fo ceaſe — the comming of Chriſt, and the erection of the © 
Chriſtian Church, not by any punitwe execution of a I aw, but a wiſe 
diſpenſation of God, as he conceived fitteſt for his own glory, and the 
enlarging of the Kingdome of his Son, Tha ſjecies, 25 Mr. B. ſpeats, 
that is, the whole order, rank, ſeries or ſort of men in infancy was ne- 
ver inthe vifible Church, but onely the infants of the Jewiſh Nation. 
Nor were they caſt out of the Church viſible by any judiciary ſen. 
rence, but by altering the Church · ſtate from Jewiſh into Ch. iſtian as 
God thought beſt, as ; 

7. Saith Mr. B. Again,you muſt ditinguiſh betwix! breaking off primarily 
and moralty onely by Covenant breaking and merit, ( as an adu/te/ous wo. 
man doth break themarriage bond, and ſo caſt cut ber ſelf , ) or elſe brggh. 
ing off in a following aft by puniſhment ( both morally and phyſically ) as a 
man that putteth away his adulterous wiſe:) lu the former ſence all the 
Fews that were unchurched did unchurch themſelves and their children; 
and God onely unchurched them in the later ſence : And therefore the chil. 
dren, of believing Jews ( who did not adulterouſiy violate the Covenant ) 
were never unchurched ; God eafteth out none but thoſe that firs caſt ont 
themſelves, 

Arſw. If this laſt ſpeech were true, abſolute Reprobation ſhould 
be an errour, But perhaps he means it of _— out by judiciary ſen- 
rence, and ſo I grant it true of perſons of age. But in the preſent buſi. 
neſs, the leaving out infants our of the viſible Church was neither by 
any finfull voluntary diſſertion or tranſgreſſion of Gods Law, morally 
delervieg it; nor by any act of judiciary ſentence legally, or punitive 
act executing or ph) fically ejecting: Bur by a free act of his Sove- 
raignty, alrering the Church- tate from a more carnal to a mere ſpirſ- 
tual, without any detriment to believers or heit children, 

Mr, B. applies bis diſtiactions thus, Let ws ww review Mr. TL. ar. 
guments. 1, He ſaith, their Church conſtitut ion is taken down ; and there. 
fore their memberſhip. To which I anſwe? : . By [ conſtitution | is meant 
either the eſſential nature, or ſome ceremonial Accident And by [ tahing 
down | 3s meant either | by repealing the Law, which takes down the 
— ] or [ by meer punitive execution taking down that indivi- 
dual Church: ] In the ferft ſence of ¶ conſtitution and taking down} I 
utterly deny the Ant ecedent, and may ſtay long enough I perceive before be 
prove it. 2, By [ their memberſhip] either be means the individual in- 
fants of unbelievers, unchurched Jews (which I grant, ) or elſe the whole 
ſpecies of infants (which I deny.) 3. Beſides, the argument concludeth 
not for what be ſhould bring it: That which it ſhould conclude, is ¶ that 
the merciſull gift and ordinance of God, that ſome inſants ſhould be 
— is repealed :] Thus is mother thing from what be cen- 
eladeth. . 

Aw. 1. By [ conſtiution] I acither mean the eſſential nature, 
nor ſome ceremontal accident, but the compoſing of the integra] parts 
which make up a Church an entire whole or totam integrale I do not 
lod by duch nores as J have of the Di un: ag nde, Jana 1.1649 

i 


4; > nn. 
that I uſed the term of taking down, ] bur rather the term [ alrered, ? 


which even Mr, Bs, ſetting down my argument ſhews to have been 
the term I uſed, And this alteration I conceive was made neither by 
repealing the Law which takes down the whole ſpecies, nor by meer 
punitive execution taking down that individual Church; but by free 
act ct his Soveraignty as Rector or Lord, who may at his pleaſure alter 
the frame of his Church as he plea ſeth: As when a Lord or Governour 
one while takes in o his houſe men, and their wives, and children, ano- 
ther while onely ſingle men, he neither perhaps repeals a Law which 
made the whole ſpecies members of his houſe, nor puniſheth the indivi- 
dual perſons that were in his houſe, but beeauſe it likes him beiter to 
have his houſe onely of ſtrong able men, alters the ſtate of his houſe in 
reſpe&of the men bers; ſo it is in this caſe, 2. By | their Church- 
memberſhip ] I mean not eitker the individual infants of unbelievers, 
unchurched Jews, nor the whole ſpecies of infants; but the individual 
infants of the Jewiſh Church n embers, whether belicying or unbelic- 
ving. 3. If I conclude ( as I did) that the Church-memberthip of j1. 
fants was altered in the viſible Church Chriſtian from what it was it 
the viſible Church Jewiſh, I prove the pretended giſt and ordinance of 
God that ſome infantsqhould be Church. members is repealed, Let's 
vie his anſwer to my proof, 

He froveth, ſaith Mr, B. that [ their Church conſtitution is altered, 
bec auſe their Church call is altered. | Towbich I anſwer, 1. Here is fil 
nothing but the darkneſs of ambiguity and treubled waters te fiſh in. As 
7 know not what be means by | cenſtitution] as is ſaid before ; ſo whs 
tows what be meancth by | their Church call >) Is it meant firſt of Gods 
Law or Covenant enacting making, and — then a c boch 2. 
Ard, if ſo, then u it meant of the eſſential pam s of that Covenant or Law 
giving them the eſſence of a Church [ 1 will be te thee a God, and then 
ſhalt be tome a people, Deut. 29. 11,12.) 3. Or is it meant of the leſſer ad. 
ditional parts of the Law o Covenant giving them ſome accidentals of their 
Churcb, as the lind of Ganaan, the Priefibood, the Sacrifice, &c 4. Or 
is it meant of Gods immediate call from heaven to Abraham or any otheys 
to bring them into the Covenant > 5, And if ſo, whether of Abraham one- 
ly ? or Moſcs onely > or both > or whether Aaron and aff other be exclu. 
ded or not > And what he means by a Church call to infants that cannot 
under land, I hnow not; except by a call be meancth ciycumciſing them? 
And 6. whether be mean that call by which particularly they were at f 
made a Chureb ? or that alſo by which in every generation their poſterity 
were ſ» made, or entred memierz2 7, And if ſo, whether that which 
was proper to the Fews poſterity? or that which was proper to converted 
proſclyred members > or ſome call common to both > and what th t was ? 
when I can poſſibly under N and which of al theſe calls be means that js al- 
tered, then it may be worth labour to anſwer him. 

Aſw. The ſpeeches are inept of the eſſential parts of the Covenant 
and the accidental, the eſſential parts of that Covenant or Law, giving 
them the rfience of a church, I will be to thee a God, and thou ſhalt be ts 


me apeorle, Deut. 29. 11,12. Which 8 either God could not make 
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a Covenant without that promiſe, or that a Church could not be with. 
out that promiſe, or that Covenaat might be without the promiſe of the 
land of Canaan, which wa: as ellentiat to that Covenant as the other, 
they being both but integral parts, of which each is eſſential to the in- 
tegruy of the whole, And tor th. eflence of a Church, which conſiſts 
in the aſſociation, or union of the members, it is not given by a Coye. 
nent of God, promiſing what he will be to them, and they to him for 
the future, ( for that aſſures them onely of continuarce, doth not give 
their preſent eſſence.) but by ſach tranſeunt fact as whereby he ſeparates 
them trom others, and unites or incorporates them together, which I 
call, as uſually LUyvines do, the Church call; agreeably to the Scrip. 
ture, Rom 9.24,25,26, 1 Cor. 1. 3, 24. &c, Which Church call is cithec 
inward by his Spirit, and is till the ſame; or outward, and was, tho gh 
by vatious acts of his providence, et moſt manifeſtly by the aurhoriry 
of Abraham and Moſes, not by meer p:rſwaſion and begetting of faith 
as in the Chriſtian Church, when the preachers of the Goſpel called 
the Chriſtian Church ; But the authority and power of Rulers, who 
did as well b/ coercive power as by perſwaſive words, draw all in the 
compaſs of their juriſdition into a policy or Commonwealth, which 
was called the congregation or Church of Tſrael, in which the infants 
were included, and by yertue of the ſettlement by Abrabam and Moſes 
it {> continued to the time of the difo!ution, This Mr. B. might 
have underſtood cafily ro be my meaning, by my inſtances which 
he ſets down, that the way, means, or manner of outward Church call 
imto the Chriſtian viſible Church is altered from what it was inthe 
Jewiſh : For the Chriſtian Church outward call was onely accord; 
to inſtitution and primitive practiſe by the preaching the Goſpel to 
each member of the viſible church Cbrifzan, and by that means per- 
ſwading perſons to receive Chriſt, and not by any coercive pcwer of 
Ralers, whereas the Fewiſh was otherwiſe, Mr. B. proceeds. 

In the meantime briefly thus I anſwer. 1. The additional leſſer parts 
<© of the Covenant giving them the ceremonial accidents of their Church 
<« is ceaſed, and (> are the ceremonies built th:reon, 3. The Eſſential 
<< part of the Law or Covenant is not ceaſed z God yer offers the ew: 
* 10 be their God, and them to be his people. It they heartily conſent it 
© may be done, onely the World is taken into this Covenant with them, 
and neither Jem nor Gentile excluded, that exclude not themſelves, 
** 3, Gods immediate call of Abrabam and Moſes did quickly ceaſe, 
<< when yer the Church ceaſed not. 4. And for the Minifterial call, 1. 
That which was by the perſon of Abraham and Moſes numerically did 
** ceaſe when their act was per formed; yet the effect ceaſed not: Nor 
did the Jews ceaſe being a Church when Abrabam and Moſes were 
dead and gone, 2, If he mem it of that ſpecies or ſort of Mini- 
** terial call, then what ſort is that? And indeed for ought 1 can 
* pollibly learn by his ſpeeches, this is that he drives at: | God 
© then called by Magiſtrates, but now by Miniſters ; And ſecondly, 

then he cal led all the Nation in one day, but gow he calls here one and 
8 chere ont. ] —— — — . 2 * 
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Auſw. The Reader may hence eaſily perceive, dat Mr. B. might 
have underſtood, or rather did underſtand me well enough, chat I 
mcant it of the ſort of Minit. rial call, which he could learn by m 
ſpeeches, that drive at it. But whether he heeded not my words at fir 
when he wrote the queſtions, or whether he thought it beſt to make 
ſhew ef not under ſanding, what he could not well anſwer, he hath 
choſen to pretend ambiguity where all was plain, But for what he 
ſai-h, that the eſſential pars of the Law or Covenant is not ceaſed, becauſe 
God yet «ffers the Fews is be their God and them to be bi people, he there» 
in ſhews womiſtakes z 1. That he makes that promiſe to be the eſiential 
fart of the Covenpnt, as if God could not make a Covenant wyhout it, 
which is jalſe, the Covenant cn. 5. 9, 10. with Phinchas, Nunb. 25. 12, 
13. with the Rechabites, Fer. 5.19. being without it. 2, That the Co- 
venant did not ce ſe becaiiſe God ſil offers, which implies eiihe the Co- 
venant to be all n with an offer, oc that there is a Covenant when 
there is an offer, whereas ihere may be an offer yet no Covenant, and 
there may be a Covenant and yet no offer upon condition of conſent, 
as Mr, . means. But Mr, B. proceeds.thus 

Let us thereſore ſee what firength lies in theſe words, 1. what if ils 
this were true # is there the leaſt colour for the conſequence ſi om hence d It 
is as good a conſequence to ſay, That when God judged 1ſrae! by Debora 
a woman, which beſore was judged by men, that then Iſrael ceaſid to be @ 
Commonwealth, or the conflitution of the Commonwealth was at d. Or 
when the Government was changed from Judges to Kings, that then the eſ- 
ſenti al conflitution of the Commonwealth was changed, and ſo all infants 
loft their landing in the Commonwealth 2 what if the King inviting ths 
gueſts 10 the mary iage feaſt did firſt ſend one hind of Officer, and then ano · 
ther ; firſt a man, and then a child, and then a woman, doth it follow that 
the feaſt is therefore altered? If firſt a man, and then a child, and then a 
woman be ſent to call you to dinner, or 10 any impleyment, or company, doth 
this change the nat ure of the company or impleyment > 11hat iſ a F iſhop call 
one man to the Miniſtery, and a Presbytery another , and the people a third, 
# not the Miniſterial work and office ſuÞ the ſame ? what if a Ma-iftrate 
convert one man now, and a Miniſler another, and a woman a third. doth 
it follow that the Church or State that the are converted to is therefore not 
the ſame > what a powerfull argument is here for 4 man to venture upon t9 
unc hurch al the infants in the world? The efficient cauſe enters not the eſ- 
ſence: or if it did, yet not every leſt principal inferiour * ſuch as the 
Aeſtenger or Miniſter of our call is: If you had proved that God had re- 
pealed bis Law which is the Charter of Church memberſhip then ycu bad ſaid 
ſomething, elſe you ſay nothing tothe purpoſe. 

Anſw, I neither attempted nor needed to prove the eſſence, nature; 
or eſſential conſtitution of the Jewiſh Church to be alrered, and there- 
fore if the different call I aſſign prove it nor, yet what I was to prove, 
that the Church conſtitution in reſpect ef the integral parts, and con- 
ſequently of infants being included, is alt red, might — and indeed is 
firmlz concluded from thence, For as M/fted. appl. Chamier. de nature 
Zecl, ch. 2. S. 3. The matter of the Church are men called, Mat. 20 
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he formis the tall it ſelf, and that is either ſimple, that 3s, ether externat 
onely, or internal enely; or conxjunct, that is, external and internal together. 
S. 7. The inward dal is that in which God calt inwardly by bis ſpirit + 
the otward, in which he calls outwardly by the mini ſtery of the Charcy, 
And this is the call of the Church, which as it is the ation of God calling; 
is in God himſelf ; but as it is received of the chu ch, is it's form; Orag 
Ameſ med_Tb.l.1.c.31. S. 6, 7. That firſt thing which in act conflitates 
tbe Church, is calling; whence alſo it recei ves it's name and definition, 
For the Chu/ch is a company of men called, 1 Cor,1.24. with 10.32. And 
Cameron in his preiefe. of the Church, in his definition ot the Church, 
makes it to be a ſocicty of men called by the miniſtery of the word, and 
ſaith, called and believers are the ſame in Scripture, Mr. B. conſe” of 
Faith, pag. 284. The Church is, cætus vocatorum vel ſidelium If then in- 
fants be not called by the word, which is the onely way of calling into 
the Chriſtian viſible Church, nor believers, then they are no part of 
the viſible Church Chriſtian, and conſequently the Church conſtituti- 
on is al:ered, and the Law of viſible chiirch memberſhip of infants ( if 
there were ſuch a Law) is repealed, And this argument is powertull 
enough (it there were no more) to venture upon to unchurch ( theugh 
I l:ke not the expreffion ) all the infants ot the world, that is, to 

prove none of them to be members of the viſible Church Chriſtian, 

That which Mr, B. objects, doth not invalidate the conſequence. For 
the conſequence is not grounded on this onely, that the Magiſtrate cal. 
led then, and the Miniſter now; then all together, now here one and 

there another: but on this, the Magiſtrate did it then by his authority, 
th.ugh without perſwading one after anoth-r; but in the Chriſtian 
Church the Miniſter doth it by preaching the word, teaching and per- 
ſwading one after another, as the word rakes, and not by any command. 
ing power, or outward force, or legiflative, or coercive vertue. And 
this is ſufficient to alter the conſtitution of the Church in this re ſpect; 

becauſe if none be called bur thoſe that receive the word, and none be 

members of the Church but the called, and infants be uncapable there- 
of, they are not members of the viſible Church Chriſtian, And therefore 
Mr, Bs, frivolous queſtions all run upon the miſtake which out of neg- 
ligence he runs into, as his o] words ſhew, as if I had argued onely 
from the different perfons, and their different office, and nor alfo from 
rhe different way, manner, or ſort of call, whereas he acknowledgeth 
that my ſpeeches do drive at this, that my mcaning was of the ſpecies ot 
ſorr of miniſterial call; and ſo I might anſwer them all negatively, and 
grart what he would have me, and yet my preof ſtands good, And for 
what he ſaith, that the efficient cauſe enters not the eſſence, I Fnd to the 
contrary in Keckerm, ſyſt. log, J. 1. par. 2. c. 3. I hat in the definition of 
accidents, the notion of diſtin tion, or the diffcrence is taken from the ſub- 
jet, efficient, end, and object. Yer tl is, if true, were nothing againſt me, 
who do not make the Meflenger or Miniſter of our call of the eſſence 
of the Church, no nor of the exiſtence, though the Apoſtles wo. ds, Kum. 
10. 14. ſpeak near to it: But this is that which I hold, no perſon is ordi- 
narily a member of the viſible Church Chriſtian, bur who is called by = 
cutwar 
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ourward preaching of the word, who ever be the Meſſenger or Minifter 
of the call; and ſith infants are not ſo called, they are not members of 
the vigble Church Chriſtian, 

Mr, B. adds, 3. I atterly deny that there is any more truth in the Ante. 
cedent then in the conſequent, God bath not altered the pature of the call 
in am [ubſtantial point, but in meer circumſtances, 

Anſw. What Mr. B. means by the nature of the call; and what points 
he makes in the call ſubſtantial, what near circumſtances is not eafic 
to tell, but that God hath ſo altered the Zewiſh Ch. rch call, as to ex- 
clude infants from the Chriſtian visible Church is ſo apparent, that 
I know not how to conceive ot the denial of it . but as a fruit of oppo» 
fiteneſs without reaſon, For all the way that John Baptiſt, Chriſt , the 
Apoſtles and other teachers took and —_— to be taken fer gather- 
ing the Chtiſtian viſble Church, was by preaching the Goſpel to all 
that would hear ir, to mike them diſciples or believers , and ſo by bap- 
tiſn to joyn them to the Church, But that the Zewiſh Church call was 
different is apparent, in that there were no ſuch teachers ſent out to u- 
nite them, but that by the authoricy of the — whether houſ- 
hold or national they were imbodied. Rightly faith Mr. Hud ſen viadic. 
ch 4. ſect. 5. pag. 94. Gods method of conveying Church: ęriviledges uſed 
inthe national Church of the ems, being in populo Ifraclirico, muſt needs 
differ from the method in populo Catholico. And the ſame is true of 
God: call, But what need we any other to ſhew the proper call of the 
cbriſtian Church viſible then Mr. B. himſelf, ia his Saints Everlaſting reft, 
fart. 2. ch. 6. ſect. 1. Edit. i. pag. 223, 224. he is ſoample, and his words fo 
plain, chat I think if there were no mere to ſhew bis perverſe ſtiffneſs 
. Inchis thing it were enough, Iwill tranſei ibe ſome paflages, Conſ der 
in what way C hriſt ſpreads bis Goſpe! : to — — from the world in- 
to bis Church ſrom Paganiſm, Turciſm or Fudaiſm to Chrift nity , he ne- 
ver gave the ſ word any ſuch Commiſiion;, be never levied an army to ad- 
vance bis dominion ; vor ſent forth bis ſollowers as ſo many Commanders 
to ſubdue the Nations to him by force, and ſpare none that will not become 
Chriſtians : He will have none but thoſe that voluntarily liſt —— 
under him: Ne ſent ont Mini ſters, and not Magiſtrates or Commanders to 
bing in the world, Can he ſay this of the Jewiſh Church, and their call? 
Bur let's view his wincings againſt the pla n truth, and in ſome ſort a- 
— his own light, though perhaps forgotten when he wrote this later 

ook. 


It is, ſaith Mr. B. ſaid , it was then by Magiſtrates and now by Mini. 
Rers, I anſwer; 1. what was by Magiſtrates >the firſt call P er all after > 
Foy the fit I know not which or when it w let him that can tell, (ee that 
be prove it, 1 finde when Circumcfron was firft infituted in Abraham's 
family ; But nev.yr when their Church. memberſhip begun; ſhall I dave to 
think that either Abraham or bis fam were no church. members till they 
were carcumciſed > Rom, 4. would confute me. 

Anſw, Mr. B. faith he anſwers, but indeed puts queſtions tome ro 
anſwer, and thoſe impertinent, For though I could not tell him which 
was the firſt call, nor when the church. memberſhip of Abrahams fami- 
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begah, yet it might be true and proved, that the Call of the 
— — the — But yet for clearing of the truth, 7 ſhall 
make ſome anſwer, 1, That I find Ged calling Abrabams out of ur of 
the Chalders, Gen, 13, 1. 447. 3, Iſa. 41,2, and ſundry times I find 
Abraham ſacrificing to God, and God covenanting with him: Nor 
would I deny Abrabam, Sarah and thoſe of his fam'ly who wor ſhipped 
the true God, ro have been viſible church members before circumciſion, 
2. Bur yet I finde not the whole family of Abrabam men women and 
children made a viſible Church, by any act or rie which might be ter- 
med a Chureh-call, whereby they were ſeparated from all © her people 
and united in a litile nation unto God tall the appointment of circumci. 
flon by God, and the performing ot it by Ab/abims authority. Now if 
Mr, E. could not tell which aud ben the «wiſh Chxrch call was, or the 
Jews childrens church-memberſhip began, I think he is very unreaſona. 
ble to require of me to ſhew 3 repeal of a thing which hee findes not 
when it began. But there is more of this wilde poſing (Cibling to be 
anſwered, 

2, Saith he, ſuppoſe it were true that Abrahams family began then 10 
be a Church ; ( which will never be proved) yet did n:t Gf call them 
to Circumciſion immediately > what is this to a miniſterial call 

Anſw. 1, It will never be proved that any whole fami y, infants, ſer- 
vants, &c, were joyned in a little national Church az the Jewjſh before 
that time, chere being no ſuch covenant, and token of it till then, 2 God 
did immediately make his covenant with Abraham then and appeint cir. 
cumciſion, But the call of the Church was medlate, the revealing of 
the covenant, and the adminiftring the token of it, whereby they were 
ſeparated to be a people to God, being done by Abraham himſelf as the 
miniſter of this call, Yet we have more queſtions to anſwer, 

3. Are you ſure that which Abraham did in it was as a Magiſtrate 
and not as a Prophet? nor Prieſt > nor Maſier of family > prove that if 
ou can. 

Anſw. It is eaſſe to prove that what Abraham did was done not 282 
Prophet, ner Prieſt: fer then ir ſhould hve been the work of Pro- 
phets and of Prieſts to have circumciſed: but as the Maſter of the fa - 
mily, or parent, and conſequently as the Magiſtrate of that houſe. For [ 
"_ a parent or maſter of a Family to be a Magiſtrate in a little com - 
aſs 

N Yet more, 4. What was it that Abraham did? He circumciſed them 
when God bad commanded ; And was circumciſing the call > then the in. 
faut in the wilderneſs , nor the whole camp almoſt had no Church call; 
And then the women bad never any Church call. 

Anſw, Circumeiſing was part of the cal; the declaration of God 
concerning Abrabams poſterity , and his other providences ſeparating 
the Iſraelites in the Wilderneſs and with them the women, as bringing 
chem out of Xg«pr, bringing them into Covenant, giving them Laws 
by Moſes, S c. which reached to women and males uxcircumciſed, were 
alſo a part of the Church call, Yet again, 
hat was it then that Abraham did mere then now way be dene? If you 
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ſay, be compelled them to be circumciſed by violence without their conſent , 
1 deny it as a forgery ; And if be had done ſo by thoſe at age, it bad been 
no making them Church n embers ; ſor their conſent is abſolutely neceſſar y 
therto, / you ſay, Abraham by big intereſt and authority perſwaſion did win 
all at age in his family to conſem , dare you ſay, that every Maſter of a ſa- 
mily and Magiſtrate ought not to do ſo now ? So that I cinnot finde any 
more that Abiaham did in this call then may now be done. 

Anſw, I do net think Abrabam did compel them by violence to be 
circumciſed, I think it could hardly have been ſo done; nor do I think 
Abrabam did it as preachers do 1.0w, by reaſons and proofs of thei Cu» 
ty perſwading them to it, and leaving it free to them to con ſent or net z 
( perhaps the tie wa: too liule ro do it in, and not unlikely, 1ſmag/ 
would have then retuſed being a ſcoffer, and then thirteen years vid: ) 
But he did it by his command, authoricy, and intereſt ; which if Magi- 
rates and Maſters of Families do tiſe with perſwaſion to win pet lens 
to conſent to the Goſpel, they do what js commendable, and in ſcmc ca- 
ſes their duty: And it they win any, ſo they make t em viſible church - 
members by their preachingto them, not meerly by Authority as Abra-, 
bam, who | think was bound to have circum- iſed by force if any had not 
yeilded to it, or elſe to have cut him off by that law which is GC. 17. 
14. And Lhardly think Mr. B. will yield a Mopiſtrate or Maſter ofa 

family to do what Abrab n did, to adminiſter as they call ic , the 
initial ſeal, whether it be circumciſion or baptiſm, Vet were his con- 
eluſion yielded him, neicher it nor any thing te hath ſ id deth at all o. 
y:1throw my poſitium. which was, that the Chi ian Church call is by 
preaching, the Zewiſh , by the Mag ſtrates authority , and ſo diffe- 
rent, 

Mr, B. goes en thus, And then ſor Moſes what more did he? did he 
make them members without their conſent z No, be ſets before them liſe, 
and dea h, bleſſing and curſing , and bids them chuſe which they would. 
Deut. 28, 29, & zo, chapters, Doth be circamciſe them? No, net his 
own Son, Nor the inſants forty years , nor the wemen at all, Db be 
command t bem is obey the commands of God > Ana ſhould not exery King 
and Magiſirate do the lite? D th he perſwade them 7 why , you know be 
was a P;«phet ; and if be had not, yt ſure he muſt doit asa King, and 
a 4 ſervant ef God, here then lies this peculiar call by the Magiſtrate? 
1 think by tha' tame we have ſearcht this to the quick,, we ſhall finde the 
M agi(tracy leſs bebolding to Mr. T. then was imagined, No wonder that le 
told the people in his pu pit that it was Doctrine of a dandtrons conſequence 
which I delzvered | that Mai Halen bad their power) from Chiift the me 
diateu „ and net onely from Ged as creatour ] | doubt by this weaning of 
bis, that he will not allow the Magiſtrate to call al bis people toge: ber, and 
p!9pound the Covenant of God to them , and command them to obey God. 
You finde not Mefes by priſon or fire fercins any man to conſent : Aud iſ he 
bad, you muſt have alittle further work to prove that it mas that which 
made them a Church, or that the Magiftrates may not flill do as much as 
was done berein then, | 
Anſw, Mr. B. herein doth moſt ſhamefully wreſt my words and 
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meaning: For whereas to ſhew the different call of the ſewiſp and Chrj. 
ſtian Church, I elledged onely matter of fact. that the one was by the 
Magiſtrates authority, the other by Miniſters p eaching the Goſpel, 
which could not take in infants; Mr, B. wreſts my ſpeech as if I had 
ſaid, Magiſtrates might not do hat Moſes then did, and goes about to 
infinuate, as if the Magiſtracy were leſs beholding to me then were 
meet; and endeavours to encreaſe de ſuſpicion of my leflening his 
power by my Dodrine in the Pulpir at Bewdley, But of my judgement 
in this thing, I ha e given account in the ſame Pulpit on occaſion of the 
Swearing of the Magiſtrate there on Rom. 13. 4. in theſe Poſitions, 2. 
That ali power is com nit:ed to Chriſt ro manage as Mediator, Mat 28. 
13. Foh.5.22,27. 1 C/. 1 5. 24. And conſequently, what they do tur ot 
2palnſt the Church, it is trom Chi ĩſt enabliag or permitting even as Me. 
diator, 2. That Magiſtrates as well as others are ſubject to, and ate to 
yeeld obedience to Chriſts commands as he is Meaiator, Mat. 17, 5. Ack. 3. 
22, 3. That they have power & author iy in many things which concern 
the Church of God, and are bound to uſe the ir power for C hriſt, and 
his Church, ſo far as their power extends, 1778, 2,1, 2. And in dus 
ſence it is tha: ( hriſt exerciſeth ſome of his Government by Magiſtra- 
cy under him, as alſo by Parents and Husbands, Epbeſ 6.4, But I cen- 
ceive it a bufineſs of much difficulty, to fer the right bounds of their 
power Many things few or none but Papiſts reſtrain them jo, as the 
calling of Aſſemblies, judging of Eccleſiaſtical perſons for civi! crimes, 
ordering the maintenance, and eſtates of ſuch perſons, with inany mere 
ſuch things as are to be done cirea Eccleſiam, not ia Eccleſia; On the 
other fide, few or none but Eraſtians allow then power in the Chu-cb, 
ſo as to act as civil Magiſtrates in that which is by ſpecial commiſſian 
appoinced to proper Officers, vix the preaching of the Goſpel, admi - 
niſtring the peculiar Rites of the Chriſtian Church, ordina ion of El- 
ders, government by Eccleſiaſtick cenſure, and ſuch like things, The 
chieſeſt difficulty hath been, how far they are to uſe their power tor ma- 
king men proteſs Cheiſtianity, accept of Teachers, puniſhing of Here- 
ticks and excommunicate perſons, and ſuch like acts in which fr the 
maſt part Magiſt rates by infligation of Popiſh Prieſts, Prelates, and 
others, have much milſcarried, and been unhappy inſtruments of much 
oppreſſion, Yer for my part I do nor deny altogether their power about 
ſuch things as theſe, eſpecially if they go no further then what Mr. B. 
here ſpeaks of, the commanding them to obey Gods commands, pro- 
pounding the Covenant of God to them, reſtraining pernicious Tea- 
chers, and go upon very ſure grounds, that theyuig- nothing but what 
is certainly Gods command, or agreeab e to jr, nor puniſh or reſtrain 
men for that which is queſtionable whether ir be an errour, or perniei- 
ous, But this I hold, ſhould a Magiſtrate as Moſcs did, by bis authori- 
ty, upon fears or hopes, or other compliance, draw all the p:ople of 
the Land into a Covenant, to engage themſelyes and poſterity to bo 
Chriſtians, yet this would not make the whole Nation to be a Chriſtian 
Church, the infants viſible church-members, capable of Baptiſm, fith 
Chriſt hach not appointed this way, but anatber, ro wit, by preaching 
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the Goſpel to call his Chureh, and the preachers of it to ba ptize bo- 
lievers ſo called, 4. I ſay, that a civil Magiſtrate is not an Officer of 
Chriſt as Mediator, fith he hath no new Commiſſion trom him as che 
Apoſtles, Jobn 0. f. and others, Epheſ 4.11. And I conceive to hold 
the affirmative is of dang-rcus conſequence ; it will follow, 1. Thar a 
civil Magiſtrate is bound to produce a fur ther commiſſion from Chriſt 
as medlator, befides the appointmen of God as creatour, which I nei- 
ther think Mr. B. hath ſhewed, nor can ſhew, 2. That be who ſhews 
commiſſion from Chriſt as mediator to rule, hath the authority of 2 
civil Magiſtrace, whic 1 puts both Swords into Elders hands, 3. That 
if a civil Magiſtrace be an Officer of Chriſt as mediator, he js in the 
Church, in which alone Chiiſt as mediator ſets O fhicers z and then he 
muſt be a Chriſſ ĩan or no Magiſtrate, yea, a church member, and then he 
hath rule in the Church, and power to do Ecclefiaftical acts. 4, Then 
dominion is founded in grace, which it ſeems Mr. B. holds. Præftſtin. 
Mor. ſect. 19. as moſt certain that it is founded in the grace of redemption 
and univerſal ; and brings for it flazn Scrip. proof, & c. pag. 229. Rom. 
14.9, which v. 8. ſhews plainly to be meant onely of thoſe that lice 
and die to him, and are his own peculiat people; and the word xy»::1/7n 
notes not ſuch a Lordſhip as is over enemies, as Devils, and children of 
perditjon by power and force; but ſuch a Lordſhip as is with property 
over them as his poſſeſſion, ro whom he hath right as his own, 1 Cor, 
6. 10. ſuch as a wife, an obedient child, cr ſervant, The other Texts 
prove but my firſt Poſition. The Reader | preſume will pardon this ex- 
cutfion,being necc ſſi tated by Mt. Bi. frequent and continued mal gnant 
ſugg ſt ions, tending to make me accounted an aver ſary to Magiſtracy, 
I now return to the point in hand, And in anſwer to Mi. Bs. demand, 
I fay, the peculiar call of the Church of the Jews by Moſes the Magi- 
ſtrate was, in his bringing them out of «Fgypr, into the Covenant ar 
mount Sinai, ſetling them under Laws, Prieſthad, © overnnent, where. 
by they were faſhioned or eſtabliſhed as a national Church, But inthe 
Chriſtian Church, the Apoſtles and other holy Teachers did gather, 
and ſaſhion, and eftzbliſh the Church Chriſtan by preaching of the 
word, without ſuch a way of auchori:y :nd power as Moſes exerciſed, 
It is true he did as we read, Dent. 30. 19. but not ſo as the Apoſtles, 
who when the Goſpel was refuſcd exerciſed no power over the refu- 
fers ; for Moſes would ſuffer none to live in the Commonwealth of /- 
ree! who did net own the Gol of T/rael, and if they worſhipped an Idol 
he put them to death. 

Mr. . adds. 5. This ergument, if good, would help ibe Seegers to 
prove that we have no church on earth, bicauſe not called by Apoiles, and 
ſo tbr C barch. Confluntion taktu down, and none by God ſubſtitmed. Let 
them that have better cys then I find out this peculiar church. making call; 
for I cannot. 
 #iſw. My argument, the Church call is altered from the way of ma- 

g the Jewiſh Church by Abrabams and Moſer authority, into the 
periwaſive way of begetting faith by Miniſters preaching the Goſpel, 
Therefore the Church conſtitution J altered, doch not help Seekers, ex 
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cept it be acknowledged, there is no Church now by Miniſters preach. 
ing the Goſpel, but by meer authority of Magiſtrates, which was here- 
* the ob:e&ion of Papiſts againſt the Engliſh churches, b t refclled 
by Proteſtants, Fewel, c. For 1 do nt appropriate the Church call to 
the Apoſtles, or men who could ſpeak that wich was meerly wholly, 
undoubtcdly, inſure, implantedly the word of God, as Berclius i pake, bar 
to the preachicg of the Goſpel by any Miniſter ct Chriſt, or other in. 
ſtrument, whereby faith is begoiten, and whereby a one the Chriſtian 
viſible Church and all it members were called, in a different way from 
the Jewiſh Church call; which if Mr. B. do nut ſee to have been the 
Chriſtian peculiar church making call, after his wr. ting in his Saints 
everl, veſt, par. 2. ch. 6. ſci, 1. it ſeems he will not ſce i, arid then 
— N app'y to him th: Proverb, ub fo blinde as bee that will 
vot ſee > 

Mr, B. paſſeth on thus. welt, But may it not yer lie in the ſecond 
point ¶ that they were all taken in to be a Church in one day > | Anſw, 1. 
what day was thot > I would Mr. T. could tell me He ſaith M. ſes did 
it: but that's no trae/ then the veſt. For ſure they were 4 Church beſore 
Moſes time, Did ihey begin to be a Church in the wilderneſs 2 or did Mos 
ſes onely expreſs the Covenant.to them more ſully, aud cauſe them oft 
to renew the Covenant , and ſo oxely confirm them a Church ? was 
ot the circumciſed ſeed of Abraham a Church in Agypt ? and was 
the uncircumciſed Hoſt oncly in the wilderneſs the Church > This à excet- 
lent arguing. 

Anſw, This is excellent anſwering, not to deny what is objected, 
but to propound croſs interrogatorics, Suppoſe I could not aſſign the 
day, is not the thing true? But that Mr. B. u ay not loſe his longing, 
I tell him it was when 4b/abam circumciſed his houſe, Gen. 17, 23, 
When Moſes made a Covenant with them in Horeb, Deut,19.1, 1t I fay 
Moſes did it, I ſay but what the Scripture doth, Deut.33. 4,5. nor doth 
it want of tru h if it be no truer then the ret, It js not true Iſcael bad 
their Church cal from Moſes, for ſure they were 4 Church beſore Moſes 
time; this is Mr. Br. excellent arguing, As it che ſeed of / brabam, a 
fluent being, conſiſting of a ſueceſſion of people, might not ha ve one 
Church call in one age, anotker in anotker z one by Abrabam, another 
by Iſaac, another by Jacob, another by Moſes, Doth not Mr, B. him- 
ſelf, pag. 122. tell us, chat Moſes did cauſe them eſt to enter and renew the 
Covenant > I do nor ſay they began to be a Chareb in the wilde/neſ, or 
that the ſeed of Abraham was not a Church in Egypt, or onely in the wil- 
derne: Bur this I ſay, the Church call of that people was oſt in leve- 
ral ages by the authority of the ſeyeral Patriarchs and Rulers, as God 
ſaw ic needfull to bring them imo Covenant, for better fa ſhioning, eſta · 
bliſhing, or recovering the Church fallen, but for the moſt part by the 
author i: y of Rulers; or if by a Prophet, im an extraordinary manner, 
as Eltjahs days, 1 Kin, 18. and that not by the way uſed in the Chriſtian 
Church, by a daily adding to the Church, and multiplying it by preach- 
ing, as AFs 2,47, & 6. 1. but by authority calling the whole nation 
and people together imo Covenant at once. 

)))) Again 
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Again faith Mr, B. But Abraham took all bs family te be a Church 
in ane day, jon will ſ'y, I anſwer. Firſt, It is not proved when they began 
to le a church. Repl, Nor needs it, 20. And would not Mr. I. now 
bave a whole family made a Church in 4 day? 15 that bis charity? 

Rel. Yes, and the whole world, it it ſeemed good to God: Bur we 
find not that he doth ſo, er gives us any rule or prefident for us to do 
ſn, in the corſtitution of the viſible Church Cbriſfim, 2ny otherwiſe 
then by preact ing the Goſpel to them, and ba tizing Diſciples or be- 
lierers, Mat.28.19, Mark 16,15,16, And ſure my charity muſt nor be 
my rule about the uſe ct Gods Ordinances, but my Lord and Maſters 
appointment. ; : 

37%. Saith Mr. B. And what of it bad been true f the whole Kingdom? 
either it was with their c nſent, or withont ; without tuci- con/ent they 
could not be made church members; for they could not ent er into Covenant- 
with $6 d. 

An(w, If this be true, then no infants are church. members, And 
though it were true, that none could enter into Covenant with God 
whois of age without his conſent, ( which ſeems to me otherwiſe, ) yet 
the conſent obtained meerly by the authority of Maſters or Gouycr- 
nours, through fear or hopes without teaching, and tree acceptance of 
Chriſt upon the preaching of the Goſp.1, deth not make a vikblemem- 
ber of the Chriſtian Church, however ir did in the Jewiſh, I do not think 
the Americans forced to be baptized by Spaniards, or other people by 
the conqueſts of Charls the Grear, and other Chriſtian Princes, afore 
they knew Chriſt by teaching made Chriſtians, were ſuch, though there 
was ſome conſent out of fear of loſs of life or liberty if they were not, 
Mr. B. adds. 

And never was any ſuch thing attempted, E ven joſhua treads in Moſes 
eps, and bids them chuſe whether they wilt ſervethe Lord or not, Jeſ. 24. 
Anſw. Whether Abrabam had the free conſent of all his houſe ro en- 
ter into Covenant with the Lord, or whether he did circumciſ: ſome 
and take then ro his Family Church without their conſent, is uncer- 
tain : However, if 4brabam had a flave refratory, which he was I-ath 
to loſe, yet he 7 uſt circumciſe him againſt his will, becauſe of the com- 
mand with the penalty, Gen 17. 12,13,14. And inthe circumcifi: g the 
Sichemites what was done and attempted is known, Neither Moſes, nor 
Joſhua did (6 leave it to the Jews liberty, but that they would have cut 
off from the people by death any that refuſed to acknowledge God, or 
that ſet up an Idol, Aſa's Covenant was of putting to death what ver 
world not ſeek the Lord God of Iſrael, a Chron, 15.1 3. Whereas there is 
no ſuch L in the Chriſtian Church, that whoever ſhall not believe 
in chriſt ſhall be put to death. 

Let further ſaith Mr. B. And it being with their conſent that the na. 
tion were church members, may wot the like be done now > what, may not 
any or all the nations of the world be added to the Church, if they will cou- 
ſent, and enter the Covenant ? 

Anſw, Yes, they may, ſo many as upon knowledge of Chriſt de 

freely conſent to receive him in all nations: But infants, natural fool“, 
north IO ny 5 _—__ 
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mad · men In thelt fits, are neither fir to conſent, nor to be members in 
the Chriſtian viſible Church, no nor ſuch ignorant people as do not 
competently know the Chriſtian faith. Mr, B. adds. 

what then is this making them a Church in one day that Mr. T. ſoclog. 
dily talks of 2 If be ſay, it is that then the mſants were taken in: 1 an- 
ſwer, that is toprove the ſameby the ſame, or elſe to argue circulariy: 4s 
to ſay, their Church call did take in infants, therefore the tuking in of in. 
fants was peculiar to their Church ca/l ; this begs the queſtion : Or to ſe, 
their Church conſtitution is ceaſed, becauſe their Church call is ceaſed , er, 
their Church call con ſiſting in the taking in of infants is ceaſed, therefore 
their Church conſtit ut ion u ceaſed ; and that Church coni11tu1108 is ceaſed, 
therefore the taking in of inſants is ceaſed. This arguing 35 lige their 
Cauſe, | h 

Vw, I have fundry times told Mr. B. that the call in one day of 
the whole nation was by Abrahams authori y, Gen. 17, and by Moſes, 
Exod. 15 &c. otherwiſe then in che Chriſti in vifible Church, which was 
by a daily addition of believers out of ſeveral families, cities, and nati. 
ons, by preaching to them the Goſpel. And how my arguing is framed 
without begging the queſtion, or any circle, is before ſhewed, And the 
call in one day] I meanuef Abrahams and Moſes act, whether the 
hearts of the whole nation were bowed to conſent to rake the Lord for their 
God, or no. I neither envy vor deny the enlarging f the Church by Cbrift, 
nor du I think the converting or taking in more or ſeß makes ax alteration 
in the nate of the church call ov conſtitution ; bur a call by preochin 
the Goſpel n akes an alteration in the Chriſtian viſible Church cal 
and conſtitution from the jewiſh, ſufficiear to exclude infans from 
Chriſtian vifible church-memberthip, But Mr, B. clamours thus a- 
gainſt me, 

And what means Mr. T. to talh of here one and there one ? To 
ſpeak fo EP in'ſach diſparaging language of the Kingdome 
and Goſpel of Chriſt ? Ts not the wende ſucceſs of the Goſpel ene ef 
our ſtr ong arguments for the truth of the Goſpel and our ch iſlian Rel gion? 
Aud i ſrems Mr. T. will give this away to the Pagans,rather then admit in · 
fants to be members of the Church. 

Anſw, I mean to ſpeak as, the Holy Ghoſt praks, r cer. 1. 16 17, 
28,29, James 2.5, C. Rev. 5.9. and as by the Hiſtories Eccleſiaftical may 
be mace apparent, which raſhly Mr, # calls ſreaking cont emptuouſi in 


2 — language of the Kingdome and Goſpel of Chriſt as he tormerly# 
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my denial of intant Ba tiſmi accuſing of my own children. Nor by my 
ſaying is the argument for the truth of the Goſpel and Chriſtian Reli- 
gion a whit infringed, For the force of the argument is not from hence, 
that whole na:1ons, cities, houſes were converted by the Goſpel; but 
that though the perſons were contemptible who preached, heit Do- 
Qrine likely to aff ight men, without arms. againſt oppoſition of great 
ones, there was ſo great ſucceſs over the world as to cony: t ſo gtest 
numbers, — — — compariſon of the ict, even in moſt * 
eountreys, from their accuſtomed idolatry to embrace a crucikc 
Lord, Let ſaith Mr, "he | l 
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Was it but here eue and there one when three thouſand were converted as 
once, and five thouſand aſterwards > and many myriads or ten thouſands 
even of the Jews that continued Jealous of the Law did believe? A's 2.41» - 
& 4,4. & 31. 20, beſides all Gentiles > Was it but here one and there 
one, when all that dwelt at Lydda and Saron turned to the Lord, both men 
aud women, Ad 35. and all that dwelt at Samaria, Ads 8. 

Anſw, It was but here one and there one as | meant. it. 1. It was not 
any whole nation or city, and per h ps few whole houſhelds, ſure 1 am 
not one infant in any of the places. For in As 2.41, they who were 
baptized gladly received the word; and As 4. 4. they beard the word and 
belicved ; and dt 21,20. they believed and were ⁊calous of the law; 
Aft 9.35. th:y ſawit, and turned tothe Lord; 4d. 2. they belic ved 
Ebilip. 2. Theſe three thouſand, five thouſand, tent houſands inhabi- 
tant. might, and li ely were hut one out of one houſe, and ancther out 
of another Houſe ; As Hod had much people in C:iriath, As 18. 10. yet 
but few houſholds , the Husband a believer, the Wife an unb: liever ; 
the Servant a believer, not the Maſter, 1 Cer. 7. 11, 12,16, 11. So many 
mitiads might be, yet but here one and there one, conſidering that Je- 
ruſalem, eſpecially at he Feaſts, was full of people; an that the my- 
riads are not reſtrained to /eruſalem, but Sight be in 7udea, or per- 
haps in remorer parts, It is evident that the number of Chriſti»ns was 
not able ro march the ber ſecuters, and that even in Feraſalem: Yea, it 
is faid, As 21.:0, that al the city was moved againſt Paul, and the pco- 
ple ran together, al Jeruſalem was in an uproar, v.31, much ado the fouls 
diers had to reſcue him from the multitude, v. 35. even at that time 
when the myriad. are faid to have been of believing jews, v.20. The 
Texts Afs9 35, & 8.12, ſay not as Mr. B, that all that dwelt at $a. 
maria bejieved, nor all that dwelt at Lydda and Saron both men and wo- 
men, but thoſe that turned tothe Lord, as i ſhewed SeR. yo. before. 

Yer more. Let him ſhem me when three thouſand Jews were made 
t barch· me he /s in a day, if he can, before Chriſts time: I ſay, iſ be can, 
let him ſhew it me. Sure cver ſince Abrahams time (and I donbt not 
- before too) they were added to the Church by one and one as they were 

n. 

Anſw. It I cannot ſhew it Mr, B. ga ins nothing, my affertion , that 
the Jewiſh nation were a Church together in ong diy by Magiſtrates 
authority, the Chriftia:, Church was gathered by Apoſtles aid -thers 
preaching whereby one was made here one day, another there a belie ver 
another day, not a na ion, city, nor always a houfe together, ſtands good. 
Bur ſich M. B. wil allow e ſo much favour as to ſhew him any thing me 
thinks he (ſhovnld not deny that more then three thouſand were made 
church members in one day, Deut : 9. 10, . 12, 3,14,15. And it ia the 
time of Solomons reign, when Fadab and Iſrael pucre many as the ſand 
which i by the ſea in multitude 1 Rin 4.10, three thouſand were bern in 
one day, by Mr, H own grant there were three thouſand. added to the 
Church in one day 

Yer again ſaith Mr, B. And Ihave ſhewed you before, that Chrift ſend- 
eth bis meſſengers to diſciple all nations; It is @ baſe expoſition that ſhall 
| ſay 
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ſay be means onely, Go and diſciple me here one and there one out of all na; 
tions, and no more. 

Anſw, And what childiſh vanity, if not worſe, he hath ſhewed H 
his ridiculous including infants to be diſcipled in that commiſſion, js 
ſhewed before in the ſecond Part of this Review, Sect. 12. Cc. If it be 
a baſe expoſition which he ſers down, it js bale dealing if he ſer it down 
as mine cx poſition: who yeeld that their commiſſion was to diſciple all 
ot a nation who could be diſciple1, though it is true that they could not 
do it to a whele nation ina day as Moſes did; and in the event they 
diſcipled but here one and there one iu a heuſe for the moſt part.; 

vet more ſait i Mr. B. And what means that in Revel. I 1.15. Are not 
theſe Kingdomes added to the Church as well as Iſrael 7 

[ anſwer, That it means not as Mr. B. imagines, that the whole peo - 
ple of K ingdomes ſhall become Chriſts viſible Church, but the rule ot 
dominion of them (all be his, as the cloſe of the v. and ch 12.10, ſhew, 
which makes nothing for Ar. B. as will appear by ex minining his fri- 
yoleus arguing, ch. 13. 

Yet a;ain ſaith Mr. B. like a brave -Go'iatb, And ue not all profeſſors of 
Cbriflianity in England, as truly in the Church as all in Iſrael were ? I chat. 
len e any to anſwer me hereiꝶ and undertake to maze it good again|t them 
( as far as will land with mode iy to challenge) whatſoever any Sepaia- 
tiſt ( commonly called Indepeudents ) or Anabaptifts may ſay tothe contra. 
5; ( for I bave pretty wel tried the flrength of their arguing in Ibis.) 

And I hav: pretty well tried Mr, Bs, ſtrength in diſpuies, and find 
it ſafall though his word, be big. I do not anſwer to tte name of a Se- 
3 or Anabaptiſt, they are Mr, Bs, a buſive language of me. Let 

nde pendeut Pædobaptiſts anſwer ic as they pleaſe, I th nk if they will 
baptize infan's from the rule*of circumci'ion and rhe JewiſheChurch- 
Rare, they muſt aflerr a national Church, admit all that ave ch them- 
ſelves Chriſtians co breaking of Bread, and theit infant males to Bap- 
tiſm, And I conceive Presby terians by the grounds they n aincoin Pæ- 
dobaptiſn are debarred from keeping the ignorant and ſcandaloas from 
the Lords Supper; and though cha'l:nge not as Mr. B. yet preſume l 
ſhall mike both good in their ſeaſon, As for the preſent queſtion of Mr, 
B. I grant it, and then I hope we ſhall not ſᷣght about it, Yer] t II Mr. 
B. I do not take all fox profeſſors ot Chriſt anity whom perhaps Mr. B. 

doth, ner do I thinłk Mr. B. can find me one ptofeſſir of Chriſtianity 
among all the infants in England. 

Yet z little further, f ich Mr. 3. Either Mr. T. by | clusch call | 
means that which was the means of en ring infants, or men at a e or ſon e- 
what common to both. The Jews did all enter into the Churth as mew bers 
in infant y, even they that deferred Circumciſion till ſorty years old, ard the 
women that were not circumciſed, And what call had theſe inſants that 
cannot underſiand a call 2 

Anſw. The Church call of the Jewiſh nation or family of +braban, 
was by his authority, in 2 way common to men of age and intants : A- 
brabam and his houſe were by citcuincifion and declaring Gods Cove- 
nant formed into a viſible Church, and accordingly all that were yu 
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of Abrabam, and all that were taken into his houſe while they continued 
in that Family or Nation, were of that Church. And this way of Church 
call, by bringing into the bond of the Covenant the whole Nation, in- 
fants, ſervants, men and women together, was by the authority of Mo- 
ſes renewed at mount Hojeb, and in the land of Moab, Heut. 19. 1. though 
ci cumciſion were deferred for a time, And this call was of rhe intants, 
though nor by themſelves apirt, yer con junctly with the whole Nation, 
the Qiet repreſenting the reſt, Exod, 19. 7. Dent. 29. 10. and amorg 
them the infanrs, who might as well underſtand a call as a Covenant, 
into which Mr. B, contends they did enter, 
Mr, B. adds. The Proſelytes, who were made Church. members 
« ar age, were firſt converted to God, and profeſſed the true Religion, 
«and fo brought in their children with them: They were converted 
© not all in a day, but by times, not onely by Moſes, or ſucceeding 
« Magiſtrates, but chiefly by Prieſts or Levites, or zealous people, or 
&« by what way or means God was pleaſ d to uſe for that end. I did in- 
tet eat Mr. T. to ſhew re any material difference between the call ot 
«theſe Proſely e: into the Church in al} ages till Chriſt, and the call of 
« us Gentiles into the Church: And tfuly he gave me an anſwer of 
©« mcer words for a put off, ( wherein he hath a notable faculi ,) wkich 
« I can find no weight nor ſence in, nor am I able to tell what he would 
« ſay to it; nor can I conceive what poſſibly ean beſaid of any mo- 
© ment, And as Camero well noteth, yu-S274/@r, is now uſed in the 
Church as it were in the place of 2p0:nay7:ut: ; Diſcipling new to 
«ns, is as Froſelytingrwas ta them, So that you lee now what this 
Church call is Mice layeth fo great a weight on, and how much in 
te the main i: differeth from ours. Z 
Anſw, When that time was that Mr, B made this requeſt to me, ani 
what imperfeR anſwer it was which I gave him, I do not well remems 
ber: 1 gueſs it was when I had conterence with him alone, 4. 25. 
1649. in bis chamber, when te drew me to a conference with him, 
tetendi g friendlineſs; but (as the event ſhewed, having Jan. 15. 
fore, when I ſuſpe*. ed no ſuch dealing, written his abufive Epiſtle 
before his Sami severlafimng reſt, n which he falfly accuſed me and pro- 
claimed his driving me to abſurdiries in the Diſpute, Fan. i drew tom 
me what he could or his advantage, and then printed it in this Book, 
without my reviſing my anſwers, or his acquainting me with his print- 
ing them, cr rightly according as they were printing them, as may be 
pe! ceived by ti is Review; and mocking me with thi> fraudulent trick, 
when I expected according to his promite to ſee his arguments written 
from fome ef his o or my auditors to whom he would communicate 
them, But leaving him to the Lord, I ſhall now give a plain anſwer 
to his demand, Proſelytes were of two ſorts, 1. Of the gate, as cerxe- 
las. om ing the God of Iſrael, but not joyning to che Church and po- 
licy of Iſrael. Theſe were not of the Jewiſh Church vifible, though 
they were of the Church inviſible of true believers, and of the Church 
viſible univerſal of profeſſors of the true God: For the y were accoun- 
ted unclean, and ſhunned by the Jews, 47s 10,28, C 11,2,3. Their 
Kkk calling 
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calling I conceive Was as ours is, by the word of God made known to 
them + nor do 1 find that infants were any part o the Church of them 
whecher domeſtick as in Cornelius bouſe, Aﬀs 10. 2. or congregational, 
of which I find not an inſtance, nor of any rites or diſcipline chey had. 
2. Of righteeuſneſs, who were made ſuch partly by perduaſion. as Mr, 
23.15, and.ſo far their call agrees with our call, and the other fort of 
Pröſelytes, partly by entt ing them iato the Jewiſh Church, by Bap. 
tiſn, Circumciſion, and an Offering, and with them wives and chil. 
dren; and this was done by authority of Elders impoſing on them the 
precepts of Moſes Law, and a Ring according to rules of their own, In 
which how much their Church call differs trom ours js ſhewed in the 
2d. Part of this Review, [c&, 24. in anſwer to Dr, Hammond, Now 
though they were joyn: d to the Jewiſh Church one after-another, and 
the infants of the jews as they were born; yet the Jewiſh Church, whe. 
ther at the fit ſt erection, or aſter eſtab iſhing, were conſtituted of the 
whelc Family and Nation together by the authori:y ot Abraham and 
Moſes differently trom the call of the Chriftian Church viſible info 
material a point as excludes infants from church. memberſhip, bt 
iche SEEa!, which thing I was to demonſttate. 

Mr. B. goes on thus. Fut yer one other argument Mr. T. ha bto prove 
the Church conſtitation altcred, and conſequenily infams now caſt cut, or 
tbeir church memberſhip repeaied ; And that isthisz They were to 80 up 
three times a year to the Temple, they had their Sanedrim, and High 
Prieft : Now be appealeth to all, whether theſe be not altered: And 
therefore the Charch conſlitution muſt needs be altered, and fo infants 

At out. | 
: Auſw, My argument is this, If that which had the ſame reaſon with 
infants church. memberſhip be altered, then infants church member- 
ſhip is altered: But that which had the ſame reaſon with infants viſible 
church-memberſhip is altered, Ergo. The conſequence js made good 
by the rule of Logicx, Where there is the ſame reaſon of things, there 
is to be the ſame judgement, De paribus idem eſt j adiciu m. The minor is 
proved thus. The High Pr ieſt, Sanhedrim, repair to iheir Feaſts, had 
the ſame reaſon with infantꝭ viſible church memberſhip : But they are 
altered, Ergo. The major is proved thus, Infants church memberſhip 
Was no where but in the Jewiſh Church, we read of it no where elſe, nor 
upon any other reaſon but their being part of the Nation, which God 
had made his Church; they were vihble church members upon no 
profeſſion of their own, nor from any general determination of God, 
Law or Ordinance that the children mould be reckoned of his Church 
with the parents in any countrey whatſoever, there being no ſuch Law; 
but meer ly from hence, becauſe he would have the Nation of Iſrael to 
be his fixed people our of whom the Meſſiah ſhould come, and fo a 
National Church till then. And fer the ſame reaſon he would have 
one _ Prieſt, Temple, repair thither at ſolemn Feaſts, « Sanhe- 
drim, their genealogies kept, their poſſeſſions by lor, c. But all 
theſe arg altered now, the Church is not National, no one High Pricſt, 
Temple, Sankedrim, c. therefore neither infnes viſible Church- 
; 1 ; 8 memberſbip 
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memberſhip, which had the ſame reaſon and no other. What ſaith 
Mr. B 

Alas, miſerable Cauſe that hath no better arguments | are any of theſe 
eſtential to their church confiitution ? How came there to be ſo ſtrict a con- 
jundlion between Priefibood, Temple, Sanbedrim, c. as that the church 
nuſt necds fall when they fall ? my it not be a C hurch without the « ? 

Anſw, Alas miſerable Cauſe that hath no better anfwers ! Is in- 
fants chut ch. memberſhip eſſenti al ro Chi rch conſtitutien ? How came 
there to be ſo ſti it a conjunction between the Church and their mem- 
berſhip, as that the Church muſt needs fall when they fall > may. it not 
be a Church without theſe > If the Temple, &. might be altered, and 
and were, becauſe nor elſential ta the Church; infants Church- 
memberſhip did ceaſ: too, which was no more eſſential then thoſe, and 
which hath been proved to have the {ame reaſon wich theſe, to wit, Gods 
waking his Church National out of which the Meſhah was to come. 
H therco nothing is indeed anſwered, and what is ſaid is tetorted, The 
reſt is aceor ding to Mr, Bs, vein of frivolous putting impertinent que- 
ſtions to me. 

I would int reat Mr. T. or any Chriſtian who bath the leaſt good wi 
to truth left in him, conſiderately to anfwer me to theſe. 1. Was not the 
Jewiſh people a church before they had either a Temple, or Saubedrim, or 
High Prieſt, or any of the ceremonies of the Law of Meſes > An. I think 
not: there was no time they were à Church, but they had a Pricſt, an 
Altar, Sacrifices, diſtinion of clean and unclean beaſts, Cc. were 
they not a Charch in «Agypt, and in the ſqnilies of Abraham, Tſaac, and 
Facehy An. They were, 2. Did the adding of theſe Laws and ccre- 
monies take down any ſor mer part of the Church > Anf, No, Ox did eve- 
ry new ceremony that was added maye a new Church, or conſtitution of the 
Church? anſ No, 3. If the adding of all theſe ceremonies did not make 
a new church, or evertbrow the old, why ſhould the taking of them away 
overthrow it > Anſ, Who ſaith it doth? 4. If the Jews Church con- 
Nitution before Moſes time was ſuch as took in infants, why not after Mo- 
ſes tine? AC, Who denies it? Or if infants were Charch members 
long beſore eit ber Temple, or Sanedrim, e High Prieſt, &rc. wby may they 
not be ſo when theſe arg down > why muſt they needs fall with them when 
they did not viſc with the: Anſ. Becauſe if they did not rife with 
them at the ſame time, yer they were erected upon the ſave foundation, 
the Jewiſh National Church, as the wall: fall with the roof, though they 
riſe not together, becauſe rhey reſt on the ſame foundation. 5. And if 
the very ſpecifical nature of thtir Church be taken down, then men are caft 
out, and women too, as well as children, Anſ. I ſay not the ſpecifical 
nature of their Church was taken down, but the particular Church cone 
ſticution Jewiſh al:ered and I gram: jr, th:t men and women under 
the conſide ration as they were in the Jewiſh Church, are left our (Iwill 
nor ſay caſt our, for they were never in) of the Chriſtian viſible Church 
as well as children, If it be ſud that Chrift bath appointed men and wo- 
men to he church members anew, I / wer, what man tan imagine thay 
Chriſt fir ſ repealed the Orginance that men and women ſhould be member; 
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of the Church, and then ſet it up anew? Anſ. And what man can ima. 
gine Otherwiſe who reads the New Teſtament, bur that (if there were 
ſuchan Ordinance that men and women being Jews by birth ſhould be 
members of the 7ewiſh church) Chriſt rep-aled ir, when neither Jobn 
Baptiſt, nor Chriſt, nor his Apoſtles admitied any Jew becauſe a 7.w 
into tie Chriſtian Church by Baptiſm, without his per ſonal faith and 
repentance ? : N 
Mr. B. ſaich. I will waſt ns more time in confuting ſuch ſlender ar- 
gunents, but ſhall willingly leave it to the judgement of any under ftanding 
; nbyaſed man, whether Ar. T. have well proved that God vepcaled by 
Ordinance, aud revoked bis merciſ}ll gift , that ſome inſants ſhall be 
Church members. | 
Anſw. It is my burthen that I muſt waſte more time in refuting 
ſuch empty ſcriblings as rheſe, containing queſtions, and thoſe nor 
touching the argument, inſtea of anſwers; and I leave it to the Stu- 
dents ot Divinity in che Uaiverſities, and elſe · where, who are under. 
ſtanding unbyaſſed men ( if there be any) yea to any that have ſtudie 
Logick,to judge whether | have not proved a repeal of his pretended Or- 
dinance, after I have added ſome more proof out of the New Teſtament 
in the next Section, and anſwered his Letteis to me, which 1 haſten, 
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2: is proved, that infants were not rechoned to ihe viſible Church Chri tian 


in the primitive times, uor are now. 


1. J Thus argue, If no infants were part of the vifible Church Chr 

ſtian in the primitive times, chen hat · ever Ordinance there were 
of their v. ſible church memberſhip before, muſt needs be tepealed. Hut 
the antecedent is true, Ergo the conſequent, The conſequent of the 
major I think will not be denied: For ſuppofing there were infants 
even of Chriſtians, and an Ord nance before, that the infants of the 
godly ſhould be viſible church members, and ygt no part or members; 
then it muſt nee ds be from the revocation of thit Ordinance, if there 
were ſuch a one, Now that the antecedent is tiue, I preve thus, If in 
all the days of Chrift on earth, and the Apoſtles, no infant was a part 
or member ef the viſible Church Chriſtian, then not in the primitive 
times: For the primitive times of the Chriſtian Church go no further, 

h I think I might extend my proof ſomewhat further. But the an- 
tecedent is true, Ergo, 

That no infant was a part or member of the viſible Church Chriſtian 
in the dayes of Chriſt and his Apoſtles.on earth, is proved by theſe 
arguments, ; 

: All vifible members of the Church Chriſtiah were to be baptiſed, 
This is often aſſerted by Mr. B. plain Scrip. proof, &. pag. 25. The 
whole Church mf te by the waſting of Harp, fag, 343+ £5508 
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whole Church is one body, and bath one Lord, and one faith, ſo it bath one 
common baptiſm, And he all:dzeth 1 Cor. 11.13. EKyh. 5. 25% 6. Eph.q 5. 
out of which this propolitioa may be proved. But no infants were to be 
baptiſed. This is proved at large in the 2d. part of this Review Sed. , Ac. 
Therefore no infan:s were viſible members of the Chriſtian Church. 

2. They were not viſible members of the Church Chriſtian whe 
were not ot the viſible body of Chriſt. This is proved from Mr. Bs. 
words plain Script, &c, pag. 25. The body Cor. 12.13. 3s the viſible 
Church, pag. 342, As the whole Church is one body &c, pag 39. hat 
is the Cburch ? Is it ng! the body of Chriſt > The ſame he confirms pag, 
60. 318, from 1 Coy. 12, 13. which he proves to be nieant of the viſible 
Church, ard ir is affirmed by the Apoſtle Col. 1, 24. Epbeſ” 1. 22, 23. 
that the Church is the body of Chriſt, and ſo the vifible Chic is his vi- 
ſi le body; But no intant was of the viſib e body ef Chriſt, This is pro- 
ved 1. from 1 Cor, 12, 1 3. all that were ot the body were made to drink 
into one ſpirit, namely in the cup of the L'rds ſupper, Diodati annot. in 
locum banc yationem confirmat tftimonio baptiſms & cane dominice piſ- 
cat. axalyſ, 1 Cor. 12. 13, Arg. 9. Sacraments bapti[mi & cent domi 
cæ omnes fideles connefunt,.r, Dicſon expoſ, Anal, 1 Cor.1z, 13. ut u, 
uſque Sacrament i unus ſcopus &. idem etiam eſſe intelligatur , Tea annot. 
in 1 Cor, 12, 13, Calicem quoq e Dimmi in hane ſpem bibiv us. Gro, 
annot, in locum. But no jnfant was made to drink into one ii jrir, tor 
none of them did drink the cup in the Lords ſupper, Ergo, 2. From 
1 Cor, 10. 17. All that were one body and one bread, did partake of that one 
bread which was broken v. 16. But no infant did partake of that one 
bread, it they did they muſt do ſo ſtill &.be admirted to the Lords ſup. 
per, Ergo, 3. From Epheſ. 4. 5. The whole church is one body, and hath 
one Lord and one faith , Mr. B. plain Script. &c, pag. 342. but no in- 
fant liath one faith, Ergo, 

' 3. They were no members of the viſible Church, who were left out of 

the number of the whole Church, all the believers, the mulritude of the 
diſciplesin 21! che places where there is an enumeration of the members 
ofthe Church, or mention of the whole Church, the number of be. 
lievers or diſciples in the new Teſtamenc, But infants are left out of 
that number in all places in the new Teſtament, Ergo. I be major is e- 
vident of it ſelt, For as we know who was in the church by their men- 
tion, ſo we know who were not by their being lefr out in theſe paſſages, 
which make an enumeration or reckoning of all, there being no other 
way to know who were in or out; and if this be not true, the ſpeeches 
are falſe which mention all, the whole, the multitude, as the full num- 
ber if they were not ſo, The minor is alſo preved from thofe texis where 
ſuch enumeration is mentioned, At 1,15, Peter is ſaid to ſtand up in 
the mjds of the diſciples, aud that the number of the names together were a- 
bout an hundred and twenty and in the verſes. befare are reckoned the 
Apoſties with the women, Mary the mother of Jeſus and bis brethren , and 
they are ſoid to continue in one accord ju prayer and ſupplication. Here-I 
conceive is an enumeration of the diſciples or church that then was at 
Jeruſalem viſible, Dr. Lightfoot in his Com, on Aft 15, ſai h, - be. 
jeder, 
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levers at Jeruſalem no doubt were many hundred 1 not thouſands at this 
time; though we read of no Converts in this book lll the next chapter. For 
what fruit or accompt can elſe be given of all Chriſts preaching and pains 
beſtowed in that city 2 Let but Foh. 2. 323. & 3.2, & 4.1. & Mar, 3.8 & 
Fob, 5.31.08. 30, & 11. 28,45. & [2,19,43, aud divers other places 
be.well weigbed, and it will be utterly unim 1ginable that there ſheuld be le 
believers in Jeruſalem now then many bundreds, much more unimaginable 
that theſe one hundred and twenty were al, who were 2 Galileans , and 
no mhbabitants of Jeruſalem at all, Ihe like is the arguing of the / 
ſembly in their anlwer to the Diſſeaters, pag, 66. Nevertheleſs it ſeems 
not improbable to me, con ſider ing the narration all alorg he chapter, 
that v. 4, 6, they are ſaid to come together, go to mount Give t, and 
chen to return to Feruſalem, and their action noted with ſpecial notice 
of ſome, v. 3,14. and then neat, v 1 5. that Peter ſlood up in the mids of 
the Diſciples, that this enumeration of 120 is not an enumeration one. 
ly of men ot note, but of all the diſciples of Chiiſt then ac Jeruſalem, 
me thinks the terming of Peter a Galilean, Mark 14, 70, doth intimate 
few of the Hieroſo|ymitans were diſciples of Chriſt ; Chriſts preaching 
moſt in Galitee, his dited ing them to go into Galilee where they ſhould 
ſee him, Matth, 26. 31. Mark 16. 7. the diſciples ſhutiin, the doors 
and afiembling at evening for fear of the ems, Joh. 20. 19, do ſhew that 
moſt t he diſciples were Galileans, few ot Jeruſalem z ſpecially when 
all the diſciples forſook Chriſt and fled, Mat th. 26. 56, the ſhepheard being 
ſmitten aud the ſheep ſcattired, v. 3i, Hiwever the enumeration being 
of diſciples, and the women being reckoned with them, and not their chil» 
dren, nor the actions of prayer, &c. ſuch as are to bee aſcribed to in» 
fants, it is evident that infants were not then countted among the diſci- 
ples, and conſequen ly not counted for vifible membersof the Chriſtian 
Church. : 
Act 2,1, They are ſuid to be al with one accord in one place. The 
Aſſembly ubi ſuprà alledgeth reaſons why they al ſhould be meant of the 
Apofiles onely, but not cogent, For 1,thE narration doth not auy more li- 
mit the words AF. 2.1, by Ads . 26 then by v.15, 2. not onely the 
Apoſtles, but o hers were filled with rhe holy Ghoſt women as well as 
men, v. 17. Ads 4. 31. & 6.5. 3. though they were Galjic:ns chat 
ſpake v. 7, yet it proves not the [ aff ] v.,, to be Galileans. 4. the 
mention is ofthe Apofiles v. 1 37, 42, not te ſhew that jt was 2 meet- 
ing of the Apoſt es onely, but becauſe they were the leaders aud chict 
actors in that Church. 
And that the nfecting was of the whole Church at Jeruſalem then, is 
proved from v. 41. th», The meeting was of them ro whom the 
three thouſand ſ:uls were added; But they ere added to the 
Church v. 47, not one'y to the Apoſtles , or teachers. For then 
the ſen e ſhould be, that that 3000 ſhould be added to the teach- 
ers, and ſo vany more teachers added ; whereas they arc ſeid to conti - 
nus in the 4poſites doct/ine v. 42. by their profeſſton of ir, the Apoſtles 
reaching an nt they, And hence I gather, that not one intant was 
reckoned to the Church, becauſe the [ ak ] v. 1, are ſaid to bee roger 
; ther 
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tber bu0Juval3y with ine accord, or one minde and conſent, which is net 
to be ſaid of infants, | = 

From As 2. 41, 1 further argue, The Church did then conſiſt of 
ſuch perſons one ly as were of like ſort with thoſe who were added to ir, 
which muſt be granted. exce pt it be ſaid, the added and thole who were 
added were of different ſorts, But of thoſe who were added there was no 
one infant, This is proved from the words v. 41, 43. that they ceminned 
ſtedfaſily iu the Apoſttes doc rine and ſellowſhip , and in breaking of bread 
and in prayers, and fear came upon every ſoul, v. 41. they gladly recerved 
the werd, which cannot be ſaid of infants; therefore no infant was icc- 
koned then a. a part or member of the viſible Church Chriſtian, 

Again v. :4, the whole Church is meant by al that believed , who 
are {aid tobe together to bave all thing scommon , ſold and imparted 
their oft fits, centinued with one accord in the temple, brake bread ſrom 
bouſe to houſe, cat they meat with gladneſt and ſingleneft of heart, praiſed 
God, hid [avonr w:th all the | eaple, v. 45, 46, 47. Which cannot be ſaid 
of infants, therefore no intants were then recxoned as parts or members 
of the ( briſtian viGble Church. 

Again Ads 4. 4. it is ſaid, many of them which beard the word belie- 
ved, and the number of the men was about five thouſand, I hat this is an 
enumeration of the whole Church then ar Jeruſalem, is more probable 
the 1 that jr is an enumer2ticn one ly ot the newly added; however the 
addition being ot tbe ſame ſort ot perſons with thoſe to whom they were 
added, and no one infant reckoned te the Church, but all nc, that 
beard the word and believed, it is clear that in the number of the chrj. 
ſtians or diſciples intants were not reckoned , and conſcquently no vi- 
ſible church members then, 

V. 23, 24. Peter and Jobn are ſaid to go to their own comtany , and ts 
report to them the ſpeech of the chief Prieſts and Elders , and then upon 
hearing they lift vp their voice with ore accord to God, v. 31. to pray, 
to be ofmbled together, to be filled with the holy Ghoſt , to ſpeah the word 
God with boldnef and the Church is called v. tz, the multitude of them 
who believed, to be of aus heart and one ſoul, All which ſhew , that the 
Church conſiſted of a company of praying people, of a multitude of he- 
lievers, whieh js not to be (aid of infants, thereſore they were no viſible 
church members then, — 

Afs 5. 11. it is ſald, And great ſear came upon all the Chureb, a nd up- 
en as many as beard theſe things, Here the whole church is mentioned as 
contradiſting..1ſhed frm the ny that heard theſe things, But no ore 
infant was a member of the church, ſuh none was capable of the great 
tear hat came upon all the Church from the notice of Anmias and Sa- 
ira s death, therefore they were not then church · meu bers. 

V. 13, 4. They who were magnified by the t eopie, who were joyngd 
tothe Lord, who were of the ſame ſort with believers, who were the more 
aaded tothe Lord, multitudes both of men and women, were not infants 2 
But ſuch were the Church then, therefore it did not conſiſt of in- 
fanrs then, . 

As 6,1, The Church is expreſſed by the number of Diſciples, bY 

the 
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the multitude of Diſciples, v. 2. the whole multitude, v. 5. the number of 
the Diſciples obedient to the faith, v. 7. But none of theſe were jafants 
as their converting, the ſpeeches to them, and other acts ſhew; there. 
fore infants then were not reckoned Chriſtian viſible ehurch.mem- 
bers. 

Acts 8.1, The Church at Jeruſalem are aid to be all ſcattered abrod 
except the Apoſiles, v. 3. to conſiſt of men and women hald to priſon, 
which is not to be conceived of infants, therefore they were not then rec. 
koned as vifible church members. 

Acts 15. 22. The whole Church is ſaid to ſend cboſen men of their 
own company, But this doth not agree to infants, rherefore infang were 
not reckoned as part of the whole Church. 

I Cor. 14. 23. The whole Church is ſuppoſed to come_pogetey into 
one place, But this is nec to be ſaid of infants, they were ts part of the 
company that met, they were not capable of the end and actions ot the 
meeting, therefore they were no part of the whole Church, The ſame 
may be ſaid. of all other like places. 

4. They were no part of the Chriſtian Church viſible, ro whom the 
things aſcribed to the whole Chriſtian Church did not agree. Bur the 
things aſcribed tothe whole Chriſtian Church vifible did not agree to 
infants, Ergo. The major is of it ſelfevideart, as in like manner this is 
a plain trutb, that they are no ſouldiers to whom wheat is ſaid of the 
whole Army dothi not agree, The miner 15 proved from many places of 
Scripture, Matth. 16. 18. Chriſt ſaith be will build bis Church on this 
Rock, this is meant of the whole Church, and the building is meant of 
building by prezching, Epbeſ. 2. 20. & 4.11, 12. „But infants are 
not built by preaching, therefore they are not parts of the Church 
viſible, 

ICor.1,2 The church is of them who afe called to be Saints whicly 
is by preaching the Golpe l, v. 23, 24. But infantsate not ſocalled, Ergo, 
they are net of the viſible Church Chriſtian. 4 He 

Ad, 2.41.47. & 5.14. They who were added to the Church did 
all bea/ the word ard believes But infants did not ſo, there ore they 
were not added to the Church, and conſequently were nor viſible chuch- 
members. 

They were not parts of the Church who did not come tegerher, were 
not gathered together; for all the Church did come toget ber with one ac- 
cord in Solomons Porch, As 5.11, 17. were gathered tegetber by the 
Apoſtle, As 14. 27, Bur infants were no part of them, they were not 
with one accord any of thoſe to whom the Apofile told what God bad done 
with them, therefore they were not part of the viſible Church. 

They were no part ot the Church of God, who were none ef be 
flock of God to whom the Elders were to attend as made overſcers over 
them by the Holy Ghoft to feed them. For ell theſe things are attributed 
to all the flock or Church of God ar Epbeſus, As 10. 28. Bur infants 
were none of the flock ro whom the Elders were to attend as made ovet- 

ſeers by the Hcly Ghoſt to feed them, Nut ſes were to attend and feed 
infants, not teaching and ruling Elders, whoſe work was in the — 
an 
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and doRrine, 1 T. 3. 17. therfore infants were none of the flock or 
Church of God viſtble at that time, 

They were no part of the Church of God, who were not in duty to 
be ſand iſied by the Word. For the whole Chuich was in duty to be ſancti- 
fied by the word, as Mr. B. plain Script. . pag. 342, gathers from 
Epbſ.5.35, concerning Baptiſm. But no intant is in duty to be ſo ſanct i- 
fed, it wete a ridiculous thing to tie Preachers to ſanctiſie or waſh in- 
fants by preaching the Word to them, therefore they were no part of the 
Church, The Churches had reſt, and were edified ; walked, wire muliplied, 
Afsg.z1. Ads 12.5, Prayer was made of the church unto God for Pe- 
ter. The church at Hiernſalem, fs 11, 22, is ſaid to hear tidings, ts 
ſend Barnabas, who with Paul aßemble with the Charch, v. 26. fit per- 
lons to convene, AclS 21,22, to receive orders, 1 Cor. 16,1, With many 
more ſuch attributes, which nc ither are, not can ordinarily be ſaid of in- 
fants, no nor any attribute in all the New Teſtament, which is ſaid of 
the viſible Cbarcb Cbriſliau is ſaid of infants, thet etore they were nei ac- 
counted viſi:le members in the frft chriſian Churches, nor are rightly 
now ſo taken, 

5, They who were not reckoned as Chtiſts Diſciples, were not vi 
fible church-members ; For as Mr. B. 1i;htly ſaith, plain Script. &c. 
All church members are Chrifts Diſciples, But infants are no where rec» 
koned as Chriſts Diſciples, This is proved, 1, from the x laces in all 
the Aus of the Apoſtles, and elſewhere, where there is mention of 
Chriſts Diſciples, there are ſuchthings declared of them as co exclude 
infants from ite number of them. 1 omit As 1. 15. & 6. 1, 2,5, 7. 
before mentioned. Ads 11. 26,9. It is ſaid that Barnabas and S aul a 
whole year aſſembled themſclves with the Chu ch, and tiught much teople, 
and the Diſciples were called ( brifliaws firſt in Antioch ; And upon the 
prediction of a dearth it is ſaid, Thea the Diſciples, every man according 
to bys ability, determined to ſend relief unte the brethren which dwelt ix 
Judæa, which they alſo did, and ſent it to the Elders by the bands of Bar- 
nabas and Sau!, From whence this is apparent, that the Church, the 
Diſciples, the Chriſtians were then Synonyma, er terms importing the 
lame priſons, ſo that he who was nota Diſciple was not of the Church, 
nor a Chriſtian, But no infant was then reckoned as a Difciple, This 
is proved f,o» what is ſaid of cvery Diſct le, v. 29, they determined to 
ſend. and did ſind, which none will ſay infants did, Evgo, infants were 
not then reckoned among Diſciples, Chriſtians, or members ot the vi- 
ſible Church Ct-riftian, 

As 14, 20, 21, 22. it is ſaid, that tbe Diſciples food round about 
Paul, that he and Barnabas tarnght mazy, er made many Diſciples, and 
that they confirmed the ſouls of the Diſciples, caborting them to continue in 
the faith, From whence itis maniteſt, that the Diſciples then were ſuch 
as ſtood toun ſ about Paul, that they were taught, or made Diſciples by 
reaching or preaching the Goſpel, that they w.re in the taith, cap-ble of 
confirmation, and exhortation. But ſuch were not infants, Ergo,they were 
not then reckuncd as Di ciples, and conſequemſy not church. mem- 
ders, As 8, 3. made bavogrk of the Church, Ads 5. U, againſt the Diſ- 

hs L1l ciples 
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cipler, v. 13. the Saints at Hieruſalem, v. 19. the Diſciples at Damaſ. 
cus, v. x5, the Diſciples, v. 26. y»yning to the Chui ci ſoyning we 
Diſci;les, v. 35. the Brethren, v. 31. the Churches, v. 38. the Diſcyples 
beard, v. 41. called the Saints. Ads. 5. 1. it is ſaid they taught the Bre- 
thren, v. 3. being brought on their way by the Church, they cauſed great joy 
unto al the Brethren ; v. 4. they were received of the Church, v.10, the 
Diſciples are they whoſe hearis were peri fied by faith; the wbole Church 
v.22, aretbe Bretbren, v. 23. who ſend greeting to the Brethren, v. 30. 
they were the multitude gathered togetber, v. 31. they cxhoried the yyg. 
tbren, v. 33. were let go in jeace from the Bruthren, v.38. let us viſit 
our Brethren, v. 40. recommended by the Brethren. v 41, confirming the 
Churches, Afs 15.2, well reported of by the Brethren, v.5. And ſo were 
the Churches eflabiiſhed in the faith, and increaſed in number daily, v. 40, 
axd when they bad ſeen the Brabren they comſorted then, Afts 17.1 2,14, 
tbe Brethren ſent away Paul, Which pall-ges do thew, that theſe terms 
were then ot the ſime extent, and ſynonymous, the Church, © e Diſci. 
ple, the Brethren, the Believers, the Saints : But infants were none of 
the Church, the Diſciples, the Brethren, e Believers, the Saints as 
all the paſſages where they are n encioned ſhcw , therefore infants were 
not then vikble church members 

Act 18. 18. aul 100k leave of the Brethren, v. 22, be ſalutedihe 
chureb, v.:3. ſtrengthened all the Diſciples, which ſtrengihening was 
by teaching and exhorting, as Ads 14.12, ſhiws ; Which infants were 
not capable of, therefore they were not Diſciples, V. 27. the Byeth/en 
wrote, exhorizng the Diſciples to receive Azollos. who belped them much 
who believed th: ough grace, AS 19. 1, . Paul finds certain Diſciples 
who were Believers, v. 9, ſeparates the Diſciples, v. 30. the Diſci;les 
wonld not ſuffer Paul to enter in unto the people. Acts 20,7, upon the 
E dey of the week, when the Diſciples came together to break bread, Paul 
preached unto them at Troas, Which ſhews plainly, that the Diſciples 
did uſe to break bread on the firſt day of the week, and that thoſe who 
were Diſciples did break bread z which cannot be ſaid of intants, there- 
fore they were not Diſcip'es, and conſcquently not viſible church. 
members, 

2, The ſame is proved by thoſe arguments which ate in the ſecond 
Part of this Review, ſe&. 10. to prove infants not Diſciples appointed 
to be baptized, Mat tb. 28. 19, and by the anſwers to the allegat ons of 
= Cotton, Mr, B. and others, Sect. 11, 12, &c. to prove them D.{- 
ciples. 

6. If in the diſtributions of the members of the Church then, infants 
are not comprehended, then infants were not viſible church. members, 
this muſt needs be granted, or exception muſt be taken to thoſe diſtri» 
bucjons, But in the diſtributions of the Church, where all ſores of mem- 
bers are expreſſed, infants are nor comprehended ; Ergo. The min is 
proved from the diſtriburions according to the ſex, As 5,14, & 8.1 2. 
men and women, among whom was no infant, for in the former place they 
are termed Belzevers, in the latter they are ſaid 80 believe Philip preach. 


ing the things concerning the Kingdome of God, and the Name of 9 
| Chnift; 
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Chriſt ; which is net to be ſaid of infants, 1 Cor. 12.13. they are diftrh. 

buted into Jews or Gentiles or Greehs, bond or free, but none an infant, 

a5 is proved before, in that all were baptized, and did {rink the Lords 

cup. The like is Gal.3.2g. There is neither em vor Greek, there jz nei. 

ther bend nor free, there is neither male nor ſemale ; for ye are all one in 

Chriſt Jeſus : and that is by faith, v.26, and therefore no infant meant. 

col. 3.11, Where there is neither Greet nor Jew, circumciſian nor uncir« 

cunciſion, Barbarian, Scythian bond nor fret; bat Cbri# is all and in all, chat 

is by faich, which is not to be ſaid of intants. 

To which I may adde, that in Tertullians time the children of be- 
lievers were not actounted actuall / membera of the vi''ble Church 
becauſe he terms them iu his book De ani n c. 39, Deſignatos ſauctita- 
tis, intended to be holy ; that is, to be bred up to proteis the faith, and 
ſoto be baptized, Which is the mere apparent, in that Hierome expreſ- 
ſer!) the ſame as trom Tertullzuns book de monogamia, in his Epiſtle to 
Pauliuns, tom. zd. edit, Baſil, That the children of believers ave termed 
holy, becauſe they are as it were Candidates of the faith, And Eraſm in 
his Scholie cn that Epiſt e ſaith, I bereſore they which ave born of Chriſti- 
aus, are called boly 11ſo before taptiſm, becauſe they ds as it were ſeth and 
expect Bapt:ſm, Which thews they were not counted actually church- 
members, bur ſuch as were deſigned to be believers, and ſo as it were 
ſcekers for Faith and Baptiſm, and conſequently church members one ly 
in ex pectation. 

2, Largue from the common received definitions of the viſible 
Church, Artic. 19. of the Church of England, The viſible Church of Chrift is 
& congregation of ſtithfull men, In che anſwer of the Afiembly to the reaſons 
of the ſeven diftcnting br. thrix, p 48. ot the Edition 164 f. the firſt precog- 
nitum is this; The whole Church of Chriſt is but one, made up of the colle7t- 
on and aggregation of all who ave called out of the world by the preaching of 
the word, to profeſi the ſaith of Chriſt, unto the unity thereof + From which 
union t here ariſeth unto every one ſuch a relation unto, and detendance upon 
the catholich Church, as parts bave to the whole, Dr. John Rainold 1d. 
concl. The charch of Chriſt betokene:h a company called our from among the 
multitude of other men, to life everlaſting through ſaith in cbriſt Feſus, 
Ball, trial of Sepay, pag.296. ch. 13. The Church js a ſociety of the faith. 
full. Hudſon, vindic c. 1. p. 2. The waive:ſal Charch is the whole 
company of viſible believers throughout the whole world. ch. 6. ſeR.3,127. 
The Church viſible is called ent itive, nat becauſe of the in a ard grace, which 
i efiential to an inνν e e ember; but ſi om the yecoption and embracing the 
Chriftian catbolick ſaith, which u cfiential to a wiſible believer, Mr, B 
himſelt, plaiz Script. &c. part 1. ch 26. The common definition o I 
church, affirmeth them to be a people calle of the word. HenceT ar- 
gue, Al! that are of the viſible Church Chriſhan are faithfull, called 
our of the world by the preaching of the word to profeſs the faith of 
Chriſt, viſible believers recciving and embracing the Chriſtian catho- 
lick faith, This is proved from the definitions of the Church. and poſi- 
tions received, And it is clear in reaſon, the Church beirg an aggre- 
gate, a5 a flock of ſheep, a heap of Gans as it follows therefore every 
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pare of the flock is a ſheep, every part of the heap a ſtone, ſo every 
part of the Church a beljever, But no infant is ſuch. Ergo, In this 
very manner doth Guliel, Apolioui, conſiderat controv. cap. 1. pag. 8. ar. 
gue, Thus almoſt all the ſamous reformed Divines do affirm the matter of 
a viſible Cburch to be men outwardly called, profeſſing the faith of Chriſt, 
For they define it a company of men called out by an ou, d calling, or 
preacbing of the word, and communication of Sacraments, to the worſhip of 
God, and to celebrate Eccleſiaſtical ſociety among themſelves, 

o this Mr. A. in his Defence, part 3. ſect 3 pag. 113. ſai.h, 5 I re. 
„ ply, it overthrows it not at all; for they all include the infants of 
© ſuch profeſſors, as the viſible Church among the Jews did include 
<« their int;nrs, male (and temale too, leſt you ſay that Creumciſion 
made them members.) | 

Anſw. Mr, A. ſhould hive ſhewed who, and in what words of 
their defin'tions Proteſtant Writers include the infants of prof furs, 
That ſome of them, eſpecially of late, have aflerted infants of believers 
to be a part of the viſible Church, I grant; Bur Þ think Mr, AM. can- 
not make it good, that the Elder Proteſtant Writers did include them 
in their definitions of the viſible Church, I have produced ſome of the 
later, who have ſo framed their definitions as that infants muſt be ex - 
cluded, And if any do iuelude them, they erre from the Scripture,which 
never accounted them vifible Chriſtian Church members, as is prov. d 
before, And SeR,51, of this Part of the Review doth ſuſficiently ſhew 
the Chriſtian Church viſible co have another ca'l and conſtitution from 
the Jewiſh, and that no perſon is a member of the Chriſtian Church 
viſible by natural generation of a believer, but by profeſſion of faith, 
Wherefore Mr, M, ſaith, 

adde a ſo, Baptiſm now (as well as Circumctfion of old) is a 
real, though implicite profe ſſion of the Chriſtian faith, 

Anſw, That circumcifion was a profeſſion of the Chriſtian faith 
either ex plicite in Elder proſelites, or implicic in infants circumciſion, 
Ach not appear, The Apdſtles ſpeech Gal. 5, 2, 3. and the r:net of 
th: Jewiſh deRors Acts 15, 1, F. is to the contrary, Baptiſm after a 
verbal profeſſion of faith by the baptiſed being his act is a real, though 
implicic profeſſion of the chriſtian faith, it being uſed by the baptiſed 
to declare his putting on Chri, and ſo a ſigne of his aſſent to his verbal 
profeſiion, Bur infants baptiſm is no profcflion of any faith either ex- 
plicit or implicir, there bAng no act done by them tending to make any 
ſnew of faith, which they neither underſtand, nor take io bee true 
upon the cruſt of their teachers, as Papiſts do in their implicit faith 
( which yer we d ny to be chriſtian faith) but are every way paſſive, 
both in _reſpe of the at q@ghe baptiſers, and the reaſon and end of ir, 
they neither do any thing coWards their baptiſm , nor underſtand any 
thing of it, Yea were it true that ſuch an implicic profeſſion of faith 
were in infants baptiſm , yet were it not enough to make them viſible 
members of the chriſtian church, no nor accor ing to the definition of 
Proteſtant writers, who when they define the church to be a company of 
prof. Nors of faith, do mean more then an implicit profeſſion , to wit, 
an 
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an latelligent and free profeſſion; and do blame the b*priſing of the 
Indians by the Spaniards, forcing them to own the Chriſtian Faith aſore 
they underſtand it, though there bee more implicite profeſſion of the 
faith by them, then is or can be by an infant. 

3. Iargue. They are no viſible members of the chriſtian church, to 
whom no note whereby a viſibꝭ e chriſtian church, or church. member ſhip 
is diſcernible doth agree. For that which is viſible, is dilcernable ro the 
underſtanding, by ſome ſenſible note or ſigue by which it is known: 
Bur to infanrs of believers no note whereby a viſible church, or church- 
member is diſcernable doth agfee, Ergo, I he miner is proved 1 by 
ſhewing the right notes of the viſtble church and church-members nor 
to agree to infants. The right notes of the chriſtian church and church. 
members are he profelſion of the whole Chriſtian faith , the preaching 
and hear:ng of the Word, adminiſtration and communien in the Sacra. 
men s, joynrng in Prayer, diſcipline, &c. with believers, Hadſon. 
vindic pag, 229. But none af t. eſe agree to infants, Not profeſſion of 
of the whole ( hriſſian faith, For they neither underfiand nor ſhew by a- 
ny thing they do that they allentto the chriſtian ſaith, Not the preach- 
ing or hearing of the Word: For inſants can neither preach nor hear the 
Word, I mean as it is ſpeech or ſ1gnificative language, though they 
may hear it as a ſound, much leſs as yeilding afſent to it, which hearing 
alone is a mark ot a viſible church. member. Nor do they admjniſter 
or have communion in the Sacraments: None will ſay they adminiſter, 
nor. though they ſhould be baptiſed in water by a Miniſter, or cat bread 
or drink wine at the Lords ſupper, can it be ſaid they have communi. 
on in the Sacrament, For he onely hath communion in a Sacrament, 
who uſeth jt as a ſigne of thpt for which ir js appointed, and this uſe one. 
ly is a note of a viſible church-member, otherwiſe a Spaniards forcible 
baptiſing of an Indian without knowledge of Chriſt ſhould make him 
partaker of the Sacrament, or doing it in ſport or jeſt ſhould make a 
viſible church-member, See Mr. B. himſelt correct. ſect. 6. pag. 253. 
But intants neither uſe baptiſm nor the Lords Supper as a figne enga- 
ging to Chriſt, with acknowledgement or remembrance of him, there- 
fore they have no communion in the Sacraments , no not in baptiſm, 
nor is their pretended baptiſm any note of vifible Church memberſhip. 
Nor do they joyn in prayer, diſcipline, or any part of Chriſtian worſhip 
or ſervice, which might ſhew they own Chriſt as their Lord, and there- 
fore they are not diſcernable to be of the viſible Church chriſtian by a 
ny right note. 

2. By he wing that the notes whereby they are conceived to bee diſ- 
cernable as viſible Church members, are not notes of their viſible 
church-memberſhip. Two notes are uſuallyalledged , the one the co- 
venant of God, the other the patents profeſſion ot taith ; neither ſhew 
them viGble Chriſtian church · members, ner both together. Not the 
covenant or promiſe of God: For there is no ſuch covenanc that pro- 
miſech to every believers childe, much leſs to every profeſlor of Faith's 
childe ſaving grace, or vifible church-memberſhip , and a promiſe to 
fave indefinitely , net expreſſing definitely who , js not a note where 
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by this or that perſon is diſcernable to be the perſon to whom it belonge, 
Befides, it there were ſuch a promiſe to every childe of a believer, yer 
* unleſs it were a promiſe of it to them in their infancy, it would nor 
prove they were actually vifible church members, but onely that in the 
furure they ſhould be. Nor is the parents Faith a note of the infants wi. 
fible church memberſhip, For whether ic be a nota ot it ſelf, or con- 
junctly with the Covenant, it is a noie of the mfants viſible church-mem. 

erſhip becauſe it is his child, and if ſo,then it js a note of his childs viſi- 
ble church. memberſhip at twenty years of age, though he ſhould be then 
a profeſſed Infidel, as well as a day Sid, a note of an Embryo's viſible 
church-memberſhip in the morhers womb, as well as a childe born, 
which are abſurd, Othgr reaſon then this I know not, Bur ſure | am 
there is not the leaſt hint in Scripture of a childes being diſcernable to 
be a viſible Chriſtian church-member by the parents faich or profeſſion, 
but to the contrary. To this argument bricfly propounded in my Exa- 
men of his Sermon part. 3 ſect. 3 Mr. M. replies not in his Defexce,and 
theretore I ſce not but ĩt ſtands good. 

4. Iargue. They who have not the form conſtituting and denomi- 
nating a vifible Chriſtian chutch member, are not viſible Chriſtian 
church- members. This 2 is moſt ſure according to Logick 
rules, take away the form, the thin? formed is not; if the form denomina- 
ting agree not the denomination agrees not; Sebeibler Top. c. 5. de forma 
Stzeri” prac, doct Log tract. 2. C. 4. But the form conſtituting and de- 
nominating a viſible Chriſtian church-member, infants have not: Ergo, 
The minor is proved thus. They which have not the outward proteſſion 
of Faith within, have not the form conſtituting and denominating a vi- 
ſible Chriſtian church-member, For proteſlion of Faith, is the form 
conſtitutin: ad denominating a viſible church member, as is proved 
from the conſtant ſayings of Divines, Ames Marrow of D:vinity , firſt 
boot c. 31. 8. 11. Faith is the form of the Church. S. 25. viſibility xs the 
affetion or manner of the Church, according to its accidental and cut ward 
form. S. 27. The accidental form is vide, becanſe it is no other thing 
then the outward profeſſion of inward faith, which may eaſily be perceived 
by ſenſe. e. 32.5. 7. It is a ſociety of believers , ſor that ſame thing in 
profeſſion conſtitutes the ui ble Church which in its inward and real nature 
makes a myſtical Church, that 3s Faith, Ball trial of ſeparat c. 13. 5. 302. 
A lively operative faith maketh a man a true member of the Church invi- 
ſible; and the profeſſion of faith and holineſs a member of the Church viſi- 
ble, Norton anſwer e Apollon « 1, prop, 2. fag. 10 An unmoved poſi- 
tien. That ſame thing in profeſſion conſtitutet the Chursb vijible , which 
ix its inward nature confitutes the myftical church, that is faith Hud- 
ſon. vindic. ch. 4 p 90. Every viſible believer is called a Chriftiin , and 
a member of Cbriſts viſible Kingdom, becauſc he form ( viz, viſible belie- 
ving ) common is all Chriſtians and all members is ſound in him. And this 
may be proved out of Scripture, which denominates viſible Chriſtian 
church-menbers from their own profe ſfion of fa.th, in reipe of which 
they are termed be lievers, 1 Tim, 2. 12. As 4.32. & 5, 14 &c, nor 
is there any ſuch denomination in Scripture, or hint of ſuch a form 
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conſtituting a viſible Chriſtian charch-member or believer as the faith 
of agother, of the parent, church a &c, It is a meer novel device uf 
Papiſts , who count men believers from n implicit aſſent ro what the 
Church holds; and Pæ dobaptiſts, who aſcribe unto infants faith and 
repentance implicit in their ſureties, the Church, their owners, the 
naticn believing, their parents next or remote faith, Which is a groſs 
and abſurd conceit. For that in profeſsion alone makes viſ ble belie- 
vers, which makes in rcalicy true believers. But that's a mans own 
faith Hab 2. 4. not anothers; therefore a mans own and not anothers 
protellion of taith makes a viſible b:lizver, Again, the form denomi- 
nating muſt be inhcrear, or in or belong to the perſon denominated, ſo 
as that tete is ſome unioa of i to him, but there is no inberence , or 
union of anuthers faith to an infant, Ergo, Naturally there is none, 
nor legally; if chere be, let him that can, ſhew by what grant of God 
it is. Intants may ha ve civil right to their parents goods, a natural in- 
tereſt in the it mothers milk, patents, and maſters may have power o- 
ver the bo. ies, labour, ec, of their children and ſervants, they have ne 
power to convey Faith, or Eccleſiaſtical right without their own conſent, 
Bur this conceir is ſo ridiculous, that I need ſpend no more words to re- 
fate j. I lubſume. IH ants make no pt ofeſlion of faith, they are onely 
paſſive , and do nothing by which they may bee denominated v.ſible 
Chriſti ns as experience ſhew>, yea at the Font whale th. faich is con- 
feſſed by the parent or ſurety, and the water iprinkled ontheir faces they 
cry, and as they ate able oppoſe it, Ergo, 

To this ſaith Mr, M, I anſwer , even as much as the infants of the 
Jews could do of old, who yet in their dayes were viſible members, 

Auſw. The intants of the Jews were never Chriſtian viſible church 
members, though they were viſible niembers ot the Jewiſh Church: 
But Mr, M. neither hath proved nor can, that the ſame thing, to wit 
nztural birth, and Jewiſh deſcent and dwel'ing , which denominated 
the Jewiſh infant viſible members ef that church, {oth denominate a 
chriſtian viſible church. member, And till he do this, the force of the 
argument remains, 

5, 1argue, If infants bee viſible Chriſtian church members, then 
there may be a viſible Church chriſtian , which conſiſts onely of in- 
tants of belic vers; for a number of viſible members makes 4 viſible 
Church entitive, though nor organical, But this is abſurd, Ergo, Ine 
fants of believers have not the form of a viſible Church member 

To this Mr, M, ſaith, I anſwer , no more now then in the time of 
the Zewifh Church; it's poſſible, but very improbable, that al the men and 
women ſhould die, and leave oxely infants bebinde them 
23 Anſw. 1, It is no abſurdity to ſay that of the Jewiſh church which 
it is abfurd to ſay of the Chriſtian ; For the Jewiſh church was the peo- 
ple of God of Abrahams, or Iſraels houſe, which they might be,though 
bur infants, But the Chriſtian viſible Church is a people or company 
that profeſs faith in Chriſt, which infants cannot do, andtheretore it is 
a>ſurd io imagine that a Chriſtian church viſible may bee one ly of in- 
lanti of believers , whereof not one is a believer by profeſyion , nor ſo 
of 
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of ths Jewiſh church. 2. The poſlibiliry acknowledged by Mr, N. i; 
enough tor my purpoſe, though it heyer were or ſhould bee ſo in the e- 
vent, ſith the abſurdity followes upon that grant, as well as the actual 
event. 

6. I argue, If ic fants be viſtble Chriſtian church: members, then 
there is ſome cauſe thereot. But there is none, Er,0. The major js of it 
ſelf evident, every thing that is hath ſome cauſe by which iris, The 
minor is proyed thus, If infants be viſible. Chriſtian church members, 
by ſome cauſe, then that is the cauſe of all infants Chriſtian viſible 
chureh-memberſhip or of ſome one ly. But of neither, Ergo. | I preſume 
it will be ſaid ot ſome, (ith they account it a priviledge of believers in. 
fants, But to the contgary, there is no ſuch cauſe by which infants of 
belicvers are Chriſtian viſ. ble church. members, Mr B. plain Script. 
&c, part. 1. c. 29. pag. 93 Denies that the parents faith is any cauſe (not 
ſo mach as inſtrumental properly) of the childes bolmeſt, by which be meant 
viſible church m:mberſhip , but he makes it a condition ( which 16 an an- 
tecedent or cauſa ſine qua non) of childrens holineſs, 1 anſwer, ſaith he, 
fally : If thisbe the queſtion, what is the condition en which God in Scri- 
pture beſtoweth this infant holineſs > It is the actual believing of the pa. 
rent t For what it in that bath the promiſe of perſonai bleſſings , it is the 
ſame that bath the promiſe of this priviledge to infants ; Therefore the pro. 


miſe to us being on condition of believing, or of aftua! faith , it were van 


to ſay, that the promiſe to our infants 15 one y to faith inthe habit: The 
habit is for the a, yet is the habit of neceſſity for producing of the aft ; 
therefore it is both faith in the habit ( or potentia proxima ) and in the aft 
that is neceſſary. But yet there is no neceſſity that the act muſt be preſently 
at the time per formed: either in actu procreandi, vel tem pote nativitatis, 
vel bapt iſmat is. It is ſufficient thit the parent be Virtually and diſpoſ- 
tively at preſent a believe, and one that flands in that relation to Chriſſ as 
believers do: To which end it is requiſite that he bave actual believed 
ſormerly-( or elſe he bath 20 babit of ſaith ) aud bath not ſallen away from 
Chriſi, but be fil iz the diſpoſition of his heart a believer, and then the ſaid 
act will follow ia ſeaſon ; and the relation is termanent which ariſeth ſrom 
the a7, and ceaſeth not when the af of ſauth intermitteth, It is not there. 
fore the meer bare profeſſion of faith which God hath made the condition 
.of this giſt, but the former att and preſent diſpsſition. Ch. 2. pag. 15. 
The parents faith is the condition for himſelf ana his infants, Thecauſes 
of this condition of Diſcifleſhiv or Churchmemb.1ſhip may improperly be 
called the cauſes of our Diſcipleſhip it ſelf : but properly C briſt by bis Lam 
or Covenant grant it the onely cauſe efficient, Pag. 69. All theſe Church 
mercics are beſtomed on the landing Goſpel grounds of the Covenan! of grace 
ent red with our firſt parents preſently upon the fall. Pag 116, The ſeed of the 
faithful are church members & Diſciples,and ſubjets of Chriſt becauſe they 
are children of the pramiſe God baving been ple:jed to make the premiſe 
to the faitbfaR and their ſeed. Pag. o It is of the very law — to 
to bave infants tobe part of a Kingdome , and therefure ixſand muſſ bee 
part of Chyifts Kingdome, Pag. 52. That infants muſt be Church membcrs 
V parily watural and partly grounded on the Law of Grace and Faith, So 
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chat Mr, BY, opinion is, Chriſt by his law of nature, or nations, or co- 
venant grant on the ſtanding Goſpel grounds of the covenant of grace, 
the promiſe to the faithful and the ir ſeed not without actual faith, for- 
met ly and preſent diſpoſition, beyond the meer bare profeſzjon of faick, 
ij properly the onely caule efficient of infants memberſhip in the viſi- 
ble Church Chriſtian, 

Againſt this I argue. 1, If there be noſuch covenant of grace to the 
faithful and their ſeed, nor any ſuch promiſe upon condition of the pa- 
rents ad ual faith the childe ſhall be a viſible Chriſtian churahmember, 
nor any ſuck law either of nature or nations, or poſitive, which makes 
the chi'de without His conſent a yiſible Chriſtian church. member, then 
Mr. Bs. opinion of the cauſe of intants of believers viſible Chriſtian 
churchmemberſhip is falſe, Bur the antecedent is true, ergo, the conſe- 
quent. The miner I ſhall prove by anſwering all Mr, B. hath brought 
for it, in that which followes, . 

2, The Covenant of grace according to Mr. B. is ei her abſolute or 
conditional; the abſolute, — to Mr. 8, is rather a prediction 
then a covenant, and it js granted to be onely to the elect, in his Ap- 

ir anſwer to the 8th, and gth. object. and elſewhere, and by this 
covenant God promiſeth faith to the perſon, not yihble churchr em- 
berſhip upon the faith of another, The conditional covenant is of juſti- 
fication, ſalvation on condition of faith , and this p omiſerh nor viſible 
Churchmemberſhip , but ſaving graces, it promiſeth unto All upon 
condition, and ſo belongs to all according to Mr, B. therefo.e by it vi- 
fible churchmemberſhip Chriſtian is not conferred as a priviledge pe- 
culjar to belle vers infants on condition of their faith. 

3. If there were a Covenant to the faithful and their ſeed to be their 
God, ye: this would not prove their infants Chriſtian viſible Church 
memberſhip ; becauſe God may be their God, and yet they not be viſi- 
ble Churchmembers, as he i; the God of Abrabam, of infants dying in 
the womb, of believers at the hour of death, y. t they not now viſible 
Churchmembers, 2. The promiſe if it did infer viſible Church mem- 
berſhip, yet being tothe ſeed fimply, may be true of them though hot 
in infancy, and to che ſeed indefinitely may be true if any of them be 
viſible Church members, eſpecially cenfidering that it cannot be true 
of the ſeed univerſally and ar all times, ir being certain that many ate 
never viſible Churchmembers, as all ſtill- born infants of belicvers; 
many that are viſible Churchmembers for a time , yer fall aw ay; and 
therefore if that promiſe were gtam ed, and The condition and law pur, 
yet infants might not be viſible Chriſtian Churehmembers. 

4. If all theſe which Mr. B. makes the cauſe, or condition of in- 
fans viſible Church memberſhip may be in act. and the effect not be, 
then the cauſe which Mr, B. aſſignes is not ſufficient, But the antece- 
cedent is true. For the promiſe, the parents actual believing , the law 
of vature, o* nations, any particular prece pt of dedicating the childe to 
God, the a& of dedication as in Hamahs Vow may be afore the childe 
is born, and yet then the childe is no viſible Church member, Fieo, 
The conſequence reſts on that maxime in Logick , That the cauſe being 
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t, theeffeft is put, To this Mr, B. plain Seripe, proof, Re, pap, 100. 
e o_ ( — ſo remote cauſes ) might bave all heir being long be. 
fore the effect, ſo that when the effect was produced there 1 bee no 
alteration in tbe cauſe, though yet 3 bath not produced the effect by the a8 
of cauſing. I repiy his anſwer deſerved a ſmile, 1. Fer Mr, B. as 
lis words ſhew before cited, makes Chriſt by his law or covenant. g ant, 
the onely cauſe efficient, therefore it js the next cauſe , according to 
him, and not one ly a remote cauſe, 2. If the covenant or law bee ag 
much in being or aRing, and the parents faith and dedication aforg 
the childe is — as after, and there is no alteration in the cauſe, though 
yet it have not produced the effect, then it is made by M. B. a cauſe 
in act, and — if the effect be not produced then it is not the 
cauſe, or the adequate ſufficient couſe js not aſſigned by aſſigoing it. 
3. Though moral cauſes may have their abſolute being long before 
the effe&, yet not the relative being of c:uſes, for ſo they are roge. 
ther, So though the covenant and law might be a covenant and law, 
yet they are nor the cauſe adequate, andin act (which Mr, B. makes 
them) without the being ofthe effe&; nor is there in this any diffe-. 
rence between moral and phyfical cauſes, And for the inſtances of Mr, 
B. they are not to the purpoſe. It is true, election, Chriſts death, the 
covenant, &. are cauſes vf remiſſion of ſins, imputa t ion of righreouſ. 
neſs, ſalvation, before theſe be, but they ate not the adequate eauſts in 
act: Fog there muſt be a further act of God, forgiving, — — de- 
livering, afore theſe are actually. They are cauſes of the juſtificab. lity 
the cer tainty, futurity of juſtification of emſelves, but not of aQua 
juſtification wichout mans faith, and Gods ſentence , which is the next 
cauſe, A deed before one's born, gives him title to an inheritance, but 
not an actual eſtate without pleading. entering upon it, c. 4.1 think 
Mr. B. i; miſtaken in making viſible Churchmemberſhip, the effect of 
a moral or legal cauſe, He imagines it to bee a right or priviledge by 
vertue of a grant or legal donation. But in this he is miſtaken , con- 
founding viſible Church memberſhip with the benefit or right conſe. 
uent upon ir, Whereas the Churchmemberſhip and it's viſibility are 
tes axiſing from a phyſical cauſe rather then a moral, to wit, the call 
whereby they are made Churchmembers , and that act or ſigne what e- 
ver it be, whereby they may appear to bee Churchmembers to the un- 
der ſtanding of others by mediation of ſenſe, Ihe priviledge or be- 
neſit conſequent is by a law, covenant, or ſome donation legal or mo- 
ral; — the ſtate it ſelf of Yible Churchmemberſhip, Which 1 farther 
prove thus, 

J. If viſible Churchmemberſhip bee antecedent to the intereſt a 
perſon hath in che Covenant, then the Covenant is not the cauſe of it; 
for if the Covenant be the cauſe it is by the perſons intereſt in ic. But 
viſible Churchmemberſhip js. immediately upon the perſons believing 
a erage which is acondition of his being in Covenant; therefore it is 

fore the Covenant, and conſequently the Covenant not the cauſe. 

6, If the Covenant or law upon condition of the parents faith as the 


antecedent gr cauſe without which che thing is nor, be (as Mr, B. ay 
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the cauſe of infaht v ible Church memberſhip the ſole eiicient | then 
infants boughr, orphans of Turts, &c. wholly at our diſpoſe, are not vi- 
ſible Church members: For they have ne covenant made to their pa- 
rents, nor do their parents believe. But by Mr. Js, doQrine pag. ror, 
where he would have them baptiſed , they are viſible Churchmembers, 
for ſuch one ly ate to be baptiſed, Ergo, the Covenant is not the ſole 
efficient, there may bee viſible Church memberſhip without it. The 
ſame may be ſaid of foundlings, perſons of unknown progeny, &c. 

7. If the Covenant or law with the parents actual faith without pro- 
flſion, make not the parent a viſible Churchmember , neither doth it 
the childe ; For the chi'de who is by vertue of the parems being a vig. 
ble Churchmember onely, a viſible Churchmember, cannot be ſuch 
without his being ſuch, But the parent by the law or covenant js not 
made upon his faith a vlſible Chur chme mber without profeſhen , Erge, 
The parents faith is not the condition on which God beftowtth the inf ant 
holineft , nor is it true that the actual believing which bath the promiſe of 
perſonal blefſings , is the ſame that hath the promiſe of this priviledge to 
inſant s. 

* 8. If perſons are viſible Church members and not by the Cove- 
nant of grace, then it is not ttue, that Chriſt by his Law, or Covenart 
of grace is the ſole efficient of vikble Churchmemberſhip, The conſe- 
quence is plain, and needs no further proof, But the antecedent js true, 
Ergo, The minor is proved by inſtances of Zudas and ether hypocrites, 
who are vifible Churchmembers, but not by the Covenant of grace, for 
that promiſerh nothing to them, 

9. If infants be viſible Churchm:mbers by the Covenant on tte 
condition of tho parents actual * then either the next parents, 
or any in any generations precedent. If the next onely, let it be ſhew- 
ed, why the viſible Churchmemberſhip ſhould be limited to it: if in any 
near g nerations, let it be ſlewed where we muſt ſtick, and go no fur. 
cher; why, ſuppoſe the viſible Churchmemberſh'p be ſtopped at the 
Grandtathers faith ſo as that we muſt go no further in our count, the 
great Grandfathers faith ſhould nor infer the infants vigble,Charch» 
memberſhip as well as the Grandfathers : if there be no limitʒ why this 
viſible Churchmemberſhip ſhould not be common to all the infanes of 
the Jews, yea to Il the world, If the ſucceſlion be broken eff upon the 
Jews unbelief, wky not upan the unbelief of each anceſtor > 

10. If an infants viſible Churchmemberſhip be by the covenant, 
upon the parents a ctual believing, and not & meer bare profeſſion, then 
it is a thing that cannot be known, becauſe the parents actual believing 
is a thing unknown, But that is abſurd. Ergo. The major I have confir- 
med more fully in the firſt part of this Review, ſect. 35. 

Ir, If other Chriſtian priviledges be not conveyed by a covenant 
upon the parents faith without the perſons own ad or conſent, then nei- 
ther this. Bur the antecedent is true, the child is ner a believer, a diſciple, 
a miniſter, a fon of God, &c. withour his own conſene, Erge, The 
confequence of the major is confirmed in that there is like reaſon for 
them as tor this. 

Mmm 2 12,1 
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12, If there be no Law or Ordinance of God unrepealed, by which 
eitket this infant viſible Chriſtian Churchmemberſhip is granted, or 
the liſting. of infants, or entring into the viſible Church Chriſtian js 
made a duty, then that is nor a cauſe of infants vilible Churchmember. 
ſhip which Mr, #, aſſigns, But there is no ſuch Law or Ordinance un- 

repealeJ, Ergo, If there be itis either by Precept or other Declaration 
but by neither; Zrgo, If by Precept, in the New Teſtament, er the 
Old: Not in the New, there is no Precept to Miniſter, or paren:s, or 
any other, to take infants for viſible Churchmembers, or to liſt them ag 
ſuch ; Nor in the Old, there is no ſuch Precept I know but that of cir. 
cumciſion, which is repealed; vowing, praying, &c. did neicher then, 
nor now of themſelves make viſible Churchmembers, although upon 
the prayers and faith, not onely of parents, bur of others, God granted 
remiſſion of fins, converſion, cure of plagues, yet did not theſe make 
any viſible Churchnembers of themſelves. If there be any other De- 
claration of God, it is either a poſitive law, or law of Nations, or of 
Nature : Nor any poſitive law, if there be, let it be produced, not any 
law of Natjons. This Mr. B. ſometimes alledgeth, that as it is in King. 
domes and civil States rhe children ate ſubjects and citizens as well as 
the parents, ſo in the Church: Bar if this were a rule in the Church of 
God, then not onely children muſt be viſible Churchmembers, but alſo 
all the inhabitants where the Church is ſervants, and their children, as 
all ia the territories and dominions of a King are his ſubjects; and fith 
Chriſis Kingdome is over all the world, yea it Mr. Bs. Doctrine were 
right in his Sermon of Fudgement, pag.14,15. AA are bought by Chrifts 
death, and are bis own, every man in the world ſhould be a viſible 
Churchmember. Nor any law of Nature: For though Mr, B. ſome- 
times pleads this, yet the vanity of ic appears, 1, In that ſinee the fall of 
man, the nature of man being corrupt, the call and frame of the Church 
is altogether by grace, and free counſel of God, 2, Churches if they 
ſhould be faſhioned after the way or law of Nature, where the husband 
is, there the wife ſhould be a viſible Churchmember, as well as where 
the paaent ig a Churchmemb:r, there the child ſhould be ſo too. For 
the law of Nature makes them more nearly in one condition then father 
aad child. But that is falſe, Ergo, 3, If che law of Nature ſhonld form 
Churchmembers, then Churches ſhould be by natural diſcent : Bur that 
is falſe, it is by calling, as is above proved. 4. Churches are by inſtitu- 
tion, therefore not by the law of Nature, This is proved from Mr, Bs, 
own hypotheſis, that they are made Churchmembers by grant, cove- 
nanr, gift on condition. 5, If they were by the law of Nature, all 
Churches ſhould be domeſtical, not congregational- or parochjal ; for 
they are not by nature, but by inſtitutien, 6. If Churches ſhould be 
by the law of Nature, they ſhould be formed by an invariable unitorm 
way and model; But they are nor fo; they are called ſometimes by 
Preachers, ſometimes immediately by God, ſometimes by authority ; 
etimes they are national, ſometimes catholick ; ſometimes under one 
form of ſervice and diſcipline, ſomerimes under another; ſomerimes 
the ſon wr; means of making the facher a viſible Churchmember, ſome- 
; | 5 times 
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times the father the ſod; ſumerimes the wiſe of the husband, ſome. 
times the husband of the wife, by which the order of Nature is in- 
verred, ' 

To all theſe argument 22 infants viſible Chriſtian. Church- 
memberſhip, this one may be added, That there is neither example, 
rule, nor hint in all the New Teſtament, of their admiſſion into the 
Church, or ordering in it, or care of the Elders and Officers of the 
Church for them as members, nor any other ſi gn that Chriſt would 
have them reckened as viſible members in the Chriſtian Church: which 
is a flrong preſumption againſt it. I know none that hath diſputed 
, ſo much as Mr. B. I will cheretore go on to examine what 
he ſaith. 


» 
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SECT, LIII. 


Letters between me and Mr. B. are ſet down Concerning the Law and Or- 
dinance of inſants viſible Churchmemberſhip unrepealed, which be afterts, 
whereby the point is (tated, X 


T Har the Reader may underſtand the true ate of the Diſpute between 
me and Mr, B. he is to take notice, that when at 6+ ft in the Diſpute 
at Bewdley, Jan. 1. 1649. Mr. B. urged for infant Bapriſm his argue 
ment of the ordinance or law or appointment of Cod, whereby infants 
were once to be admitted members of the viſible Church, now Printed 
in his book of Baptiſm, ch. 5. part r. I notknowing what other it mighe 
be, and he denying it was chat of circumcifien, urged him often to tell 
me what it was, whith he would not, which occafioned the Diſpute to 
be more confuſed thenotherwiſe it might have becn. Aſter, in my Pra- 
cgrſor, I again told him, I found it ner but in che peciliat national 
licy of the Jews, no univerſal law or ordinance for jt. To which hat 
eluſory re ply he made, io mend 124 he owns Daii Of this Acvicewr 
ſect. 2. pag 8, 9. Which moved me, being then upon the ex i ining ot 
bis 4th, and 5th. ch. from Bewdley within two miles of Kidderminſter, 
to write and ſend April 3d. 1655. this Letter te him, 

Sir, Nor finding yet that Law or Ordinance of infants vifible 
Churchmemberſhip which you aſſert in your book of Baptiſm to be un- 
repealed, 1 do requeſt you to ſer down the particular Text or Texts 
of Holy Scripture where you conceive that Law or Ordinance is writ- 
ten, and to tran ſmli jt to me by this bearer, chat your allegations may 
be conſidered by him who is Yours as is meet; 

April 3. 1655, | John Tombes. 
The next morning I received from him this Letter, directed to me. 

Sir, I nean to ſee more ſaid again what I have already written, bes 
ſore I will write any mere about xſant Baptiſm, without a more preſſing 
call than 1 yet diſtern, I have diſcocrged my conſcience, and ſhall leave 


eu and yours to take your conrſe, And indeed | do not underſtand the * 
0 


— 
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5 Lester, becanſt you ſo jeyn rwo queſtions in onl, that 1 vot 
1 of the $99 _ 14 — — would bave me anſwer to. whetber there 
were any Ordinance or Law of God that infants ſhould be Churchmembers > 
is one queſtion: whether this be repeated is another ; you joyn both into one, 
Foy the f/, that inſants were Churthmembers, as you have not yet denied 
that | hnow of, /o will I not be ſo uncharitable as to imagine that you are 
now about it: And much left that you fhould bave the leaſl doubt whether 
it were by Gods ordination. There are two things conſiderable in the matter. 
Firſt, the benefit of Churchmemberſhip, with al! the conſequent priviledges. 
It is the work of a grant or fromiſe to confer theſe, and not directiy of a 
precept, Secondly, the duty of devoting and dedicating the cbild to Ged, 
and entring it into the Covenant which confers the — ; and this is ibe 
work of a law or precept to conflitute this duty I am pat doubt that you 
doubt not of either of theſe : Fer you cannot imagine, that any infant had 
the bleſſing without 4 grant or promiſe, ( that's impoſſible ; ) nor that any 
parents ley under a duty without an obliging lam, ( for that $ as impoſſible, ) 
T aking it therefore for granted that you are reſolved in both theſe, and ſo 
yeald that ſuch a gyant and precept there was, there remains no queſtion 
but whether it be repealed : which I have Jong expefled that you ſhould 
prove. For citing the particular Texts in which the ordination is contained, 
though more may be faid then is ſaid, yet 1 "ry think it needleſt, till I ſee 
the ordination contained in thoſe Texts which I have already mentioned to 
you, proved tobe reverſed, Nor do I hnow that it is of ſo great uſe to ſtand 
to cite the particular Texts , while you confeſt in general, that ſuch a pro. 
miſe and preeept there is, by vertue of which, infants were tił c hriſſs time 
au'y members of Chriſts church ( for Chriſts church it was ] even bis uni. 
ve-ſal vi'ble Church, Stall remember that I take the word [ law | nat 
ſtrictiy ſor a precept onely, but largely, as comprebending both promiſe and 
precept, and I have already ſhewed you both and ſo have others, 

So much of your endeavour 4s hath any tendency to the advancement of 
bolinef, am willing to ſtcondyen in, viz. that at the age yo deſirepes- 


e mi be olemaly pr ir accevtanceaf Chrift , and their reſplutzon to be 
be : Bus 1 dope C we tfer work white 1 mu" ſtay — then to 


pend my time to prove that no infant s of believers are within Chrifs viſble 
church, that i, are no inſant Diſciples infant Chriſtians infant — 
bers, 1 know no glory it will bring to Chriſt, wor comſori to man, nor ſee 1 
nom ay appearance of truth init. | bleſt the Lord for the benefits of the Rap- 
tiſmal Covenant that I enjoyed in infancy and that ! was dedicated ſo ſorn to 
God. and nat left wholly in the Kingdome and power of the Devil. They that 
deſpiſe this mercy, or account it none, or not worth the accepting, may go 
without it, and take that which they get by their ingratit ade. And I once 
boped, that much leß then ſuch an inundation of direful conſequents as 
our eyes haue ſteu, would have done more for the bringing of you buck to flop 
be doleful breach that you have made, I am fain to ſpend my time nom to 
endeavour the recovery of ſome of your Opingon who ave lately turned & ua- 
hers, or at leaſt the preventing of others Apoſtacy: which is inderd to pre- 
went the emptying ofyour Churches, which | ſuppoſe will be 4 more ac_ 
ceptable work with gon, then againto write againſt rebaptizing, er fer In 

ant 
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ant. baptiſm Sir N main your inf eſt W but in part, yet 
laving the trth ; ich, Baxter, 

Being the ſame day co return home, yer loth to be put off thus, I 
yiore immediate!y upon the reading of his Lerter, this alſo to him. 

Sir, I confeſs infants were by Gods fact of taking the whole peo- 
ple of che Jews for his people, in that effate of the Jewiſh Pædagogy 

not by any promiſe or prece pt) viſible Church members, chat is of 

Congregation of 1/7ael, I do not confeſs that there was any law or 
ordinance determining it ſhould be ſo, but enely a fat of God, which 
is a tranſeunt hing, and I think it were a fooliſh undertaking for mee 
ro prove the repeal of a fa. Wherefore Kill I preſs you that you would 
ſhew me where that law, ordinance, ſtatute or decree of God is that is 
repealeable, that is, which may in congruous ſence bee either by a later 
act ſaid to be repealed , Or elſe to be eſtabliſhed as a law for ever. This 
I never found In your books, nor do I conceive that law is implicd in 
any thing I grant; and therefore I yer pray you to ſer me down the 
particular text or texts of holy Scripture where that law is, Which need 
not hinder you from oppefing the Quakers (ia which I have not and 
hope ſhall nor be wanting) of whom I think that you are mifintormed 
chat they are Anabaptiſts, I think there are very few of them that were 
ever baptiſed, and have good evidence that they have been formerly See- 
kers, as you call them. And IL think you do unjuſtly impure the dite- 
full conſequences you ſpeak of to the denial of jnfant bapriſm , and to 
the pradile of adult bap.jiſm , and that us your ſelf are deceived ſo you 
miſlead others, I yet ex pet your texts, knowing none in any of your 
books that mention that lw of infants viſible Churchmemberſhip 
which you aſſert either explicicly ot implicitly , and am yours as is 
meet; 

Bewdley this qth, of April. 1655. Jebn Tombes, 
Abour a fortnight after I receivedthis Letter to me fi om him. 

Sir, If you wall neads recall me to this ungrateful wok, let me requeſt 
you to tell me fulty, exa ctiy and — — tram ent fait you Mean, which 
you concerve without law or promiſe did make Church members ; that ſo 
may know where the competitzon /ieth. when I know your meaning , I in- 
— God willing, toſend yog a ſpeedy anſwer to your laſt, Tour ſe low. 
ervant, 

April 16. 1655. Rich, Baxter. 

upen the receipt whereof , I ſpeedily returned to bim, on the day 
of the date of ir, being then ar Bewdley, this following Letter. 

Sir, The tranſeunt fat of God, whereby infants were viſible 
Churchmembers, was plainly expreſt in my laſt to you, to be the ta- 
ting of the whele people of the Jews for his people, which is the ex- 
preſſion of Moſes, Deut. 4. 34. Exod. 6.7. And by Ic I mean that 
Which is expreſſed Levit. 20. 14. 26. when God ſaid, I have ſevered you 
from other people, that you ſhould be mine, The ſame thing is exptelled 
t Kings 8. 53. I/ 43, 1. This | rerm [fac ] as conceiving ir meſt 
comprehenlive of the many particular acts in many generations, where. 
by he did accompliſh its Following herein Stephen, As 7, 2, and — 


(356) 
bem, 9. 7. I conceive it began when he called Abraham out of gr, Gex. 
11. 1, to which ſucceeded in cheir times the enlarging of his- famil 
removing of Lot, = the ſons of Ret arab, Eſau , diſtintjon by 
Circumeiſion, the birth of 1ſaac, Jacob, his leading to Padan Aram, 
iacreaſe there, removal to Canaan, to Apt, placing, preſerving there, 
and chiefly the bringing of them thence , ro which principally the Scrj. 
prure refers this fat, Exod. 19, 4. Levit, 1x. 45. Nebem. 1. 10, Hoſ. 
11. 1, the bringing chem into the bond of the Co enant at Mount 57. 
nai, giving them Lows, ſettling their Prieſthood , tabernacle, army, 
oyernmenc, inheritance, By which fact the iufants of the Iſraeli tet 
were viſible Churchmembers as being part ot the Congregation of 77. 
rael, and in like manner though not wich equal right ( for they might 
be ſold away) were the bought ſervants or captives, whether infants or 
of age, though their parents were profeſſed jdolarers, And this 1 (aid 
was without promiſe or precept, meaning ſuch promiſe or precept as you 
in your Letter ſay I confeſs, and you deſcribe, a promiſe conferring to 
infants the benefit of Churchmemberſhip with all the conſequent priviled. 
ges, a precept conſtituting the duty of devoting and dedicating the childe to 
God, and entering into Covenant, which confers the benefit. For though 
I grant the promiſes to the natural poſterity of Abraham, Gen. 17, 4, 5, 
6, 7, 8. and the Covenant made with Iſrael at Mount Sinai, and Deut. 
29, wherein I/rgel ayouched God, and a precept ot Circumciften, and 
prece pts of God by Moſes of calling the people, and requiring them to 
enter into Covenant, Exod. 19. and Deut. 29. Vet no ſuch particular 
promiſe concer i ing infants viſible Churchmemberſhip, or precep! for 
parents or others, concerning the ſolemn admiiſion of infants as viſible 
Churchmembers , befides Circumciſion, as in your Book f Baptiſm 
you aſſert. Nor do I conceive that infants of Iſrael were mad: viſible 
Church members by tie promiſes ia the covenants or ihe ptece pts fore- 
named, but by Gods ttanſeunt fact which 1 have deſcribed. Which 1 
therefore term C tranſeunt ] becauſe done in time, and ſo not eternal, 
and paſt, and ſo not in congrnous ſenſe repealeable as a law,ordinance, 
ſtatute, decree, which derermines ſuch a thing Shall bee for the future, 
though capable of continuance in the ſame or the like acts, or of inter- 
ruption, Which continuance or interruption is known by narration of 
what Ged hath done, not by any legal revocation, or renewing , or 
conrinuance of a promiſe or precept concerning that thing, Now as the 
Churchmemberſhip of the Iſraelites began as I conceive with Abraham 
call, and was completed when they were brought out of At to God, 
Exod. 19. 4. ſo I conceive it ceaſed when upon their rejeRion of Chriſt 
as was fore-told Matth. 21. 43+ they were broken off from being Gods 
people, which was completed at thedeſtrution of Feruſa/em, when the 
N was de ſtroyed, as Chriſt fore - told Luke 19. 43, 44. And inſtead 
of the Jewiſh people by the preaching of the Goſpel confirmed by migh- 
ty ſignes, God gathered to himſelt a Church of another frame in 2 
ſpiritual way, according tothe inſtitution of Chriſt, Matth, 28, 19, 20. 
Mak 16. 15, 16. in which he included not infants, the Jews themſelves 
were no part of the Chriſtian Church without repentance and ith in 
Chriſt profeffed at I aſt. | Having 
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Having now fully, exactly. and plainly told you my meaning as you 
Fequeſt, I do now expect your ſpeedy anſwer to my laſt , and therein to 
fulfill my requeſt of — down the particular texts of holy Script ure 
wherein that law largely taken comprehending promiſe and precept of 
infants viſible Churchmemberſhip-, which you afſert to be unrepealed, 
js contained, It you ſhall in your anſwer ſer down wherein the bleſ- 
ſing, benc fit, and priviledges of infants viſible Churchmemberſhip, 
which you yrs did confiſt ; I may better underſtand you 
then L do: But I ſhall preſs you no further then you ſhall be willing in 
this thing, Jem, Yours as is meer, 

Bewdley, April 21. 1655. Jobn Tombes, 

On May 29.1655, I received this following anſwer, 

Sir, 4 probability of doing or receiving good, is to me a call to act ion. 
Seeing xo ſuch probability, I cold you at firſt my purpoſes to forbear any fur» 
ther debates with you, tiff you bad better anſwered what is ſaid. In your 
next youſtemed to deal ſo plainly, as if ſome ſmall probahuluty of good did 
yet appear: But in your 3d. you fly off again and eat yuur own words, and 
jumble things in mucb conſuſion, ſo that | now return again to my ſer me- 
thoughts, For you that expreſly ſay and unſay, and contradz your ſelf, are 
not likely to be brought to a candid manage nent or fair iſue of the Diſpute. 
You'l ſure think it no great matter to be driven to a ſelf cont r adiction 
( which with others is to loſe the Cauſe ) who ſo caſily and expreſly run it 
upon it y:ur ſelf. 

Anſw. It was a call ſufficient to Mr. B. to do what I requeſted in 
my hiſt Letter, in that a brother and ſellom ſervant (as he takos me to 
be) defired it of him. It he love the truth as he ſaith, he ſhould be wil- 
ling to letus En his Sctiptures he alledgeth for that which he aflerts 
25 truth. If he conceive himſelf inter fed, knowing but in part, why 
ſhould he not be jealous of his own opinion, eſpecially reſting on re- 
more conſequences, rather then violently oppoſe mine, which bis own 
acknowledgements do make plainly agreeing with the New Teſtament? 
It T werea ſophiſtical adverſary, yet I ſhould think it were meet Mr. B. 
ſhould debate that with me which he hath ſo c'amouroufly and confi. 
dently oppoſed me in. What better anſwer I need make to hat is ſaid 
then I bave done, ſo far as I have gone ( which is if not the greateſt 
part, yet the chiefeſt, and indeed for Scripture Texts all that requires 
an anſwer ) I ſee not. 1 have ſer down almoſt all my Antagoniſts 
words, in Mr. Bs, book, at leaſt all that js argumentative and pertinent, 
with my anfwers diſtinctly, fully, and plainly, in the wo foregoirg 
Parts of this Review: And what way any man could take, more cand; 
and agreeing to Logick rules, then I have gone in my anſwers, is yet io 
me undiſcernable, Mr. Firmin, in his Separation examined, pag. 31. 
faith thus, I can eaſily diſcern Mr, Tombes to diſpute more like a Sepbiſſer, 
then a chri tian. that did deſire to ſeetruth; and he cites the words ct 
Mr. A. in bis Defence, pag. 247. which I have anſwered ſo fully in my 
Apology, pag.78,79. and ſhewed that very way which Mr. A. chargeth 
me with, to be as contrary to ſophiſtical dif puting as light is to dark- 
nefs, that I had thought impudence jt ſelf would not have charged — 
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with that; in bock printed fix years after the Edicion of my A ology. 
Mr. Simon Ford, in 15 Epiſtle Dedicatory to by fr iv olous ſcribbleg 25. 
logue, chargeth me with vai ing down ral ber then diſpating, even in chat 
which as he ſets it down hath no ſhew of reviling, bur a plain cal'ing 
2 ſtraw a firaw, And for my heavy cenſure, | ſtill profeſs L know not 
how to conceive more favourably of Pædobaptiſts, but with they would 
ſcarch their own hearts im partially. Mr, Gataher in his let ter printed 
by Mr, 8. to whom it was written, doubts in part it to be vy diſpoſition to 
braxe my forchead, not regarding at all wha: mea deem or ſay of me, ſo 1 
may ſeem to ſay ſonewbat, and have the lafi word; ther: w hich, a moe 
unrighreous conceit could hardly have been enteriained by him, Mr, 
Bs, printing ir, together wich other paſlages, makes me almoſt hope- 
leſs of ever meeting with any juſt, or candid dealing from Pædebaptiſts. 
Mr. 2. here ſaith, I jumble tbingi in much con, ſion, that I contradi tt my 
el, eat my own words ; none of which is true: But he takes cn him to 
ptove it thus 

In your 24 you ſay I coxſeſ infants were by Gods fact of cakirg 
the whole people of the Jews for bis pzople, in that eſtate of the Jew.(h 
Pxdagegy, not ly any promiſe or precept, then viſible Churc mem- 
bers, that is, of the congregation ot Iſrael ; Ido not conſeſs, that there 
was any Law or Ordinance deteiminiog it ſhould be ſo, but onely a 
fact of God, which is a trahſeunt thing, &c, ] In your 3d. youſay [ For 
though I grant the promiſes to the natural poſterity of Abrabim Gen, 
17. 4,5,6,7 8, and the Covenants made with Iſratl at mount Sinai, and 
Deut, 29. wherein Vat ayouched God, anda precept of Circumciſion, 
and precepts of God by Moſes of calling the people, and requiring of 
them to enter into Covenant, Exod. 19. & Peut. 29. yet no ſuch parti- 
cular promiſe concerning infants viſible Churchmemberſhip, or pre- 
ce pt for parenis or ethers concerning the ſolemn admiſſion of infants as 
vitble Churchmembers beſides Circumcifion, as in your book of Baps, 
you aſſert —_— there was no | Law or Ordinance determining it 
Mould be ſo, but onely a fat ] now there are Laws or precepts and pro- 
miſes that it ſhould be ſo, but ¶ not ſuchas I afſert in my book ] And if 
I fhould ſhew you never ſo many, you way reply, they are xot ſuch as 1 afiert 
In my boot, and waſie the time in that trial, when it is better for meto 
rf why what you ſay te that book ; For thy is but to lead ws about to 
tri fling. 

Anſw, 1. There is not a ſhadow of ſelf contradict ion in the lat- 
ter words to the former, For though the latter acknowledge promiſes 
to Iſrael, yet not that by them they were viſible Churchmembers; and 
Laws and Ordinances, yet not dezermining they ſhould be viſible 
Churchmembers, Had Mr. B. heeded my werds, he had for born this 
accuſation, if he were not bent to find a knot in 2 bulreſh, 2. If I 
ſhould anſwer as he forebodes, I ſhould anſwer rightly, And it is cer- 
min, that if Mr, B. ſhould bring never ſo many promiſes, and not ſhew 
that they made infants viſible Churchnembers as he afferts in his book, 
he would waſte time, and lead us about to trifling ; and therefore it is 

Juft 7 ſhould tie him ro that, and Bis excepting againſt my ſo __ 
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would chew his wrangling, and will be taken for a loſing of bis cauſe, 

But I am reſolved to follow him, even in his vagaries, and to exa- 

mine whether it be true which he ſaith, that I juPble things in much con. 
en. 

"To make any clear work, ſaith Mr. B. wponthe things in queſtion we 
muſt neceſtarily ſpeak to the queſtions diſtin?ly many of which you too much 
confound. The #6 queſtion in order fit to be reſolved is [ whether inſants 

ore Cbriſts incarnation were Cburchmembers > or not ? | you grant they 
were: and the efore this is paſt diſpute with us. The 2d. Qu and the fr g 
unreſol ved, is | what Church it js that infants were members of ? | Thu 
you give me occaſion to rake in the way, becanſt you twice explain your mea - 
ning, when you confeſt them Churchmembers, by an [ i. e. of the congrega- 
tion of Iſrael. ] By which you ſcem to imply two things + Firſt, that noue 
but theinſants of the congregation of Iſrael! were Churghmembers ; Second 
ly, that the infants of Iſrael we/e members of no Church but what is con + 
vertible with the congregation of Iſrael, |} The 3d. Qu. zs. what it is 
that givc i tbe ſraelites that denomination of ¶ the Congregation of Tſrae! } 
of wbuch infants were members, For you jumbleboth together. both cauſes 
Civil, and Eccleſiaſtical, and of both thoſe that make to the being and well - 
being, So that our enquiry muſt be whether the Congregation and the com- 
monwealth be the ſame thing in your ſenſe > | and what conſtituicth it for- 
wallyz For in tha you ſpeak in dark ambiguaties. The gth. Qu: is. (unbe- 
ther here was any Law, Ordinance, or Precept of God concerning mans du- 

berein, or obliging him to the Covenant acceptance and engagement, and 
8 to memberſhip and any promiſe, grant, ov Covenant, conferring the 
right of Cburchmembe! flip and the conſequent priviledges to infaxts > | To 
tha von ſay both Tea and Nay, if I can widerſiand you, or at leaſt a3to 
much of the Qu. concerning the being, and part of the effect of the preceps 
and promiſe. Tet you conclude, that you [ do not conceive that infants of 
Iſrael mere made iſibie © burchmembers by the promiſes in the Covenants, 
or the precepts fore named, but by Gods tyenſexnt fact.] I wit! not ſuſpect 
that you imagine any other promiſe doth it beſides that in the Covenant, be- 
cauſe your tying the effect vo the tranſtunt ſa doth exclude them, Here we 
are caft upon theſe Qus, ne. 5th. Qu. | whether there be ſuch precepts 
and promiſes as you grant (or av I ſhall prove) which yet make not in. 
fans Churchmembers ?] 6th, Qu, | whether there be any tranſtunt faft 
of God, which without the efficiency of precept or promiſe did rake the in- 
fams of Iſraal Churchmembers > ] 7th. Qu. [| whether thoſe which you 
bave aſſigned be ſuch ſafts >} dib. | which are the Ten of Scripture that 
contain or expreſs the ſaid laws, precepts, or grants nbich I maintain > | 
this you inſiſt upon, tb. | whetber ſuch laws, precops, or grants as I ſhall 
prove, are capable of a repeal or revocation >] 10th, Qu. [ whether they 
are af revoked or repealed ? |} 

Anja, The sth. Qu is theonely Qu; needfull to be reſolved. All 
the reſt are brought in to clog the Diſpute, to weary me, and the Rea- 
der, in an indite & vy moſt of them raiſed out of my words ; in which 
if I ſhould be miſtaken, yet were it not thereby proved, chat there is 
fuch a Law or. Q rdinancegof infants visble Churchmemberſhip anre- 
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pealed, as Mr. B. aſferts. Nor by waving of theſe que ions did 
jumble things in much confuſion, but decline drawing in things imper. 
tincat, Nevertheleſs, fith Mr. B. hath uſed theſe thitts te clog the 
Diſpute, I am reſo! ved to proſecute ir imhis method, having firſt pie- 
mon ſhed the Reader, that many things here laid are not tiue, as, that 
I ſeen to imply that the inſants of Iſrael were members of no Church but 
what is convertible with the congregation of Iſrael ; that I |wmble both 
cauſes civil and Eccleſſaſtical, and of both thoſe thai make tothe being aud 
well being; that / ſay Tea ana Nay tothe 4th. Qu. thit Inietheeffet to 
the 22 fack. He adds. 

« Before all theſe Ls, are well handled, we ſhould eaſily be con. 
cc yinced that it had been better cichet have let all alone, or elſe, if we 
© muſt needs have the ether bout, at leaſt to have agreed on our terms 
© and the ſtating of the queſtions better before we had begun. And [ 
ce think that even that is nor eaſie to do. For when 1 defired your plain 
c exact and full ex plicatien ot one word [ tranſennt fact] and you tell 
© me you have plainly, fully, and exactly tod me your meaning: It 
«falls out, either through the unhappy darkneſs of my own under. 
<« ſtanding, or yours, that I know but little more of your mind then 7 
«did before, and that you ſeem to me to have raiſed more doubts and 
© darkneſs then you have reſolved and diſſipated. Yet being thus far 
drawn in, I ſhall briefly ſay ſome what to the ſeveral Qs, not follow- 
ing your defires to anſwer one alone: which cannot be done to any 
*© purpoſe while the foregoing areanteſolved, becaule it is the clears 
© ing up of truth, and nat the ſerving of your preſent ends in your wri- 
„ tings now In hand that 7 muſt intend, 

Anſw, I afte& no more bouts with ſuch a caprious wrangler, nor 
know I any need to Diſpute ſo many queſtions, or to agree on terms; 
I ſhall anſwer him as F ſee meet. What he deſired I gave him, not 
onely an explication of ene word, but alſo of the thing, which that ir 
raiſeth ſ@ many doubts, ſeems not to be from the darkneſs of the un- 
det ſtanding, but either from the lightneſs of the fancy, or the bent of 
the wil Ito find 2 way to blunt the Readers attention ere he comes to 
the 8th, Qu. which it was juſt Mr, B. ſhould have anſwered alone, 
fith otherwIlz it were an 1 thing for · him to put me to prove a re- 
peal of I know not what, His ſerving me hereby in my preſent ends of 
writing had been equal, my ends and wrking being onely for the truth: 
His appear to be for a ſhift to uphold a while by indize& courſes a tot- 
tering corruption, which muſt fall, 1 follow him, 


— — 


Inſants were viſible churthmembert onely in the Congregation of Irael. 


Ie firſt queſtion ( ſaith My, B.) being reſolved that infants were 
cc oy Churchmembers, to the reſolyig of the — 1 


< ſhall proye theſe tue Propoficions, 1. That it was not onely the 
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« infants of the congregation of 1/7ael that were Churchmembers, 2. 
« The infants of Iſrael were members of the univerſal viſible Church, 
« and nor onely of that particular congtegatiĩon. The firſt 1 have proved 
« already in my book. And 1. Iſaac was a Churchmember, yet none of 
« the congregation of 1/7ael ; it was nor Tſrae/till 7 acobs days. If you 
« ſay tha: by che [ congregation of //raet ] you mean [ the ſeed of A- 
e brabars which had the promiſe of Cazaan | yer 3, I fay, that Iſhmael 
« and Abrahams ſeed by Keturab and E ſau had none of the promile, and 
yet were hurchmembers in their infancy, ¶ In Iſaac ſbik thy ſeed be 
« called ] that is that ſeed which hid the promiſe of Canaan, And ſo ir 
« was confined to Jacob, who got the bleſſing and the birthrighr, which 
« Efauloſt, apd was excluded, yet was of the Church from his infoncy, 
« The ſon of the bond woman was net to be heir with the ſon of the 
free · woman, yet was I ſhmael an infant member. It you ſay, that by 
« the congregation of 1/7ael ] you mean all the natural ſeed of Abra. 
« bim : I add z. The children of his bond men born in his family, or 
© bought with money, were none of Abrabams natural ſeed, and yer 
© were Churchmembers in their infancy, If you go yer further, and 
e ſay, that by ¶ the congregation of ati] you mean all that were at 
© the abſolute diſpoſe ef Abrabam er his ſucceſlors, and fo were his own: 
{I add 4. The i. fants of free Proſclyr.s were nene ſuch, and yet were 
„ Churchmembers, It you yer go further, and ſay, chat you mean by 


Uthe cengregation of 1ſrael } any that came under the government 


ok Abrabam or his ſucceſſors; then I add 5, That the Sichemites, 
* Gen,34, were not to come under 7acobs government, but to be his al- 
© lies and neighbours, being ſo many mere in number then Jacob, that 
© they concluded rather that his cattel and ſubſtance ſhould be theirs 
« yet were they circumciſed every male, and ſo were made members of 
«the viſible profeſſing Church, For it was not the bare external ſign 
* that Zacob or his ſons would perſwade them to, without the thing ſig- 
e nified; Fot the reproach that they mentioned of giving their taugh- 
ter to the uncircumciſed; was not in the deſect of the external abciſion; 
* for ſo Moſes own ſon, and all the Iſraelites in the wilderneſs ſhould 
* have been under the ſame reproaeh, and all the females continually : 
© But it was in that they were not in Covenant with the ſame God, and 
© did not profeſs to worſhip the ſame God in his true way of worſhip 
as they did. And therefore as Baptizing is not indeed and in Scrip= 
© ture ſence Baptizing, if it be nor uſed for engagement to God, even 
into his Name; ſo Circamcifion Is nor indeed and in Scripture ſence 
** Circumciſion, unleis it be uſed as ancngoging fign, and they be cir- 
cumeiſed to God, 

Anſw, By [che congregation ef Iſrael] I meant the ſame with 
the Hebrew people, or houſe of Abrebam. which I termed the congrega- 
ion of Tſraet by an anticlpation uſual in Scripture z as when, Gen. 1 2. 8. 
it is faid that Abraham removed unto a mountain on the eaſt of Bethel, 
though it were not ſonamed till Jacob, time, Gen. 28.19. Whichterm 
I the cather choſe, becauſe i: is moſt tre quent in Scripture ; and I re- 
member not the phraſe any where | the Church or eongregatiou of Abra- 
| ps han. 
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ham, but of Iſrael ] in Seripture, the phraſe of which I thought beſt to 
uſe. Now taking the congregation ot 1/raet for the Hebrew people or 
the houſe of Abraham, I ſay, the infants onely of the Congregation of 
Iſrae, as I ſay here, SeR, yr. by birth property, or ptoſelyuſm were 
viſible Churchmembers, Nor is ic aby thing againſt this my Tenet, 
that the Sichem:tes infants, Gen. 34. were viſibl: Churchmembers, tor 
they were circumciſed as conſentivg to become one people with them as ig 
expreſſtd v. 16, 22, and therefore of the congregation of Iſrael, So 
that what ever were the reaſon of the reproach, v. 14. What ever were 
the ends of Facabs ſons or the Sichemites, how ever the fact Is to be con- 
ſtrued, or it be to be judged that they were circumciſed or not, yer 
that-inſtance proves not viſible Churchmember(tip of inſants any 
where but in the congregation of Iſrael, fich the Sichemites if they were 
truly circumciſed, and ſo viſible Ghurchmembers, it was becauſe the 
were by agreement one people, and fo of the congregation of 1ſrae!, Mr, 
B, adds. 

+ 6, © It was then the duty of all che nations round about (if ror of 
ce all che nations on earth, that could have information of the Jewiſh 
Religion) to engage themſelves and their children to God by Cit- 
cc cumcifion, That all that would have 2ny alliance ang commerce 
cc with the Jewes muſt do it, is commonly confeſſed: that it muſt 
« extend to infants, the caſe of the Sichemites ( though deceitſully 
dran to it by ſome of Jacobs ſons ) doth ihew, and ſe doth the Jewiſh 
ce practice which they were to imitate 2 that rhe ſame engagement to the 
<« ſame God is the duty of all the world, is commenly — 
<« though Divines are not agreed whether the diſtant nations were obli- 
e ped to uſe Circumciſiun the Jewiſh 12 The beſt of the Jews were 
© zealous to make Proſelytes, and no doubt but the very law of nature 
© did teach them to da their beſt for the ſalvation of others, To think 
© ſuch charitable and holy works unlawfull, is ta think it evil to do the 
< createſt geo . And if they muſt perſwade the neighbour nations to 
« come in to God by Coven: nt engagement, they mvſt perſwade them 
«ro bring theit children with them, and to de vote hem to God as well 
as th mſclyes, For the Jews knew no other Covenanting or enga- 
© ging to vod. As the Sichemites muſt do, ſo other nations muſt do: 
Hor what priviledge had the children of the Sichemites above thereſt 
© of the decks 7 a 

Anſw. (bis argument in form would be thus, If it were the duty of 
all the nations round about to engage themſelves and their children to 
Go by Circamcifion, then ic was not one ly the infants of the Congte- 
gation of 1ſrael that were Church members, Bur the antecedent is true, 
Argo the conſequent. Of this argument 1 deny the conſequenee of the 

or, and the minor alſo, | deny the conſequence, becauſe they that 
di engage themſ:1lves and-children to God by Circumcihen, did theres 
by ingraff themſclves and children into the congregation of Iſrael. 1 
deny alſo the minor. For though I acknowledge it was the duty of all , 
the world to engage themſelves to God by covenanting to take him for 
theiw God, yet I do not conceive that they were all bound to do it by 
CL1ICUm » 
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ejrcumcifon, For I conceive that precept given ene!y to the Hehem: 
or houſe of Abraham. In whi h I am cenfirmed, in that I finde not that 
Sem, Melchiſedech, Lot, Fob, ever did ſo or are blau ed for not doing it. 
It is moſt certain that Cor nelius, rhough a man that feared God with all 
bis houſe, yet was neither he nor his hou'e circumciſed , As 19, 2, & 
11. 3. and yet accepted of God, It i; true, if any would keep the Pafle- 
over, and be admitted to the rites of the Tabernacle , he was to be cir- 
cumciſed with his males: Hut they might de vote and engage them- 
ſelres and cluldren io Ged without it, nor was It neceſlary that God 
ſhould be their God in covenant or tetheir ſalvation that they were cir - 
cumciſed, or joyned to the people ef the Jews, I confeſs it was of much 
moment to reduce the natſons, and to preſerve them from the idolatry 
that de ſi ed the world, to be ot that people + for general be ut e r= 
cumeiſed who were aliens ſi om ibe Commonwealth of Iſt act, were with. 
out God in the world, without chriſt, without hope aliens from the co- 
venants of rromiſe ; and therefore it was a good ollice ro endeavour to 
bring the nations to God by circumciſion, and a deſirable advantagious 
thing, as it is now to be ia a well ordered fixed Church, yet cannot 
ſay it is or was neceſſary for all, cith:r as a duty or means of la lvation 
to do either. Mr. B. goes on. 

7. n Heſters tie many of the people became Jews Heſt. 8. 17. who 
yet were not ander their government, And 10 be Fewes 1s to be of the Jew. 
iſh profeſſion. And ii s well known that this was to be circumciſed , they 
and their little ones ( as the Proſelytes were) and ſo to keep the Law of 
Moſes. 

Auſw, Though they were nor under the Jewes Covernment in re- 
— of all power and command, yet they were incorporated into the 

ewiſh people, and were under their government as far as other Jews by 
birth were, having ſome exerciſe and liberty of uſing their own lawes, 
though with ſubjection alſo co the Perſian Princes, I conteſs their be- 
ing Jews was by circumcifing of them and their males, but hereby js not 
proved that any infants were viſible Churchmembers bur in the Con- 
pregation of 7/rae! , but rather the contrary, Sith they were begome 
Jews, chat is of the Congregation of Iſrael. 

8. Saith Mr, B. The ſcattered and captivated 7ews themſelves were 
from under the Government of Abrahams ſucceſſors , and yet were ts cir- 
cunciſe their children as Churchmembers, 

Anſw, Though they were from under the Government of Abrahams 
ſucceffor in reſpect of all power and command, yet they were under heit 
Government ſo far, as they were permitted the exerciſe of the —. 
Lawes, and were of the Congregation of I ſrael, and were Circumciſe 
as members thereof, and therefore no infants yet proved viſible Church. 
members out of that Congregation. 

9. Saith Mr, B. when Jonas preached to Ninive, it was all be rate 
of man among them, without exception, from the greateſt bo the leaft , that 
was to ſaſt and joyn inthe bumiliation: Ergo, ak, even infants as well 
as others, were 30 partake of the remiſſion, If you ſay , the beaſts were 10 
fiſt tea ; I anſwer, as they were capable in their kinde of pars of the 7 
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ſo were they of part of the benefit, but their capatity war not ad t: They 
faſted to manifeſt mans bumiliation. And if by the bumiliation of the aged 
the beaſts [ped the better in their kizde, no wonder if infants ſped the better 
in theirs, and according to their capacities, aud that was to bave a remiſ- 
ſoa ſuitable to their ſix. 

Anſw. All this is quite from the buſineſs , for it proves not that ej. 
ther the aged or the infants were vilible Churchmembers out of the 
Congregation of I[rae!, If the faſting prove the vifible Churchmem. 
berſhip, it proves the viſible Churchmemberſhip of the beaſts as well as 
the infant-men, It the repentance bee alledged to prove it, I hardly 
think ſuch a ſudden quickly paſt repentance will prove any of them vi- 
fible Churchmemb: rs of Chriſt , any mort then the Mariners prayer, 
fear, ſacwficing, making vowes , Jonah 1, 14. 6. If it do, yet it proves 
onely the aged who td f om their evil way, Fonab 3. 10. to be viſible 
Churchmembers; there's no . of an infants viſible Churchmem- 
berſhip out of the Congregation of 1/rae!. 

Io, Saith Mr, B. what I have ſaid of Sem and many others, and 
their poſterity already, I ſhall not here again repeat: and more will be ſaid 
anon to the following queſtions, 

R Anſw, What is ſaid ſhall be anſwered in its place, Mr, B. goes on 
thus. 

© The 2d. propoſition to be proved is, that ¶ the Iſraelites children 
c were members of the univerſal viſible Church of Chriſt as well as of 
* che Congregatien of Tſracl] But this you did heretofore acknowledge, 
and thetetore I ſuppoſe will not now deny. I ſuppoſe it paſt contro. 
ver ſie between us; 1. That Chriſt had then a Church on earth, As 
* Abrabam ſ:w Chriſts day and rejoyced, and Moſes ſuffered the re- 
*© proach of Chriſi, Heh, 11. 26. and the Prophets enquired of the ſal- 
* vation by Chriſt, and ſearched diligently , and proph:fied of the 
grace to come, and it was the ſpirit of Chriſt which was in theſe Pro- 
*< phers ſignifying the time, and teſtifying before hand the ſufferings 
* of Chriſt, and the glory chat ſhould follow, 1 Pet. 1. 10, 11. S0 
were they part of the Church of Chriſt, and members of the body of 
*© Chriſt. and given for the edification of that body: Though it was re- 
© vealed to them that the higher privigled:'s of the Church after the 
comming of Chriſt, were nor for them but for us, 1 Pet. t. 12. 2.1 
ſuppoſe it agreed on alſo between us, that there was no true Church 
* or Eccleſiaſtical worſhipping ſociety appointed by God in all the 
world fince the fall, but the Church of Chriſt , 2nd therefore either 
<© infants were members of Chriſts Church, or of no Church of Gods 
* inſtitution, Moſe Church and Chris Church according to Gods in- 
© ſtitution were not two, but one Church, For Moſes was Chriffs u- 
© ſher, and his ceremonies were an obſcurer Goſpel to lead men to 
** Chriſt : And though the fooliſh Jewes by miſ. underſtanding them 
made a ſeparation , and made Moſes Diſciples to bee ſeparare from 
** Chriſes Diſciples, and ſo ſet up the alone { ſhadowes of things to come, 
vet the body is all of Chriſt ] Col. 2. 17. and by ſo doing they viola» 
ted Gods inſtitution, and unchurcht themſelves, 3, I ſoppoſe it a- 


grged 
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« greed alſo, that Chrifis Church ĩs but one, and chat even thoſe of all 
« ages chat are not at o. ce viſible, yet make up one body, 4. And that 
« therefore whoever is a member of any particular Church is a member 
« of the univerſal, (Though the Church was more eminenily called 
« Catholike, when the wall of ſeparation was taken dewn, ) Bur I re- 
te member 1 have proved this in my Book , part. 1, chap, 20, and there» 
« fore ſhall ſay no more now, 

Anſw. I grant as I aid heretofore, that the 1/raelites children were 
members of the univerſal viſible Chureb of Chriſt , as well as of the con- 
gregation of Iſrael, or rather in that they were of the Congregation of 
I/rael, nor do | deny that chriſt bad then « Church on earth , nor that 
there was no trxe Church, or Eccleſiaſtical worſhipping ſociety appointed by 
God in all the world ſince the fall but the Church of Chriſt, But as for the 
third, though I gra. that Chriſts invikble Church is but one by unity 
of the ſame ſpirit and faith, and that che viſible Church is but one in 
ſome reſpect, namely in reſpect of the profeſſion o the ſame faith and 
hope in Chriſt ; yer they are nor ſo one, as that whoever is a viſible 
member of one particular Church, is a member of each particular 
Church; and though J yeild tat whoever is a member of any particular 
Church is a member of the uni verſal, yet it follows not, whici is it that 
Mr, B. drives at, and vainly talks of kis proving it eliewhere, as will 
be ſhewed hereafier) that every one who was a member of the univer- 
fal Church, in that he was a member of the Jewiſh Church particular, 
was a viſible member of c very particular viſible ( hurch of Chriſt ; nor 
that eve y one that was a me mbet ot the univerſal Church „in that hee 
was a member of a viſible particular Church of Chriſt, was a viſible 
member of the Jcwiſh particular Church, As for inſtance, Cornelizs and 
bis bouſe who ſeared God, Atis 10. 2, were vilible members ot that 
particular Church of his houſe, and ſo cf the univerſal , yer were not 
viſivle members of the parcicvlar Church Jewiſh , as may bee proved 
from their uncircumcifion and ſhunning as unclean by the Jews , ARs 
10. & 11, 3, The reaſon is manifeſt + For the univerſal hath not a di- 
ſtinct exiſtence from the parts, nor is any part exiſtirg in another part, 
beezuſe it is part of the whole , as the finger is not in every paſt of the 
body becauſe it is in the body, in that it is in the hand , Which is a part, 
And theretore Mr. Bs, arguing ( which he confides ſo much in, part. 1. 
ch. 20. of plain Script. &c, ) will appear to be vain that becauſe in- 
fants were vifible members of the Church univerſal, in that they were 
of the Church Jewiſh, therefore they are in the Chriſtian „properly ſo 
called, contradiftin& to the Jewiſh, Which ſpeech ] uſe, as commonly 
Divines do, becauſe though the Jewiſh Church were Chrifts Church, 
yer the appellation of Chriſtians being not atore the dayes of the Apo- 
ſtles As tt. 26. we may ficl ſay the church in the wilderneſt was not 
the Chriſtian properly ſo called, that is , Which is gathered out of the 
nat ns by the Apoſtles preaching, nor Moſes in the Chriſtian Church, 


nor cornelius in the Jewiſh Church, as erde though in Africa , and 
Per ſia though in 4 J , St though in Africa, 


N la, yet are not ſaid to be in Aſia the leſs, or Africa 
propria, Mr. B. proceeds, 


Ooo con 
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Concertig the matter of the third Qu, 7 aſſert that ¶ it was not on 
ly of tbe ewes Commonwealth that infants were members of, but of the 
chiach gifting fron it. This is proved ſufficiently in what 1 ſaia 
e. 
* As yet I do not finde it proved , that the Jewiſh Church was 
diſtin from the Commenwealth, ot that there was any memb:r uf the 
Church whe was nor of the Commonwealth, What js ſaid abou it, ſe(?, 
43, may be there ſeen by the Reader. g 

Moreover, ſaith Mr. B. 1. Infants weſe Churchmembers in Abra. 
hams family before Circumcifion, and after when it was no Commoawealih. 
So they were ix Iſaacs, Jacobs, & c. 

Anſw. Abrabam - tamily, and Iſaacs, and Zacobs, were a Con men- 
wealth, although they were but ſmall ; they bad government wit! in 
themſelves. Abraban had his train: d feryvants and made war of himſelf, 
Gen, 14. 14, Iſa:c n ade a league as a Prince co ordinate, Ges, 26,31, 
ſo did Jacob, Cen 31.53. Theſe wich other acts ſhiw they were an in- 
dependent Commonwealth. 

2. Saith Mr. 3. The baviſhed, captivated, ſcattered ems, that ceaſed 
to bee members of their Commonwealth , yct ceaſed not to bee of the 
Church, R 

Anſw, They were then ofthe Commonwealth of the Jews , at they 
were of the Church, both de jure, and de facka, they acknowledging 
themſelves to be of that people, and to a. here to their laws, although 
ſomewhat reſtrained of their liberty , as a captivated, impriſoned King 
or ſubject is head or member of that Republi;ue ro which he hath nat 
acceſs, | 
3. Saith Mr, B. The people of the land, that became Fews in Heſters 
nine, jojned not themſelues to their Commonwealth ; Nor the Siche- 
miles. 

Auſw. The contrary is true; as concerning the Sichemites is ſhew. 
ed befere. 

4. Saith he, Many Proſehtes never joyned themſelycs to their Con- 
mouwealth, 

Anſw. Thoſe Proſelytes were not of the Jewiſh Church viſible 
members. a 

5. Saich he, The children of Abraham by Keturah, when they. were 
removed from by family were not unchurched ; and yet were no member: 
of the Jemes Commonwealth, But I (hall take up with what js ſaid for this 
already . undertahing more largely to manifeſt it, when I perceive it n- 
ceſſary and uſeſul. 

Anſw. Abrahams children by Keturah, when out of the Common. 
wealth of the Hebrews were unchurched , ar leaſt , in reſpe& of the 
Church of the Hebrews; nor do | conceive Mr, Bs, larger mzanifeſtat;ov 
of the contrary, will be any dung but more words without proof, 


Set, 55. 


SECT, LV. 


Infants of the Temes were not viſhle Churchmembert, by Promiſe, or re- 
cept; a Mr. B. teacheth. 


MR B. proceeds. To the 4th, Qu. I aſſert that [ 1, There was a Law 
or precept of God obliging the parents to enter they children into Cove. 
want with God, by acce;ting bis ſavonr, and re- engaging and devoting t hem 
10 God, and ſo entering them ſolemnly Churchmembers, | And | 2, there 
was Covenant, prombſe 67 grant of God , by which be offered the Church. 
member [hip of ſome infant) and a'tually * ed it, where his offer Was 
accepted] I ſhoxld have mentioned ibis firſt and therefore will begiz with 
the proof of this. By theſe terme Covenant, promiſe, grant, er deed of 
gift, &c. we under ſtand that which is common to all theſe, viz, | A [gue 
of Gods will conferring or Confirming 4 right to or in ſome benefit ] ſuch 
as we commonly call a Civil aft of Collation as diitinT from a mere 5 

cal a? of diſpoſal, I call it | a ſigne of Gods will de jure] becauſe that 
is the general nat ie of all hu legal moral act t: thiy ae all rgnal dctet mi- 
nations de debito of ſome due, 2.1 ſay conferring or con fi ming right to 
ſome benefit | ta a Ferenc. it from precepts which onely deter mine what 
Hall be due from us to God, and from threatzings , which ditermine what 
puniſhment ſhall be due ſrom God 4 26. Sy, 

Anſw, Thar which Ar. 5. aſſerts here, is in oppoſition to whar [ 
ſaid in my 1d. Le tet; | confeſs infants were by Gods fact of tab i g the 
whole people of the Jews tor hi- people, in that eftare of the Jewiſh pæ- 
dagopy (not by any promiſe or precept ) viſible Churchmembers, char 
is of the Congregation of Iſrael; and in my 3d, Lexplai my ſelf, a 
promiſe conferri- g to infants th- benefit of Churchmemberſhip,with all 
the conſequent priviledges, a ptecept conſtituting the duty of de voting 
and dedicating the child ro God, and entring into Covenant , which 
confers the benefit (which were his own words in his firſt Letter) ſo 
that if we proye by any other gr nt or deed of gifr, phyſical or moral, 
which is not a promiſe of ir, by which it is conferred, or by any Law 
which is not ſuch a precept,he contradicts not my ſpeech, and ſo diſputes 
not ad idem. Which whether he do or no, will be perceived by exami- 
ning what tollows, 

Having thus, ſaith he, explained tbe terms, I provethe propoſition, If 
infants Churcbmemberſhiy with the previledges thereof were a benefit con- 
ſerred, which ſome bad right to or in, then was there ſome grant, covenant 
or promiſe, by which this right was conſerred ; But the antecedent is mo 
certain: Ergo, ſo is the conſequent. I ſuppoſe you will not deny that it was 
a benefit to be the covenamed people of God to have the Lord engaged to 
bee their God , and to take them for his people. to bee brought 5 near 
bim, and to bee ſeparated from the common and unclean , from the world, 
and from the fr angers to the Covenant of promiſes , that live as withs 


ont God in the world, and without hope. 
Oocy Anſw, 
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Anſw. I do not deny It, but I deny that this is to be viſible Church- 
members formally, or connexively. For men may be vifible Church- 
members, and yet not have all this benefit, and they may have all this 
benefit who are not viuble Churchmembers, Hypocrites way be viſible 
Churchmembers , yet not be Gods covenanted people to have the Lord 
engaged to be their God, and to take them for his people, to be brought 
ſs near him, &c, And ſome believing Sa ints that are du b, may have 
all this, and yet not be viſible Churchmembers. ; 

Mr, B. adds, If it were arhed what benefit bad the Circumciſion? I 
ſuppoſe joa would ſay, much every way. | 

nſw, I thould , but I would add; that to bee the Circumciſion it 
not all one as to be viũble Churchmembers : cornelia and his houſe 
were viſible Churchmemb:rs yet not the Circumciſion :4 Nor were the 
bencfi:s mentioned Rom. 3. 1 2» conferred to them as Viſible © hurch- 
members, ( For then all vifble Churchmembers had been partakers 
of the ſame benefits, they had bad the Oracles of God committed to them, 
the giving the Law, Chriſt ſrom them after the fleſh, $c, Rom, 9. 4, 5, 
which js falſe) but as to a people ſp:c:ally loved and gratified with 
theſe priviledges. | 

He adds, F Infant. Churchmemberſhip were no benefit, then they tha: 
bad it, were not ( when they came to age or their parents in the mean time) 
obliged to any thankfnlneſt for it, Emi they were obliged to be thankſul ſor 
it, Er.o, it was a bene fit. 

Anſw. Viſible Charchmemberſhip ſimply notes one ly a ſtate, by 
which was a benefit. By the i tant viſible Jewiſh n 
was a benefit of honour and ſpecial dignity above other people , whic 
Ged then vouchſafed to the Jews, and do h not ſo now to infants of be- 
leving Chri/tians as ſuch , and for it the * parents and children 
were to be thankful. | 

He goes on. The next thing in the àntecedent to be proved is, 
< that there was a right conterred to this benefit, and ſome ha 
a right in it. And 1. if any had the benefit, then had they right to or 
* in that benefit: But fome had the benefit, Ergo, The conſequence of 
* the major is certain, 1. Becauſe the very nature of the beneht conſiſt- 
*eth ina right to further benefits. 2. If any had the bene fit of Church. 
* memberſhip, Covenant. intereſt, &. without right; then they had 
beit with Gods conſent and approbation or withcur it. Not wil h it: 
«© For hee is juſt, and conſenteth not that any have that which 
Thee hath not ſome right co or in, not without it: For ne man 
can have a benefit from God againſt his will, or without it. 
*© 2. If no infants had duely an rightfully received this benefit, God 
would have ſomewhere re end the uſurpation and abuſe of his 
*© ordinances or benefits, But that hee doth not as to this caſe, Ergo. 
*© 3. God hath ex preſſed this right in many texts of Scripiure, of which 
© more afterward, 

Anſw, Mr. B. is guiley of that which he chargeth me wich unjuſt 
ly, jumbling things together which are to be diſtinguiſhed, viſible 
Chur chmemberſhip, right to or of viſible Churchmemberſhip, to the 
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benefits of ir, duly and righi fully receiving of it. The infants of the 
eus were viſible Churchmembers, not by a legal right to ir, anteeedent 
to their being ſuch viſible Churchmembers, wnich — or any for them 
might claim as due; nor was ic 2 — of duly and rightfully being 
received or uſurped ; Fer it was nothing but a ſtate of appearing to be 
part of that people, who were in appearance from things ſenſible, Gods 
people; and this they had by Gods fact of making them to be à part of 
that people viſibly, to wit, his forming them and bringing them into 
the world, and placing them ſo as to be ranked among his viſible people, 
and known by things obvious to ſenſe to be of this people, from which 
this ſtate reſults without any ſuch receiving as Hay be cenominated du. 
ly or rightfully done or uſurped, Yet I grant they had a right In it, 
that is, they had it by Gods donation, without any uſurpation by them 
or any other; and they had right to the benefit conſe; nent, as to the 
honour and eſt em and dignity abſolutely, and to other benefits, if there 
were any other annexcd to ir, whether abſolutely or cindirionally, Yer 
to the proofs ot Mr. J. I ſay, 1. That it ſeems to me not true, that the 
nature of the benefit ut infant: viable Churchmemberſhip conſiſteth in a 
right to ſurther benefits, 2, That if ir were true, yet J ſec not how it 
proves this conſequence, It any had the benefit, then they had ri ht to 
or in that benefit. Amn may have a beneſit withour tight, though the 
nature, or as I would ſpeak, the condition of it be ſuch as to draw with _ 
it a right to further benefits; as a man may have a Lordſhip without 
right, which gives him a right to further benefirs. 3. That Mr, L. 
jumbles together charchmember ſbi , Covenant intereſt, &. whereas a 
perſon may have no intereſt in Gods Covenant, who is a viſible 
Church nember; and he ma have incereſt in Gods Covenant, who is 
no viſib'e Churchmember, 4. His ſpzech, God ix juſt, and coxſenteth 
not that any have toat which be bath not ſome right to or in, as the words 
ſcem to import, is not right, For t. they intim te a; if viſible Church- 
me ub ſhip were given out of diſtributive juſtice, which gives to eve- 
ry man his own, But this I conceive to be very erroneous. For as Re- 
eneration, ſo alſo rifible Churchmemberſhip are of bounty by God as 
Poveraign Lord, nor of diſtributive juſtice by God as a Judge 2. That 
all that any man hath from God, he hath of debt, contrary to the Apo- 
file, Rem. . 4. 5. Thar viſible Churchmemberſhip is conceived as a 
thing o#cred, and to be duly and rightfully received, or to be attained 
by uſurpation and abuſe of Geds ordinances or benefits, But this I un- 
derſtand not how it is according to Mr, Bs, Doctrine. 1. He conceives 
viſible Churchnemberſhip diſtint from Circugcifian, What Ordci. 
nance is there then which may be abuſed by receiving viſible Church- 
meinberſhip? 2. The viſible Churchmemberſhip of infants among 
the Jews, doth nor:o me appear to be a thing rendered or offered by 
God upon condition of parents faith, and to be accepted or refuſed + but 
to be a ſtate reſu ting from ods fact forementioned without ſuch of. 
fer. — What is in the Scriptures after ex preſſed, ſhall be vie ved in 
it's place. 
Mr. B. adds; I am next to prove the sonſequence, that | this right 
Was 
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n coferred by [ome grant, promiſe, or Covenant of Ged.] Aud tha it 
— as to — hs the — was made by Gods power and efficiency 
or will; er io prove that God is the owney of all things, and 10 man can 
receive them but by bis gift. 1. If there be no other way poſſible for right 
to beconveyed from God to us, but onely by bis grant, promiſe, or Covenamt, 
( w/;eh we call donation, and 15-4 moral civil alion,) then it is by this 
means that it is conveyed, But there it no other poſſible way of ſuch con. 
vcyance: Ergo. We bave no right till God give ws right. His will ſigni. 
fed createth owt right No man can have right to that which is wholly and 
abſolutely auot bers, but by bis conſent or wi. This will 1s no way known, 
but by ſume ſigns of it. Theſe ſigns of ſuch a will ſor conveyance of right 10 
a benefit, are a cidil moral action, called a donatzon or gt imply, if the 
gn be tn writing, we commonly call a Deed of gift, If it be by word of 
mouth, conferring a preſent right, wa call it a verbal grant or gift, If ut cen. 
ſer onely 4 future right. we call it a promiſe, and ſometimes acovenant ; 
and ſometimes the word Covenant ſignifjeth both, that act which gives 
a preſent right, and promiſoth the com inuance of it. Right being 4 moral 
or civil thing, cas be no way conveyed but by a moral or civil a ien. A 
gift thut was never given, ts 4 contradiction. So that this part of our con- 
troverſiers as eaſee 25 whetber tn and two be ſour, 
uſw. Vilible Churchmember ſhip is not a right, but a ſtare of be- 
ing; as te be healthy, ſtrong, rich, & c. which are not given by a ci- 
vil moral action, but by. proyidenee of God acting phybcally, as the ſo- 
veraign diſpoſer of all, It is certain, that it is by Geds will, as all things 
are; but this will is no otherways ſigniſied then by the event, as con- 
vertion and many other gitts of God ate. My meaning is, though theſe 
things are by vertue of Gods will, and are ſignißed in the gentral by 
ſome Declaration of Gods purpoſe and order by which he acts, which 
may b called his Covenant; yet in the particulars, 1 mean for the per- 
ſons, time, &. there is not any Covenant chat affures theſe perſons 
converſion or viſible Chprchmember ſhip, or that eftares infants in either 
of thoſe benefars at their _= by rertue of Gods promiſe as the ſole ef- 
ficient of ir, upon that condition Mr, B, aſſerts, that is, the parents 
faith, as I have proved before, Sect. 52, I deny therefore that there is 
ſuch a promiſe of God as conferred infants viſible Churchmemberſhip 
upon he parents faich, And to Mr, Bs, argument I ſay, that though it 
bo cake to prove that viſible Churchmenberſhip is by God donat jon, 
or grant; yet to argue theretore it muſt be by a promiſe, ſuch as M1, 
. aſſerts, follows nur, it be iug no good argument which is drawn affir- 
matively from the genus to the ſperzes, ir muſt be by Gods gitt or giant, 
ergo b promiſe, Yea, according to Mr. B, here a promiſe confers oaely 
a ſuture right, and therefore it doth not make actually viſible Church» 
members without ſome further act, and therefore not the promiſe or 
Covenant of od is the next adequate cauſe of it, bur ſome other act 
of God, and conſequently there is another poſſ ble yea maniſe ſt way, 
2 the promiſe of it upon condition of patenis faith, which Mr, B. 
aſſerts. , 
But Mr, B. ſaint, 2. God bath expreſly called that a a Covenant or 


promiſe 
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promiſe iy which be conveyeth this right : which we ſhall more fully maui- 
feft anon when we come to it. 

Anſw, Theſe a.c but words, as will appear by that which fol- 


lowes. 4 

« The J Þiopoſition, ſaith Mr. B. to be proved, is, that [there was a 
« law or precept of God, ob Iging rhe patents to enter their children 
« into Covenant and Churehmemberſhip, by accepting of his offer, 
« and re-engaging them to God.] And this is as obvious and eaſſe as 
« the former, But firſt I ſhall in a word here alſo explain the terms. 
« The word [law] is ſometimes taken mere largely, and unktly, as 
« comprehending the very immanent ads or the nature of God, conſi- 
« dered without any fign to repreſent it ta the creature, So many cal! 
Gods nature or purpoſes the Eternal Law : which indeed is mo law, 
ce nor can be ſitly ſo called. 2. It i taken properly for ¶ an authorita- 
« tive determination de debits conſſituendo vel confirmando. ] And ſo 
« jt comprehendeth all that may fi:ly be called a law, Some define 
eit, [ Jaſſum ma eſtatis obligant aut ad obedientiam aut d fene. 
« But this leaves out the præmlant part, and ſome others: So that of 
« Grotius doth, Eft regula actionum moral ium obligans ad id quod rect um 
« eft. T acquieſce in the firſt, or rather in this, which is more full and 
cel; | A law is a fignof th: Retors will conſtituting or confirm. 
« jog right or duenc ſs. Thatit be a fign of che ReQors will dec debits 
ce conſtituendo vel confirmando, is the general nature of all laws, Some 
*« quarrel at the word [ ſign ] becauſe it is logical and no: political: 
At if politicians ſhould nor ſpeak logically as well as other men! 
* There is a two-fold due; 1. What is due from us to God (or any 
« ReRor;) and this is fignified in the precept and prohibition, (or 
« in the precept de agende & non agendo.) 2, What ſhall be due to 
us; and this is fignified by promiſes, or the przmiant parc of the 
© law, and by laws for diſtribution and determination of proprieties, 
* All benefits are given us by God in a double relation, both as Recter 
©« and genefactor: er as Fenefaftor regens; or as Re lor benefaciens : 
© t:cugh among men that ſtand not in lach a ſubord.natien to one ano- 
ther as we dv to God, they may be received from a meer benefad or 
** wirhour any regent intereſt therein. The firſt laws do ever conſtitute 
the debitum or right: afterward there may be renewed laws and pre. 
© eeprs to urge men to obey the former, or todo the ſame thing ; and 
* the end of theſe iz either fullier to acquaint the ſubje& with che for. 
mer, or to revive the memory of them, or to excite to the cbedierce 
* of chem: And theſe do nor properly conſtitute duty, becauſe it wa; 
conſtituted be fore; hut the natures and power ef the ad i» tte ſame 
wich that which doth conſtitute it, end therefore doth confirm the con. 
stitution, and again oblige us to What we were obliged to betore. 
For obligations ro one and the ſame duty may be mul ipſied. 3. Seme 
*rake the word [law] in ſo reſttained a ſence as to exclude verbal or 
particular precepts, eſpecially directed but to one; or a few men; 
and will onely call that a law which is witten, or at leaſt a well 
** known cuſtomer obliging a whole ſociety ia a ſtated way, Theſe be 
the 
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ce che moſt eminent ſott of laws : but to ſay that the reſt are no laws, is 
© yain and groundleſs, againſt the true general definitien of a law, and 
6 juſtly rejected by the wiſeſt politicians, Thar which we are now to en- 
« quire after, is a preCepr, Or the commanding part of a law, which is 
ce a ſign of Gods will obliging us to duty, of which figns there are 
< materially ſeveral ſorts, 3s 1, by a voice, that's evidently of 
God: 2, by writing: 3. by viſible works or effects: 4. by ſe. 
« cret impreſſes, as by inſpiration, whick is a Jaw onely to him that 
c hath them, 

Anſw. Mr, B. undertook to explain the terms, and he onely, and 
that unneceſſarily and tediouſly, explains one term, to wit [ law, ] 
which was not the term in my Letter, to which his Propoſition was to 
be oppoſed, but the word [ precept ; ] whereas he ſhould have explain- 
ed what he meant by the parents entring their children into Covenant 
and Churchmemberſhip, and what offer he meant they were to accept, 
and how, and how they were to engage them to God, and how this en- 
tr ing, accepting, re-engaging did confer the benefit of viſible Church- 
memberſhip to their children, and what precept it is that is unrepealed 
diſtinct from the precept of Cirevmciſion, which I preſume he doth not 
hold unrepealed. All theſe were necefſary to have been diſtinctly ſer 
down, that I might have known his meaning, and thereby ha ve xnown 
whether his aſſertien oppoſeth my poſition, and whether he prove it or 
not. But that the Reader may the beiter peret ive where the point to 
be proved lies, I ſhall ſer down diſtinctiy vhat I conceive Mr. I. means, 
and then hat I aſſert, and what Mr. B, ſhould prove in oppoſition te 
my aſſertion, 

1. I conceive he imagines an offer of Cod to parents, which he 
calls a prom ſe or Covenant, that upon their raking him to be their 
God, he would be a God to their children, e ven their infants. 2. That 
parents are and were bound to accept of this offer for their children, 
3. That by it they do enter them into Covenant, that is, they do Co- 
venant for them that they ſhall be Gods people, and conſequentiy they 
partake of the Covenant that God js their God, 4. That by vertue of 
this entring into Covenant, accepting, and re-ergaging them to God, 
they are viſible Churchmenbers, 

I afferc 1. There is no ſuch offer, promiſe, or Covenant. 2. That 
rhough there are preceprs for parents to pray for their children, to breed 
then up for God by example, teaching, c. yet they are not bound to 
believe this; that upon their own faith God will take their infant chil- 
dren to be his, and he will be a God to them, nor to acept of ti is pres 
rended offer, fith there is no ſuch promiſeor offer. 3. That though pa- 
rents may enter into Covenant for their children, that is, they may do 
it as thoſe, Pcut. 29. 12. either by charge and ad juration, or by wiſhing 
a curſe to them it they did not cleave to God, as Neben. 1 o. 29. 7oſh.s, 
25, and this may have an obligation on them beyond the precept, and 
influence on them as a motive, as the Oath to the Gibeonites, Joſb. 9. 
16, yet by this their entring into Covenant for them, they do not make 
them parcakers of the Covenant or promiſe that God wil be their God. 
4. That 
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4, That if there were ſuch a promiſe, anf ſuch a duty of accepting the 


etended offer, and re engaging ; yer this neliher did then, nor doth 

now make infants viſible Churchmembers, So that the point between 

us is, Whether there be ſuch a ptecept to parents be ſides Circumciſion, 

ot entt ing into Covenant, accepting an offer of Gd to be their God for 

their children according to a promiſe that he will be ſo, and re engaging 

them to God , whereby they become actually viſible Churchmem- 

bers? This Mr. B. affirms, I deny, He ſpeaks thus, 

„ Having thus opened the terms [ law and precept , ] I prove 

« the Propoſition thus, 1, If it was the duty of the Iſraelites to accept 

« Gods offered mercy for their children, to engage and devote them 

to him in Covenant, then there was a law or precepr which made this 

« their duty, and obliged them to ir, Bur it was a duty: Ergo, there 
<« was ſuch a law or precepr, For the antecedent, 1. If it were nota 
duty, then it was either a {1n, or a neutral indifferent action: But ir 
« was not a ſin, ( for 1. it Was againſt no law, 2. it js not reyrehend- 
«ed;) nor was it indifferent, for it was of a moral nature, and ergo Ci. 
« ther good or evil, fea ſin or duty: For properly permitiere is no 
cc act ot law, (though many ſay it ie,) but a fuſpenſien of an act: and 
« ſolicit um is not woraliter bonum, but one ly aon malum; and ergo is not 
« properly within the verge of mortality. 2, If there be a penaſty 
« (and a moſt terrible penalty) annexed for the non-performance, 
© then it was a duty + But ſuch a penal:y was annexed ( 2s ſhall anon 
« be par:icularly thewed ) even to be cut off from his people, to be put 
*rodeath, &c. If it oblige ad tanam, ic did firſt oblige ad obediemtiam: 
For no Jaw obligeth adpenam, bur for diſobedience, which preſup- 
© poſeth an obligation to obedience, 3. If ir were not the liraclices 
duty to enter their chileren into Goss Covenant and Church, then ir 
would have been none of their fin to have cmitred or refuſed ſo to 
«do: But it would have been their great and hainous fin to have 
© omitted or refuſed it; Ergo, Now to the conſtquence of the major, 
There is no duty but what is made by ſome law or precepr as its pro- 
per efficient cauſe ox foundation : Ergo, if it be a duty, there was cer- 
c taivly ſome law or m_ char made ir ſuch. Among men we ſay, 
© thar a benefit obligeth to gratitude, though there were no law: But 
the meaning is, it there were no humane Jaw, and that is becauſ: the 
« law of God in nature requireth man to be juſt and thankſull. If there 
« were no Jaw of Gednatural er pofitive that did conſtitute it or oblige 
dus to it, there could be no duty, 1. There is no duty but whar is 
© made ſuch by Gods ſignified will, ergo, no duty but what is made ſuch 
by a law or precept. For a precept is ti eſign of Gods will obliging 
© ro duty. 2, Where there is no law there is no cranſgre/ſ.on, Rem. 4. 
© 15, ergo, whese there is no law there is no duty; for theſe are con- 
ce trarles : it is a duty not to tranſgreſs the law, and a tranſgre ſſion not 
to perform the duty which itirequireth of us, There is no apparent 
ground of exception, but in es ſe of Covenants; Whether a man may 
* not oblige himſelf to a duty meerly by his conſent ? I anſwer, 1. He 
may oblige himſelf to an ad, which he muſt perform, or elſe prove 
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e unfaithfull and diſhoneſt: but kis own obligation makes It not ſtrict. 
ly a duty: ergo, when God makes a Covenant with man, he is as 
te jr were obliged in point of fidelity, bur not ot duty. 2, He that ob. 
ce iĩgeth himſeli to an act by promiſe, doth occaſion an obligation to du- 
ce ty from God, becauſe God hath obliged men to keep their promiſes. 
« 2 So far as 4 man may be ſaid to be his own ruler, fo fat may he be 
ce [aid to oblize himſelfco duty, ( char is duty to himſelt, though che act 
ce be for the benefit of another ; ) but then he may as ficly be ſaid to 
< make a Jaw to himſelf, or command himſelf; fo that ſtill the duiy 
&« (ſuch as it is ) hach an anſwerable command, So that I may well 
ce conclude, that there 1s 8 law, becauſe there is a duty. For nothin 
cc hut a law could cauſe that duty, nor make hat omiſſion of ic a fin 
ce Where there is no law, fin is aot impured, Rom. . 3. But the omiſſion 
ce of entring infan's into Covenant with God before Chris ircarnati- 
« on would have been a fin imputed ; ergo, there wasa law commanding 
ce jt. 2. If it was a duty to dedicare infants to God, or ener them into 
Covenant with him, then either by Gods will, or wichout it: cer. 
cc tainly not wichout ic, If by Gods will, then either by his will reveal. 
«ed, or unrevealed, His unrevealed will cannot oblige; for chete 
ce wants promulgation, which is neceſſary to obligation: And no man 
cc can be bound io know Gods ynrevealed will, unleſs remotely, as it 
te may be long ef himſelf that it is not to him revealed. If it be Gods 
« revealed will that muſt thus oblige, then thete was ſome fign by 
«© which it was revealed. And if there were a fign revealing Gods will 
« obliging us to duty, then there was a law, For tis is the very nature 
« of 5 prece ptive part ef a law, ( which is the principal part,) ſo that 
« you may as well ſay, that you are a reaſonable creature, but not a 
man, as ſay that men were obliged to duty by Gods revea'ed will, but 
<< yer not by a law or precept. 3. We ſhall anon produce the law or 
« precept, and put ic out of doubt that there was ſuch 2 thing. In the 
mean time I muſt confeſs, L do not remember that ever I was put to 
e diſpute a point chat carrieth more of it's own evidence to ſhame the 
e gain-ſayer, And if you can gather Diſciples even among the godly, 
6c - perſwading them that there were dv:ies without precepts or laws, 
te and benefits without donations, covenants, or promiſe confirming 
them, then deſpair of nothing for the time ro come; You may per- 
e ſwade them that there is a {on without a father, or any relation 
* without it's foundation, or effect without it's cauſe, and never 
doubt but the ſame men will believe you, while you ave the fame 
© intereſt in them , and uſe the ſame artifice in putting off your 
** conceits, 
Anſw, This te ious unneceſſary diſcourſe I have ſer rogether, leſt 
it ſhould be ſaid 1 omitted it becauſe L could nor anſwer it, though I 
might have well done it, and granted him his concluſion without any re- 
vocation of what I hid neg to hin. or his conclufion is, chat there 
was a law or precqpt to the Iſrarlites to accept of Gods offtred mercy for 
beir children — 17 and devote them ts dis in Ron 74 
yer denied, onely I denied that this was any other then Circumcifion, 
: or 
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chat this conferred the benefir, chat ls, made them vifſble Church. 
members, or that this mercy, as hecalls ir, was offered by a — 
to be a God to believers and their ſeed, or that m_ did by their act 
enter the children into Covenant, that is, Gods Covenant to b. their 
God, or Covenant to God, In proper Gecch whereby they covenanted 
to be his peopl:. And for the firſt, it ſcems to me, 1. ThatMMr_ BJ. 
can produce no other law or precept binding the Iſraclites to this du- 
ty beſides that of Circumcifion, becauſe he neither here nor elſewhere 
that l know of produceth any other, 2, That he means no other by 
two paſſages in chis diſcourſe; x, becauſe he Lich there was a moſ} tey- 
rible penalty annexed to thus law obliging Iſraclites for non perfor manse 
( as ſhall be anon particularly ſhewed ) even to be cut off from bis peo. 
ple, to be put to death, &c, which he neither ſhews to be any other, nur 
do L think he could mean any other then that of Circumciflon ; 2, He 
ſaith, the omi ſſion of ent ring infants into Covenant with God before Chrifts 
incarnation, would have been 4 ſin imputed ; his limiting ic co the time 
before Chriſts incarnation, intimates be meant it of Circumcifien, 3. 
That he deals like as if he meant deceirfu'ly, in putting off the naming 
the law or precept to another place, which it had been requiſite for the 
Anſwerer a: d Reader eo tave found here, chat it might be diſcerned what 
law he meant. And for the 2d. I fay, if he could prove or produce that 
or any other law or precept ; yet if he did not prove that thereby the 
infants were made viſible Churchmembers, ke prov. s not the contra. 
dictery to my writing. The other two points belong to the two fore. 
going and following cueftions, As for his confeſſion, the ugh his inju » 
rious inſin ations of me are ſo frequent and ſo frivolous, that I could 

aſs by them as the hiſſing of a Gooſe, or the ſnarling of a Curre ; yet 
— his ſpeeches do much wrong the truth and — of God through 
my ſides, I judge it fic to reply, 1. That I ſee not reafon to be aſhamed 
of my afferri>n, but Mr. B. hach cauſe to be aſhamed of h is own heedleſ- 
neſs, and miſrepreſenation of my aſſertion, and roving frem the point 
he ſhould preve. 2. Thar I gather no Diſciples to my felt; but endea- 
vour to reform the abuſe ot Infant Baptiſm, and ts reftore the righe 
uſe of Chriſtian Baptiſm, according to the plain appointment of Chriſt 
in Scripture, and practice of his Apoſtles, 3. That he that will be per. 
ſwaded by Mr, B. that infants are Diſciples meant Matth. 28.19. and 
that in Gen. 1. 26. & 3.19. is a law or ordinance of God for intants 
viſible Churchmember ſhip, will believe any thing that he ſaich, 4. 
Thar were it not for the —_ he hath obtained of godlineſs by his 
Book of Reft, the eſteem he bath gained by his — for the Minj- 
ſtery, andthe advantage they have by his Book of Baptiſm to maintain 
their practice and ſtation, it were not likely ſo vain a Book wonld be 
oſtee med among Schollers. 5, That were it not for the aff; jghtments 
of Mr, B. through his calumnies and flanders, as if Ranters, Qua- 
kers, and all ſorts of errours and ſets ſprang from Ant ipædoba p- 
riſm, godly tender eonſcienc d perſens durſt not maintain as they 
do fo groſs a corruption as their Baby —— is, nor negle& ſo 
great and fundamental a duty 2s — m is according to the Serip · 
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ture: Bur the Lord will judge betweene us, I proceede, a 

The 5th C, ſaich Mr, B. requsreth me to l down this aſſertion, 
that ¶ there is 10 law or precept of God which doth not oblige to du 
and no aTnal promiſe or donation, which doth not coufer the bene fit. ] Thy 
I aver on occaſion of your laſt Letter, nher e in cons adict ion tothe former, 
you confeſs | the promiſes to th: ya.ural poiterity ot Abraham, Gen. 17. 
and the Covenants made with iſrael at Mount Sinai, and Deu. 29. and 
a precept of C.rcumcifion, and precepts of God by Moſes, vt calli g the 
people, aud requiring them to enter into Covenant, Exed.ts. Deut. 
29. ] T> you | dv nor conceive that the infants of H/ were made 
viſible Churchmemb. rs by the promi es in the Covenant, 01 the pre. 
cepts fcrenamed. ] If ſo, then either you imagine bat among all tho/. pre. 
cepts aud jromiſes there was yet no promiſe o/ Covenant that gave them 
the benefit of Charchmembe, ſhip, o/ precept concerning their entrance mo 
that ſtate ; or elſe you imagine that (ach promiſes were made, but did no: 
actually conſer the benefit, and ſuch precepts were made, but did not aftu- 
ally oblige. Your words are ſo amo'gnous in this, that they pgmifie nothing 
of your mind to any that hnows it not ſome other way. For he you ſay 
[ there is no ſuch particular promiſe concerning in ans vikble Churct- 
memberſhip, or preccpr, &c. beſides Circumciſion, as in my Book ef 
Baptiſm I afſerr, | who knows whether that exception of | Circumcilion] 
be a conceſſion of ſuch a precept or promiſe in the caſe 0 circumciſiox? or 
if not, what ſenſe it hath ? and whit you imagine that precept or promiſe 
to be which | aſſert 2 and before the ſence of y ur one ſyllable | ſuch | i dif» 
cerned by trying it by a hole volume, I doubt you will make what your liſt 
of it. Hewcver, if you ſhould. mean, that ſuch precents there are as bave 
for their ſub ect ¶ the avoiching G to be their God, the entring into 
Covenant Circumciſion | of inſants, but not their Churchmembe ſhip ; then 
T, I have proved the contrary to the negative beſore; 2. and more ſhall de 
a%,,ĩj, g. and it's apalpable contradifiuento the precedent affirmative, Put 
/ gou mean that Chu chmembe fhip of inf.ints as well as 8thers 15 the ſub- 
ject or part of the ſubject of thoſe promiſes or precepts and yet that inſints 
Were not made or con firmed thereby; it is the contrary hit I am aflerting, 
and 1 have no furtber need to prove, then by ſhewing the contradiftion of 
Jour opinion to it ſelf For an actual Covenant or promiſe that doth not 
give right to the bent fit promiſed. ( according to it 5 tenour and terms, ) 
i like a cauſe that hath no effect, a father that did never generate, and it's 
all one as to ſay, A giſt or Covenant which is no gift or Covenant, ſeeing 
dhe name is denied, when the thing named and defined is gramed, So 
4 precept or law tg enter infants ſolemuly into Chu-thmember ſhip, which 
yet —_— none ſo to enter them, is as groſs a centradiction as 1oſay, the 
Sun bath not heat or light, and jet is trulya Sun. 

Anſw, I grant his aſſertion, that there is no precept of God which 
doth not oblige to duty , nor donation which doth wot confer the bene fit; 
though ſundry thiogs which have the title of Gods lawes oblige not to 
duty , and an aQual promiſe doth nor put the thing promiſed in pre- 
ſent being as the next cauſe, but the thing promiſed is thereby onely 
made furure, yea a promiſe chat it ſhall be doth ſuppoſe it not to be, ow 

c 
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that there is ſomething elſe the next and immediate cauſe of its aftual 
being. The imagined contradiction in my later to my former Letter, 
is betore cleared not tobe ſo Se f. 13. Though I have ſaid enough before 
in this and other fore going Sections, yer to take away all colour of 
charging me with ambiguiry , 1. I acknowledge that the Covenant ar 
Mount Sina and the Covenant Deut. 29 did declare the people of the 
Jews to be Gods people, or his viſible Church, in that the Covenant 
was mutual, and open between them and God. 2. That they were Gods 
viſbl- Churen not barely by Gods promiſe to them to be their God, 
but by their promiſe to God: Gods call of them made them his Church, 
their promile to God with o her acts made them viſibly ſo, 3. The pro. 
miſes of God Gen. 17. did not of themſelves make the houſe of Abra- 
bam Gods viſible Church, 4, The call of God, and ſuch act: as where- 
by he ſeparated them from others to bee his ( which were many) made 
the houſe of Abrabam Gods Church 5. The infants were members of 
that Church, in that they were parc of that peop e. 6. Such things as 
whereby they were viſibly of that people, their birth, cohabication, &c. 
did make them viſible Chyrchmembers. . Cueumcifion was one ſign 
not by it (If but wich oof things, whereby che male infants and adult 
were known to be of Gods vifible Church, 8, No promiſe of God, nor 
duty of parents did make the infants actua ly vigble C harchmembers, 
as the next cauſe in act either formal or efficient. If M 2 ax any Rea- 
der will heed theſe pa ages, with what goes before, hed may e ſily dif. 
cern my minde, and acquic me from ſelf- contradictien, it not I think it 
in vaia for me to uſe more words, I paſs on to that which follows, 
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SECT. L VI. 


That the People, and thereby the Infants of the Hebrews , were made vi. 
fible Churchmembers by a tranſeunt ſat , is made good againft Mr: 
Bs, exceptions, g 


c [ Come next ( ſaith Mr. B.) to the sch. Qu. Whether indeed there 
be any tranſeunt fact, which without the cauſation of any promiſe 
tc or precept , did make the [ſraclites infants Churchmembers. This 
<< you aſfirm (if you would be underſtood ; ) whether this your ground 
of infants Churchmemberſhip or mine be righ:er, I hops will be no 
* hard matter for another man (of common capacity) to diſcern. By a 
**[rranſeuntfa& ] thus ſet as contradiſt inct to a law, precept, or pro- 
miſe, either you mean che act of legiflation and promiſe making, or 
© {ome other merely phyſical act. If che former, it is too rjdiculous to 
«be uſcdin a ſerious bufineſs ; For you ſhould not put things in com- 
petit ion excluding the one, where they both muſt neceffarily concur, 
* the one ſtanding in a ſubordination to the other. Was there ever a 
** Law or Covenant made in the world any other way hen by a tranſes 
unt fac Sure all legiſlation is by ſome ſignificacion of the Sovereign 
$6 Wi 
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<< gy, And the making of chat 6gn is a tranſeunt fa&, If it be by voice 
ce js not that tranſient > If by writing is not the ad tranſeunt > If by 
cc creation it ſelf, the a& is tranſeunt though the effect bes permament. 
And certaialy if legiſlation or promiſing be your tranſeunt fact, you 
& do very abſurdly put ic in oppofition to a law (or promiſe ) it bein 
ce the mating of ſuch a law, And the legiflation doth no way oblige the 
tc ſubject, bur by the law ſo made: ner doth the making ot a promiſe, 
ce grant or covenant. confer right to the benefit which Is tl e ſubject of 
cc of it, any otherwiſe then as ir is the mai ing of that grant which ſhat} 
« ſo conferre it. As the making of a knife doth not cur, but the knife 
ce made: and ſoof other inſtruments, So that it the law oblige nor, 
cc or the grant confer not, certainly the legiflation or promilſe-maki 

cc cannot do ic, I cannot therefore imagine that this js your ſenſe 4 
cc without charging 3j; ou with too great abſurdity, As if you ſheuld 
ce ſay, It is not the will of the teſtator, 3, e. his teſtament, that emticlech 
ce the legacary to the legacy, bur it u the tranſeunt ſact of the teſtatet 
cc in making that will: or it is not the Soveraigns commiſſion that au- 
cc thorizeth a Judge, ſouldicr, &. but it is the tranſeunt fact of wri- 
«c ting or — that commiſſion. It is not the ſign that ſigniſte ch. but 
« th: tranſeunt fact of making that ſign, Were not this a contemptible 
cc arguing > To charge you with this were to make you £4a%1/# nen un- 
<< unteaſonable. And yet { kaow not what to ſay to you, that is, how 
ce ro undet ſtand you. For if you mean a mere phyſical tranſient fad, 
c which js no ſuch legiſlation or promiſe-making , then it is far more 
c abſurd then the fermer, For if it be not a ſᷣgne of Gods will obliging 
ce to duty, or conferring benefit, then can jr nor ſo oblige to duty, nor 
« confer benefits, It is ro other rranſeunt fact bur legiſlation that ean 
ce oblige a ſubje& to duty, nor any other tranſeunt fact bur promiſe, ot 
cc other donation, that can convey right te a benefit, or oblige the pro- 
ce miſer. A moral or civil effect muſt bee produced by a moral or ejyil 
cc actioa, and not by a mere phyſical action; which is unſit to produce 
cc ſuch an alien effect, and can ge no higher then it s own kinde, What 
« ſenſe therefore I ſhould put on your words, without making them ap- 
« pear unreaſonable, even much below the rates of ordinary rational 
c peoples diſcourſe, I cannot tell. For to ſay, It is not a law but legs 
<« {lation, is all one as to ſay, It is not the fundamentum, but the lays 
ce ing of that foundation that cauſeth the relation, or from which it deth 
<« reſult. And to ſay it i an alien phyfical act, which hath no ſuch 
© thing as right for us ſubject or terminus, is to confound phy ſic k and 
© morals, and to ſpeak the grofieſt abſurdities ; as to ſay that the wan- 
<< fient fact of eating, — going, building, & c. do adopt ſuch an 
<« one to be your heir. I muſt needs think therefore, till you have bet- 
< ter clearce your ſelf , thar you have here quit yt ur ſelfas ill, and for» 
© ſaken and Llivered up your Cauſe, as palpably as ever I knew man 
do, without am expreſs confeſſion that it is naughe When men muſt 
< bee taught by this obtuſe ſubtilty ro prove iat inſants ( hurchmem- 
< berſhip needed no reyocation, for ſooth [ becauſe their Chuxchmem- 
© berſhip was not cauſed by a law, precept, premiſe or covenant, But 
. of 
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Tby a tranſeunt ſact ] then which as you leaye it, the world hath ſcarce 
« yearda more incoherent dream, Bur I pray you remember in your 
« repty chat you being the affirmer of this, muſt prove it, Which 1 
« ſhall expect, when you can prove that you can generate a man by 
« ſpicting or blowing your noſe , or by plewing and ſowing can pro- 
« guce Kings and Emperours, 
Anw. I make not the Jews infants viſible Churchmembers by 
bare legiſla tion or promiſe-making, but by the tranſ.une ſact deſcribed 
in my Letters, which was withour promiſe or precept, that is promiſe 
of it on condi:ion of the parents faith , or precept of accepting that of- 
fered mercy, entering imo Covenant, and re-ingaging them to God, 
which are the promiſe and precepr Mr, B, derives their viſible Chureh- 
memberſhip trom, Intants were viſible Charchmenbers among the 
Jewes , in that they were viſibly a part of that people, who were Gods 
Church, So that to vifible Churchmemberſhip was requiſite, 1. that 
God ſhould make that people h Church, this he did by the tranſeunt 
fi& deſcribed, 2, That the Infants ſhould be viſibly a part of chat peo- 
le, this he did by their bringing into the world, ranking them among 
25 people, ſo as that they were diſcernable by their birrh, nurſing, cit- 
cumciſion, habitation, genealogy, and ſuch ether ſignes, to bee part of 
char Church. Their vitible Churchm:mberſhip impor:s a ſtare ef viſi- 
bility in the relations, . of a par: to the whol-, 2 of a people thar are 
Gods, chat is 1. ſepacared from other people, 2. called and taken or 
brought wo God, The e things are done by various acts, which 1 con. 
c:ive I did ficly call a tranſeunt fact. A phyſical and moral cauſe are 
thus deſcribed by Scbeibler , Metaphyſ. Jib. 1. c. 22, tit, 13. Topic c. 3, 
tit, 14. Stierax part, Gen Metaph. c. 13. A Phyſical or natural Cauſe, is 
that which truly flows into the effect, and nextly reacheth it by its activiij. 
A Moral canſe, it that which doth net flow into the effect ſo as to reach to 
it, yet ſo behaves himſelſ, that the effect may be imputcd to him to yraiſe 
er diſpraiſe, reward or puniſhment. Such a-e cauſes applying the agent to 
tbe patient, couxſelling, commanding, per ſwadiug exhorting, infligating, 
meriting, permitiing when they might and ſhould binder exc. Vichl, 
Churchmember ſhip is not as Mr, B. conceives it, formally 4 right 10.4 
benefit, or a benefit, rhough it may be ſo conſecutively, or they nay fol- 
low on it. But it is a complex term, noting a ſtate witha dau le rela. 
tion and impor:s a natural effect or term of action, as well, if not more 
then a moral, and is from phyſical as we'l as moral cauſes; and in in- 
fants viſible Churchmemberſhip , I judge it alrogeth:r an effect of a 
phyſical cauſe, as not knowing any mor action of God or man that 
makes chem ſuch , chough to the viſ.b'e Churchmemberſhip ot the peo. 
ple or body of which they are a pare acts phyſical and moral do con- 
cur: which | hall clear in anſwering Mr. 8s. exceptions :o my laſt 
Leuer to him. As for his outer ies of groſſeſ abſurdities, 21 
dreams, unreaſonable even much below the rater of ordinary rat io, peo. 
per diſcourſe, contem tible arguing, obtuſe ſubtility, contradictions, pal- 
le forſalng and delivering up my Cruſe, generating a man by ſpitting or 
owing my woſe , with the reſt of his Canine Scoptical Rhetorick , 1 
paſs 
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paſs by ir as being of ill ſavour, hoping Mr. B. vill in time com te better 
conſideration of his writings, and either ſhew me my errour, or diſcern 
his own. 

Mr, B. goes on thus. In confideration of the 7th, Qu. I ſhall con der 
the nature and cſfect of the tranſient ſaft which you here deſcribe. And firft 
of the reaſon of that name, Tou ſay that you call it [ tyanſcunt ] ¶ becauſe 
done in time and ſo not eternal, and pft and (6 not in congruem ſenſe re- 
pealealle as 2 lam, ofdinance, ſtatute, decree, which determines ſuch a thing 
Hall be for the ſuture.) nd do you think thy the common ſenſe of the word? 
or a fit reaſon of your application of it to the thing in band, Anſw, 1 do, 

1. Saith Mr, B. I think your ixtellection and volition are immanent 
act, and yet not eternal, 

Anſw. Let all Gods immanent ads (of whom I ſpake) are eternal, 

we uſe, ſaith he, ts contradiſtinguiſh tranſient afs from immanent and 
that becauſe they do tranſira in ſubjectum extraneum. Anſw, So do l. 

But it ſeems you take them here as diſtin from permanent. 

Aaſw. Yea and immanent roo, 

But ufe your ſence as long as we under ſtand it. 

Anſw. With your good leave then I may uſe this term, if you undet- 
ſtand it, if not 1 muſt alter ir. 

2, Faith Mr. B. If it be ozely [ pa) actions which you call [ tranſes 
unt] it ſeems your long faft which was ſo many hundred years in doing, 
Was no tranſeunt fact till the end of all thoſe years and ſo did not (by your 
o dofrine ) make any Churchmembers ti the end of thoſe years. 

Anſw, It doth bur ſeem ſo: the truth is, in this long fact each 
particular act was a tranſeunt fact in each year, and In each age and 
ſpace of ime in which thoſe acts were done, Churchmembers were made 
by one or more of thoſe and other acts uſed by Ged to that end, and yet 
the tranſeunt fact not ſo fully accompliſhed , but that there was an 
addition till that people came to thei” 4441, or full ſtature, in which te- 
ſpe& 1 comprehended all thoſe many acts which 1 ſer down under the 
name of a tranſeunt fact, which 1 hep: when he underſtands it, Mr, B. 
will gire we leave to do. 

3. Saich he, But Sir the queſtion is not, whether it were a tranſeun 
Fact that laid the foundation by legiſlation or promiſe makizg ; but whether 
the effect were traſient, or the act as it is in patiente: whether the law 
were tranſeunt which was made by a tranſeunt fact ? and whether the mo- 
ral action of that law were permanent or tranſient it being moſt certainly 
ſuch a moral af that muſt produce a title, or conſtitute a duly, Gods wrt- 
ting the ten Commandemenis in ſtone was a ſaft ſoon paſt, but the law was 
not ſoon pa, nor the moral a of that law, viz. obligation, There are ver- 
bal laws, that have xo real permanent fign + and yet the law may be per- 
manent, and the obligation per manent, becauſe the ſigu may bave a per- 
mancncy in eſſe cogulto, and ſo the ſignifying vertue may remain by ihe 
bel y of memory, though the word did vaniſh in the ſpeakire. 

Anſw, The queſtion between us is, Whether rhe infants of the Jews 
were made viſible Churchmembers by a promiſe of God to be the C od 
of believeis and their ſeed, anda precept obliging the parents to * 
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of this mercy offered for their children, and to enter them into Cove. 
nant ; Or by ihe tranſeunt fact I deſcribe, The queſtions which Mr, *. 
here ſers down, ſo far as I underſtand them, are no queſtions between 
us: and therefore this exception js but roving from the matter in 
hand. 

2. Saith he, when you come to point out thi tranſient fait individu- 
ally, you ſay it is Gods taking the whole people of tbe Fews ſor bis peo 
ne,] which you term ¶ fact | as conceiving it moſt comprebenſive of the 
many particular act in many generations whereby be did accompliſh it.] 
1. 1 did not well underſtand before that [ a — Aid ſo vaſtly differ from 
on | ft, I as to contain the acts (rather then the fats ) of many gener a- 
1408s, 

Anſw. Though I think in uſe there. is ſome difference, that af is 
applied to the particular acticns, ſaf# to them as they amount to ſome 
ming brought to paſs by them; yer if there were no ſuch difference, 
me thinks if Mr. B. had not been minded to multiply exceptions un- 
neceſſarily, he might have allowed me to uſe a term ( which in Diſputes 
is frequent) for my purpoſe eſpecially ſith he underſtands ir. 

2, Laith he, Ih is a long fact according to your meaſure, even ſi om 
Abrahams call out of Ur : but how long it ſeems you are not well agreed 
with your ſelf. For in the firſt part of your Letter you enumerate to the other 
alla ibat com poſe this ſaft | the bringing them into the bond of the Covenant 
at Mount Sinai, giving them Laws, Feuling their Prieſthood, Tabernacle, 
Army, Government irberitance: I But before you end, you charge yo * 
mind, and ſay ¶ the Churchmembes ſhip of the 1[raelites began as 1 conceive 
with Abrahams call, and was compleated when they were brought out of 
Agypr to God. Exod, 19.4, ] But ſure that was long beſore the ſetliag 
their inheritance. Your fact according to your laft account was about 430 
yeares in doing; but according to your firſt opinion, it was about 470 
years long. 

Anſw. In my firſt and laſt account there is ao change of my mind. 
I did conceive, that the taking the whole people of the jews for his peo» 
ple was compleated when they were brought out of Apgypt to God, 
Exod. 19, 4. as chriſt ſaid It is fimſhed, John 19.30, and yer more was 
to be done, becauſe the chiet or hardeſt thing then was done which would 
draw after it all the reſt, As after the great battel at Arbella, Alexandera 
conqueſt might be ſaid to be finiſhed, rhovgh more were after ro be 
done, I never meant to limit the fact to the time of their bringing out 
of «Fgypt to God, but included all other additionals, though it were the 
main, and which brought along with it the reſt, 

7. Saith Mr. B. If it were one individual fact of about 470 years 
long that made infants ( hurchmembers, then they could not be churchmem - 
bers till that ſact waspail; For the effea is not before the cauſe, or canſa- 
lity of tbe efficient ; the relation cannot be before the ſundamentum be laid + 
and it ſeems this long fact was the laying of the tundamentum : But the 
conſequent is certainty falſe; ſor infants were Churchmembers before 
the end or compleating of your long fact > For they were Churchmem- 
bers (Jol grant) when (mae! and Iſaac were circumciſed. Ergo, it 
244 _ 
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not this | uf that made them Chyrchmembers, 

_ Auſw. 1 .. Gods taking che people of the Jews a fact, 
28 a collective term, comprchenſive of the many particular acts in ma- 
ny generations whereby he did accom lich it. By which ir may eafily be 
perceived, that I did not make the fact an individualaction, for I called 
it many acts, nor did mean that the Churchmemb:xſhip was norri'l all 
the acts were paſt; bur that ir nas accomp'iſhed by them, that is, thay 
were brought to full ſtature and growth as a formed people and Com- 
monwealth ; As we ſay a child is a man accompliſhed when he is brought 
to the years ofa man, and yet he is a man before, ArdF anſwer to Mr. 
Bs. argument taken fram my. words; that when I drew out the fact ſo 
long, and ſaid, by it the infants were vißble Churchmembers as a part 
of the Congregation of 1/rae/, my meaning was, that reſpectively as the 
Congregation of I ſrael were made a Cnurch by that fact, ſo were the 
intant members. By the call out of %, whereby God ſeparated 4br a. 
ham and his houſe from other people, the Congregation of Iſrael began 
to be Gods Church, and if chere had been infants they had been vifble 
Churchmembers ; bur they were not @ compleated Church till they 
were brought ont of Kgypt f God, Exod.19.4. nor infants members of 
2 Church compleated till then when they werc become a great nation, 
and were formed into a Iheoctatical Commonwealth. And being thus 
righ:ly underſtood (as my words imported ) I faid nuthing which 
infers the abſurdity of putting the effect afote the caſe, nor the put= 
ting off infants vifib'e Churckmemberſhip till the end ot 470 years, 

4. Saith he, 1/y0u mean that it was zor the whole, but ſome part of 
8his long fa that Adu made infants Churchmembers, then you would 
have aſſigned that part, when that was the thing deſired, and which you pres 
tended exafily to perform; er at leaſt you wonld not bave told us it com- 
prebended all theſe al. F 

Anſw. I did exactiy tell Mr. B. in my Letter, it began with the call 
of Abraham out of ut; and when I told him that the ſact comprehended 
all choſe ads, yet I added for explication, [whereby it was accompliſh. 
cd or compleated .] i ; 

5. Saith he, And if each particular ad did mahe infants Church- 
members, or lay a ſuſsgent ground of it, then it ſcems that it was done be- 
fore the inſtitution of Circumciſion. For Gods calling Abraham out of Ur 
was before it. So that the children born in hit bouſe muſt be Churchmembers 
upon that; and « ſufficient ground laid for his own to have been ſuch, if be 
bad then bad a natural iſſus : And it ſeems then that Iſhmael was horn a 
Churchmember many years before Circumciſion, 

Anſw, I grant all this, 6 

6. Saith be, If this be your meaning, I pray you be ſo juſt and impar- 
tial as to accept of the ay hy 1 ſhall give you of infants Churchmem- 
berfhip before Abrahams » if 1 make it appear ts be as ſtrong as this call 
of Abraham from Ur. 

Aw. I hall. 

7. Saith he, If you 
«#5 i, it ſelf 
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#ne;ſor you u more a ſigu it to one of them then to another, (onely ſay] chiefly 
the bringing them ſrom Ægypt : ] But ſurely ſome of theſe acti particularly 
aannet doit, 115 the leading to Padan Aram, the removal to Canaan, fo 
Agy pt, placing, preſerving thers, ſetling their Army, &c, Did any one of 
theſe make infants to become Churchmembers ? 

Anſw. No: But I didaflign it to one of them more then to ano. 
ther, ro wir, the beginning to Abrams call, the accompliſhing to the 
bringing of them out of Ægy pt to God, x0d. 19.4 

8. Saith he, Nay, ſuppoſe you mean that ak theſe a7s muſt concur to 

them members, ( and ſo that they were no members till many hundred 
years after the inflitution of Circumciſion, ) yet could not your Doct᷑rins bold 
good : For ſome of theſe acts are of an alien nature and no more apt to cauſe 
uſant Churchmemberſhip,then a bal to generate a bird, What aptitude bath 
the ſetling of an Army to be any part of the cauſation of infants Church » 
memberſhip ? None, I think; at leaſt if it be ſuch an Army as owrs: For 
ſarely the ſetling of ours cauſed no ſach thing, as you well know. phat 
aptitude bath the leading to Padan Aram, or removal to Agypt, to mate 
mfants Churchmembers » Nay, bow ſtrange is it, that the removing of 

Churchmembers, and ſuch as bad been inſant Chin chmembers, as Iſhmael, 
Keturahs children, Eſau, muit cauſe infant Churchmenberſhip > Sure it 
Was no cauſe of their own, Keturahs children were Churchmembers in inte 
v4 I enquire of you by what aft they were made ſucb > Tou ſay L by 

s fact of taking the whole people of the Jews for bis people] whereof 
the act of removing Keturahs children was à furt. Very good, It ſeems 
then that removing from the Congregation of Iſrael a people of the Fews, 

1 4 taking of the removed to be of that pw? or elſe it is not onely 
the taking that people, but alſo the removal from that people that maketh 
— embers, even the removed as well as the taken, beth which are alihe 

ur 

Anſw. 1. Imean not as Mr. 3, ſuppoſeth I might. 2. The ſetli 

of the Army had remotely cauſation ot 9 — n p 101 

by it the Iſraelites were a well formed Congregation, Church, or Com. 

monwealth, and by which the infants were a part, vhieh is their Church - 
memberſhip, 3. I know that our Army ha:h done ſo much for the 
ſetling of the Church, as thar the Antiprelaiifſts congregations had been 
either none, or much oppreſſid, it they had not broken the force of the 
oppoſite party, Nor dare 1 be ſo unthankfull ro God, or them, as not 
roacknowledge the great mercy and benefir we at this day enjoy there- 
75 however Mr. B. fret at our liberty, and jibe at the inſtruments, 4. 
he leading to Padan Aram, removal to <Fgypt, were acts of provi. 
dence wherby Jacobs houſe were encreaſed and preſerved, which I con. 

ceive were ſome of thoſe acts whereby he made 8 
J. Iſhmaels, Net urabs children's, Eſax's removal 


vi 2 people to himſelf, 
Vere ſome acts where- 


dy the congregation of Iſrael became Gods ſevered, or a peculiar peo. 
ple. g. Keturabs children were viſible Churchmembers while they were 
part of Abrahams houſe, called after rhe poopie of the Jews, by Gods 
raking of the people of the ew. andton e 

yer che removal of them was after one act 


442 


quently them as a part; and 
whereby the people of the 
5 fews 
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ewt were made to God a ſevered people ſrom them; and conſequenily 
their infants Churchmembers, Diſtinguĩſn the times and the different 
ſtare of things and intentions of God in his pt ovidences, and the ſe ſeems 
ing incoherences will be tound conſiſtent. 

9, Saith he, © And | pray you tell me yer a liitle better, how an 
act can make 2 man a Churehmember that was one long betore that 
© was done > You cannot here ſay, that it was before ix eſſe morals, and 
c had a moral cauſarion, How then could your chiefeſt act ihe bringing 
cc out of «Fgypt, make thoſe infants, Churchmembeis that were born in 
& Agypt, and were Churchmembers before ? Or how could i: be any 
« part of the cauſe 7 Did the bringing out ef <£2y2t concur to make 
« Moſes a Churchmember when he was in the bazker onthe waters 
«© And when yon anſwer this, you may do well to go a little f.r.her, and 
© tell me, how ſuch an act eoncurreth to make him an infant Church. 
«© member that was dead an hunded or two hundred years before that 
act was done. For example, how did the ſetling of the 1/raelites 
« Army, or inheri;ance, or the Covenant on Mount Sizai, make Ifh- 
© mael, or Eſau, or Iſaac, or Facob Churchmembers 2 

Anſw. The infants of Iſrae! were Churchmembers in that they 
were a part of the congregation or people af /ſrael, which was a fluent 
body, and was taken to be Gods Church by a ſucceſſion of acts, where- 
of ſome were cauſes which began, ſome continued, ſome compleated, 
and the feveral acts made the Churchmembers of that age, yet all by 
vertue of the firſt call of Abrabam, whereby CG od declared his intention 
to make his houſe a Nation, and his Church, firſt more ebſcurely, then 
moreclearly, The bringing out of AÆgypt tended to make the Iſraelites 
a ſevered people, and conſequently all that were Churchmembers were 
by chat act ſuch ; the ſet ling of the Army, inherirance, Covenant at 
Mount Sinai, tended to make them a well formed people, and to the ac- 
compliſhment of the taking the Jews to be. Gods people, and conſe- 
quently the infan's ro be Churchmembers which came after them, 
Which if ſo underſtood, there is nothing in my conceit which infers the 
making chat a cauſe which is after the effect. 

10, Saith Mr, B. I defire you alſo to tell me by the next, what 
© be the nerves and ligaments that tie all theſe acts of 430 years at leaſt 
together, ſo as to make them one fact? And whether I may not as 

* — * make a fact ſufficient for this purpoſe of the acts of an 
* hundred or two hundred years onely ? and whether you may not as 
well make all the acts from Abrabams call till Chriſt to be one fact, 
and aſſign it to this office? : 

Anſw, 1, Theſe acts are knit together into one fact by the unity 
of end deſigned and work accompliſhed, as the many acts of ſeveral 
ages did make one fa, of which the Poet ſpeaks, Tante molis erat Ro- 
manam condere gentem, to raiſe the Roman Empire, 2, You might, if 
God had ſo contrived it, and brought the thing to paſs in that time 
which he did in a longer, 3, 1 may make all the acts from Abrahams 
call till Chriſts towards the Hebrews, one fact of making the Jews his 
people, and aſſiga it to this office rightly, onely uſing the word fact or 

| maklng, 
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making, as it comprehends not onely the beginning, and Increaſing, 
and compleating of that people; bur alſo the continuation, recovery 
from captivity, and preſeryation of that — 

11, Saith Mr, B. © You ſay that you call this ſact᷑ ¶ tranſeunt ] be- 
«cauſe it's [ paſt,] (and ſo till it's [ paſt ] it ſeems Iſaac and Jacob 
«that were dead before; ate no Churchmembers;) 1 would then ain 
© know whether it be this ſame tranſeunt ſaF, or ſome other, that makes 
& infants Churchmembers five hundred years after it js paſt > It ir be 
« this ſame, then how comes a meer tranſeunt fa to work effectuallyſo 
© many hundred years aſter it is paſt ? unleſs it made a Law or Cove- 
e fant which doth the deed ? It it be a new tranſeunt fa# that muſt 
© make infants Churchmembers aiter the com plea ing ot this (the ſet- 
ling their Inberirtances ;) then I pray you let me know, whether it be 
cone fa exerciſed on the vhele nation in groſs, or muſt it be a ſaF up- 
© on every infant member individually > It on the nation, remember 
eto tell as what it was;and do not onely tell us the cauſe of the member- 
© ſhip of former jntants, And ſeeing it muſt be ſuch as the men berſhip 
© of every intant till Chriſts time at leaſt muſt be cauſed by, I pra» you 
© remember to make your work f uare and full, and be ſure to aſſign 
© us no other kind of ſa, then what you will prove to have been fo 
© frequently repeated in every age, and ſo fully extenſive to every in- 
© tant among the Jews, as that it have no gaps but may make all mem- 
© bers that were ſo in each age. And remember, that it is no law, pre- 
e cept, promiſe, or covenant that you muſt aſlign for the cauſe; for 
« that's jt you are engaged againſt: bur a conſtant ſucceſſion of tran- 
©* ſeunt facts extending to each individual member, O what work have 
you made your ſelf} and what a ſort of new politieal Doctrine ſhall 
* we have from you, when theſe things are accompliſhed according to 
the frame you have begun 2. Such as I believe the dun never ſaw, nor 
© the wiſeſt Lawyer in England ever read before > Which makes me the 
* leſs marvel that ſo many of your opinion are ſo m ch againſt the 
Lawyers; for I dare ſay they will be but few of them tor you, 
<< if theſe be your grounds, or at leaſt not for theſe your grounds. 

Anſw. | call the whole tranſeum fact paſt, becauſe it conſiſts of 
many tranſeunt acts, which are paſt being done: But I do nor limit the 
being of Churchmembers to the entire tranſeunt fact, as if none were 
Churchmembers till each act was paſt which I ſer down ; but the accom- 
pliſhing or compleating the N of Iſrael to either all or the 
chief of the la:er a#s, That which made Iſaae and Jacob Churchmem. 
bers, was the iranſeunt fact or ads of Gods ptovidence in their age, 
whereby they b:came to be part of Abrabams houſe, which Ged by his 
call of Abram, ſetting up his worſhip in it, and other ways had made 
bis Church, The ſame tranſeunt faf in kind, though net individual, 
which made Iſaac and Jacob Churchmembers in their aye, made infants 
viſible Charchmembers in the ſeveral ages till Chriſts time; to wir, the 
continuance of the Jews to be Gods people, in the continuing bis or di- 
nances, laws, worſhip, & c. among them: And each infant was made a 
viſible Churenmember by ſuch tianſeunt fa#- in each age. renewed and 
repeated, 
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repeated, by which the infant was made and known to be 2 part of thac 

ople, which what it is hath been often before ſajd, and ſnewed not to 

e by luch Covenant and prece pt as Mr. B. auerts. All which was plain- 
ly ex preſſed in my Letter, ( and is ſuch work as I need not be aſhamed 
of,) without any new political Doctrine or Law, as Mr. B. imagines, 
it being cleared by the Hiſtory of the Bible, and other Hiſtories which 
ſet down this fa t of God: And it Mr, B. or any Lawyer gainſay this, 
they gainſay the plain narration of the Bible, His fooliſh exclamati- 
ons I let paſs, as ſhewing nothing but his own i: conſiderateneſi and 
vanity, That many of my opinion are againſt the Lawyers, is more 
then I know; they know well that I honour their ptote iſion and ſtudy, 
rhough 1 do no whit flatter them in their injurious and covetous ptacti- 
ſes ; Nor do [doubt but conſcionable and underſtanding Lawyers will 
be for me upon my grounds, as ſoon as other men, if they petuſe my 
writings wich love to the truth; and ſo would all godly learned Divines 
alſo, it ic were not for prejudice, and ſome other partial affeQion, But 
I muſt attend on Mr. B. 

13, Saithhe, But all chis yer is but a light velitation : The prin- 
<< cipal thing that | would enquire into, is, what your great compre- 
< henfive fact is inthe true nature of it, which you call | Gods raking 
<« the whole people of the Jews to be his people.] Doth the word ¶ ta- 
king] fignific a meer phyfical * or fact; or a moral; ſuch as 
© among men we call, a civil ation > It it be a meer phyfical taking, 
© then i. it cannot produce a mot al effect, ſuch as that in queſtion is, 
« 2, And then it muſt have an anſwerable object, which muſt be indi. 
<« vidual exiſtent perſons, 3. And then you cannot call it one fact, 
re but many thouſand ; even as many as there were perſons taken in to 
* the Jews in above four hundred years, 4, And then what was the 
e phyſical act wi ich is called Gods raking > was it ſuch a raking as the 
Angel uſed to Lot, that carri.d him out of Sodome; or as the Apucty« 
<< phal Author mentions of Hebakiat, that was taken by the hair of the 
<< head, and carried by the Angel into another countrey, to bring Haniel 
<« a meſs of portage ? If God muſt by a phyſical apprehenſion take hold 
* of them that he makes Churchmembers, we mall be at a loſs for our 
<< proof of their Churckhmemberſhip. But I cannot imagine that this is 
your ſence, But what is it then > Is ie a phyſical aGjon though a mo- 
© ral cauſation of ſome phyfical effect > That it cannot be: Fer it js a 
<< political or moral effect that we enquire aber. It neceſſarlly remains 
there fore that this be a political-moral raking that you here ſpeak 
of. And If ſo, then the tranſeunt fat you ſpeak of muſt needs be a 
< civil or political action. Aud what that can be, which is no Law, Pro- 
*© miſe, or Covenant in this caſe, I pray you beſtow ſome more diligence 
* ro inform vs, and not put us off with the raw name of a tranſeunt tact 
© opp-ſed to theſe, Certainly, if it be a civil or legal action, che pro» 
<« duR or effect of it is jus or debitum, ſome due or right: And that 
Lis either 1. a dueneſs of ſomewhat from us, ( which is either ſome- 
© what to be done, or ſomewhat to be given; ) 2, or a dueneſs of ſome- 
thing to us, which is either of geod or evil: If good, ix is Either by 
con 
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« conttad or donation (whether by a Teſtament præmiant Law, or 
« the like ; ) if evil, it is either by fome p:mal Law, or yoluntary agree- 
« ment ; Now which ef theſe is it chat your tranſeunt fa# producerh 3 
To be a member of the Church, is to be a member of a ſociety taking 
God in Chriſt to betheir God, and taken by hin tor his ſpecia! peo. 
ple. The act which makes each member, is of the ſame nature with (hat 
« which makes the ſociety, The relation then eſſentially containe.h 7. 
en right to the great benefits of Gods foveraignty over men, Chriſts 
© headſhip, and that favour, protection, proviſion, and other bleſſings, 
c which ate due from ſuch a powerfull and gracious Soveraign to ſuch 
© Subjecrs, and from ſuch a Head to his Members: As alſo a tight to 
«ro my ſtation in the Body, and to the inſeparable benefits thereof. 
, It containeth my debt of obedience to God in Chriſt, acknowled- 
« pedand promiſed actually or virtually, really or reputatively. Now 
« tor the firſt, how can God be related to me as my God, or Chriſt as 
© my Saviour, and I to him as one that have ſuch right to him and lis 
« bleſfings, by any other way then his own free gif: ? This gift muſt 
© be ſome fignification of his will: For his ſecret will is not a yift, but 
« q purpoſe of giving. This way of giving therefore is by a civil or mo. 
©« ralaction, which is a fignifying of the Donors will; and can be by no 
way, but either pure donation, contract, teſtament, or law, In our caſe 
© j© myſt needs partake of the nature all theſe, It is not from one in any 
« ecuality, nor capable of any obliging compenlation or reti ibution 
© from us. Being therefore from an abſolute diſ.engaged Benefacter, ic 
© muſt needs be by pure donation, or it cannot be ours, Vet as he is 
© pleaſed as jt were to oblige himſelf by premiſe, or by bis word, and 
* alſortocall us to a voluntary acceptance, and engagement to certain 
e fidelity, gratitude and duty, and ſo is the ſtipulater, and we the pro- 
© mifers in the latter part of the action: it is therefore juſtly called a 
contract or Covenant, though in eed the word [ Covenant] frequent» 
« ly fignifiech Gods on promiſe alone. As it proceedeth from the death 
gol the teſtator ( in natural moral- reputative being, ) ſo it is called a 
©* teſtament. And as it ls an act of a — Benefac tor giving this be- 
© nefit to the governed, to promote the ends of government, and oblj. 
ging to duty thereby, ſo it par:aketh of the nature of a lav. The com- 
monaſt Scripture na ne for this act, is Gods Covenant or Premiſe, 
«and ſometimes hls Gift; which all ſignific the ſame thing here, lt 
© follows therefore, that either by Gods [ raking 1/rae! to be his peo- 
* ple ] you mean ſume civil political action, as a Covenant, promiſe, or 
che like collation of the benefir, (and then you aſſert the thing which 
you deny, ) or elſe you know. not what you mean, nor can make 
another know ir, without the diſcovery of the groſſeſt abſurdity, And 
** 23 for the other thing which is contained in — ſhip, the 
* profetſed duty of man to God, it is moſt certain 1. That Gods 
** Jaw obligeth us to that duty: 2. And obligeth all according to their 
** capacities to conſent to the obligation, and ſo to re. engage themſelves; 
. That th's actual cotiſent ptoſeſſed doth therefore double the ebliga- 
* ticn, And chus by a mutual contract, Covenant or conſent ( whereof 
** OUT 


(388) 


our part is firſt required by a law,) is che relation of Churchmem: 
cc berſhip contracted, Now to lay by and deny all this, and give us the 
ce general naked name of [ taking for Geds people,] is meerly delu- 
ce ſory, ſeeing that ¶ taking ] means this which you exclude, or it means 
cc nothing that s true and reaſonable, And there fore tell us better what 
it means, 

Anſw. All before 4 a vclitation or light skirmiſh, I looked 
here for ſore great battel: But I find it nothing but a rallying together 
the forces ſcattered before, there being not one thing I know of in this 
paſſage, but what was ſet down before, and is anſwered, I have di- 
ſtir.ctly ſhewed how moral and phyſical as concur to the vilible 
Churchnemberſhip of the people, of which infants arc a part, and na- 
tural. co that viſible Churchmemberſhip which the Jews intants had, and 
what they were, both in my Letter, and in this anſwer, What M B. replies, 
js vain. 1. Ir js not true that the efeF in queſtion zs a moral, it is at leaſt in 
infants meerly a phyſical effect; their Churckmemberſhip is not by any 
at which reacheth not to the effect. 2. The taking is of individual p'rſens 
exiſtent, 3. B5 many particular 44s, yet in a good ſence before given, ſum- 
med up into one tranſeunt ſact᷑. 3. The phyſical as are none of thoſe M. 
B. frivolouſly imagines, but ſuch as are mentioned in the Scripture, and 
declared in my Letter 5. It is not true that a meer phyſical taking cannot 
produce a moral effect: For _ the Spirit ſhould inſpire faith im. 
mediate ly without any preaching, the eff ct would be moral, though 
produced by a meer phy ſical raking or af, 6. The tranſeunt fact I ſet 
down doth not exclude, but did expreſly include in my Letter both Co- 
venants ſingle and mutual, and laws, and precepts; yet ( as I have ſaid 
before) it doth,exclude hat promiſe of Mr, Es. of Gods being a God 
to believers and their feed, and a precept of believing or accepting this 
for their chilaren, which conſer the beneft of viſible Churchmember. 
ſhip, Yea, it is fully proved before, that if there were ſuch a promiſe 
and precept, yec theſe would not actually make infants viſible Church- 
members, 7, It is not true that the relation of viſible Churchmembe ſhip 
eſſentially containeth a right to the great benefit of Gods ſoveraignty over 
men, Chrifts beadſhi>, and that favour, protection, proviſion, and other 
bleſſings, which are due from ſuch a powerful and gracious Soveraigh 10 
ſuch ſubjects, and from ſuch a head to bis members, For (to omit the 
unkinels of the expreſſion of [ right to the great benefirs of Gods ſo- 
veraigaty over men] which conrains theſe two fond conceits, 1. That 
great benefits are included in Gods ſoyeraignty over men, whereas the 
ſoveraignty of God includes tt any benefit but his own greatnels , he 
is ſoveraign over the reprobate men ard Angels as well as the elect, and 
yet they have no benekir, yea his ſoveraignty is ſhewed in their repte- 
bation as well as the election of the other, 2. That vikble Churchmem- 
bers have a right te the great benefit of Gods ſoveraignty over men, 
whereas what benefit ſoeyer it be yer right is not tous by viſible Church- 
memberſhip) itis moſt falſe that that relation cither conſti ut ivè or 
conſecutive, doth eſſentially contain that right, For neither dorh the 
term formally import any right at all, but a manner of being, or _ 
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with relation as I have before diſtinctly declared; nor doth that right 
inſeparably accrue to ſuch viſible Churchmembers. There are and ay 
be viſible Churchmembers, who have not that right; and there are who 
have that right, and are not viſible Churehmembers, 8. Nor js it true 
that the relation eſlentially includech a right to the members ſtation, and 
to the inſeparable benefi:s thereof, For though the ſtation in the body 
be included, yer not a right to it, yea the actual tation is oft times 
without right, which J chink is luiteieach proved by Mr, 1 himſelf 
in hi» diſpute againſt Mr, Blake Sect. 39. aſſerting 4 dogmanical faith 
entuling to baptiſm, . That though vifible memberſhip bee by Gods 
gitr, and this is to be by ſignification of Gods wil), yet it is nor nece ſſa- 
ry it ſhould be by any promiſe or declaration which may be termed mo. 
ral or political, ſith the event it ſalf is a ſignification of Gods will and 
of his gift. 10, That it Churchmemberſhip be contracted by a mutual 
conſent and covenant as Mr, B. ſets down, 1. onely the clect can be viſt. 
ble Churchnembers, for to them onely God hath covenanted to be their 
God, or Chriſt their Saviour, 2, Infants are not viſible Churchmem. 
bers, for they neither Covenant, nor by any intimation in Sct ipture is 
it ſhewed or cin bee, that the parents or others cbedience to God in 
Chiiſt acknowledged or promiſed, is virtually or reputatively by any 
law of God taken tor the infants Covenant or conſent, Laſtly, this law 
which Mr. B. here ſets down concerning the duty ot the parents, is not 
that law or ordinance of intanis viſible Churchmemberſhip , which Mr. 
B. aſſerts io be unrep:aled For the law and erdinance ot infants viſible 
Churchmemberſhip is not a precepr of what another ſhall do, tut hat 
they ſhall have, not of what in duty a perſon is bound to, but of Wü at 
God doth give and gr in:. And therefore all this tedious diſcourſe of Mr, 
Z. is but deluſory, ch inſtead of a law and ordinance determining that 
infan's ſhall be vifible Ckurchmembers, he aiſignes another thing a pre- 
cept of a duty, and thinks if 1 prove not ir repealed. I prove not the law 
andordinance of another thing repealed, 

Mr, B. adds. As for thetexts you cite, Deut. 4. 34, & Levir, 10,24, 
26. 1 King. 8. 53. III i. 43. 1. I Deut. 4. is mentioned not the moral 
at of God by which be made them by people or took them for his own , and 
founded the relation: but the natural à ien whereby he reſcued them from 
the Egyptian bondage and took them to binſelf or for big nſe, ſervice 
and honor out of that land, But I think ſure they were his people, and a 
their infants were Charchmembers before that taking by vertue of a former 
Covenant- taking, 

Auſw. The text exprefſeth that act of God whereby hee rook the 
Jews for his people, and conſequently whereby he founded the relation 
of Churchmembers, and if this act were a natural act, then it follows 
( coverary to Mr, Bs, conceits ) that a natural act may be ir by which 

od rakes a people to him, which is the Scrip:ure phraſe whereby is ſig- 
nified his making them his Church, If they were his people before, and 
all their infagrs Churchmembers, yer they might be made his people by 
repeated, continued, or new acts making or taking, noting a beginoing 


or continuance or completing of the eſtate they had formerly, If they 
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were by vertus of a former Covenant: king, yer 1 think Mr, 8, canno\ 
mew before that time a mutual Covenant taking ſuch as he ſajd before 
the relation of Churchmemberſhip is contracted by. 

He adds. As to Le vit. 20. God did per ferm a two/old work of ſepara- 
tion for Iſrael, 1, By bis Covenant and their entring Covenant with him 
2. By lora! ſeparation of their bodie: from others, It was the firſt that made 
them bis people, and C wrchmembers, and not the laſt ; the laſt was onely a 
favourable dealing with them as by beloved, The ſame I ſay tothe other 
two texts, Sure you cannot think that corporal ſeparation makes a Church. 
member. what if an Egyptin that bad no part in the Covenant bad paſt out 
with the Iſraelites, and got with them through the Red Sea, do you think 
be had been therefore a Churchmember > Suppoſe God bad wade no promiſe 
or Covenant with Abraham or bis ſeed, but onely taken them out of Chal. 
dea in:o Canaan, and thence into Egypt, and thence into the wilderneſs, a 
thence into Canaan agiin : Do you thinktbis mach had made them Church. 
members > Then if the Turks conquer Greece, or the Tartarians conguey 
China, they are become Churchmembers , becauſe this ſeems as great a tem. 
poral proſperity at leaft, Aud I think it I paſt doubt, that Lot was a Church. 
member in the mid of Sodom, and the Iſratlizes in Egypt before they ware 
brought out , as truly as aſter. 

Anſw. I grant that they were, though not ſo complered, when they 
had not liberty to ſacrifice to God, nor to keep any feaſt, and perform o- 
ther worſhip to God as when they were brought eur, unto which the texts 
refer the ſevering of the Iſraelites from other people that they ſhould 
be Gods, although I did nor in my Leiter reſtrain it to that local ſepa. 
ra ion (which yet the Scripture with me chiefly refers it to) but alſo to 
the bringing them into the bond of the Covenant at Mount Sinai, gi- 
ving them Laws, ſetl ing their Prieſthood, Tabernacle, Army, Govern. 
ment, inheritance, If the Turks or Tartars had ſuch a local ſeparat ion #5 
I deſcribe, they had been Ci-urchnembers, The Egyptians that came 
out of Egypt with the Iſraelites, were Churchmembers wich the 1/rae!ive, 
they deco.nthifig Proſelytes, If God had made no promiſe or Covenant 
with 4b/abam or his ſeed , but onely taken them our of Cbaldea into Ca- 
Fan, and withall made known his will concerning his grace in Chriſt, 
given them Lawes, and ſer up his worſhip among them, they bad been 
Clurchmembers, According to Mr, Fs, bn arguings , the promiſe or 
Covenant with Alraham ant his feed made them not Churchmembers, 
for they were Churchmembers before. The Covenant Gen, 17. was net 
2 mutual Covenant, which is that by which according ro Mr, B. viſible 
Churchmemberſhip is contra ed. The texts that 1 allege , dd ſuffici- 
ently prove the peaple of Iſruet were taken to be Gods porn by ſuch a 
tranſeunt fact as I deſctibe ,and conſequently the infants viſible Church- 
members, as part of that people, withour the promiſe to believers and 
their ſect] to bee their God, on condition of the parents accepting the 
mercy offered, und te- e "ging them to Ged, which Mr. # "makes 
the ſole effchnt of their he ineſs or viſible Churchmemberſhip, #s is 
mewed before, He proceeds. d 

As te Cen. 12, I, as 7,3, Nehem, 9.7, Thich yOu alſo cite * 
- ; ST there 
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there in not one of them that _ the leaſt intimation that Infant- Churob- 
wemberſhip then began, ſo I ſhall further enquire anon, whether they cen · 
tain any Covenant or promiſe. ; 

Auſw. They do each of them plainly ſhew the beginning of the 
king of che Hebrews for Gods people, by _— them from Ids. 
hrers, and forming them into a Chruch, and conſequently of the 
Churchmemberthip which infants had in that people or nation. For the 
tents do all exprefy tell hew God fevered Aham from the Chaldees, 
how he made his houſe his Church, promiſing to encreaſe and to ſetile it, 
and neither Moſes, nor the Levites, nor Stef han, do go higher in the nar- 
ration ot Gods calling of the Hebrews te be his peop'e And Lthink ic 
ſateſt to go no higher then the Scripture, What Mr, B. adds after,ſhall 
have anſwer in its pl. ce. Bhs: 

He adds, So Exod. 19.4, 5. bath no word that gives the leaſt intima. 
tion that God by that af of taking them out of Egypt, did mate Iſrael « 
Church, or the inſants or any others, members of it: But onely that by ful- 
fling a former promi/e in the deliverance of a j eople formerly bis own , be 
layeth ſurther obligations to duty on them by redowbling bis mereies, The 
ſane I ſay of Levit, 11, 45, Nehem. 1. 10. 1 will not believe jet, but 
tht you believe your elf, that the Iſraelites and their infants were as tra 
Churchmembers before , as after their delrverance out of Egy;t. nd mce 
thinks the texts you cite might put it out of doubt. what 15 God ſay, Hol. 
11.1, { when Iſrael was achilde I loved bim, and called my Son out of 
Egypt.JIs it eaſe hence to prove, that calling bim out of Egypt did maje him 
ber ſon that was nene befere : or to prove that Iſrael was Go ſan before 
be ca led him out of Ag pt. If you ſhould maintam the former, ! t exp 
that you ſhou!d ſay the Me of Chriſt bimſelf to whom the E vangeliſl applieth 
this text, and ſo you may trove as fairly That Chriſt was none of Gods {on 04 
be was called ont of Egypt, but was made bis fon by that call. Certainly the 
Text termeth bim Gods ſon that was called, as being ſo before that call. By 
this time I am well content that any waking man do compare your doc vine and 
mine, and try whether it be a Tranſeunt fat, or 4 Law and Covenant, that 
made infant i and all others Churchmembers : and ij they de not admize that 
ever « learned man ſhould harbour ſuch a conceit as yours , and that ever a 
godly man ſhou!d build ſuch a weight on it, and go hie on ſuch a ground, 
yea and that ever ordinary god!y people ſhould be 2 blinded with ad, palpa- 
ble non ſenſe or abſurdities , then let them fill follow you in the dary ; [6 
I expeft net that reaſon ſhould recover them, 

Anſw. My conceits were and are till , that infancs were onely vifi- 
ble Churchmembers in the Church of the Hebrews or Con regation of 
Iſrael, and that they were ſuch nut apart by themſelves , bur as they 
were a part of that people which God took for his Church, which made 
a peculiar Commonweal:ch and Chureh to God conſiſting of the ſame 
perſons, This God did not by a promiſe to be God to the faithful and 
their ſeed as the ſole efficient, and a precept of the parents to accept of 
this offered mercy, and to dedicate them, and re.engage them to God, 
as Mr, B. conceives, but by a trenſeunt ſact containing many acts of 

Gods providence whereby they were ſevered from other people, and 
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appropriate ro God, The prime act of Gods providence whereby God 
brought this to paſs, was Gods calling of Ab- am out of gr „ whereby he 
ſevered them from idolaters, and by degrees eſtabliſhed i worſhip in 
Abrahams houſe , upon which followed a long tract ot providences, 
which 1 mentioned as tending to the ſame end: And this callirg of 4. 
bram I refet the beginning of chat people and Church to, and I think 
I follow therein the Scrip:ures, The other chief act of providence was 
Gods calling of Iſraci out of Egypt , wherein I comprehend all the 
acts mentioned by me in my Letter which tollowed , by which I (aid it 
was completed, and to ihat end I alleged many (as I concci e) expreſs 
texts, not to prove that they then began to be Gods people (as Mr, B. 
contrary to my plain words infinuates ) but to prove that then they 
were completed, that is, completely ſevered from o her people and for- 
med into a Church or Commonwealth, with Lawes, diſtribu tion of 
Offices, order, and other things requilite thereunto, which they had not 
before, And thus | interpret their bringing to God, Exod. 19, 4, the 
bringing them up out of the land of Egypt to bee their God Levit, 11, 45, 
their redeeming to bee bis people Nehem. 1, 10. tacir calling out of Egypt 
_ 11,1, That is, from a miſcrable ſtate among idol atrous oppreflors, 
to be a people of themſelves in a complete Rate of liberty under Gods 
rule, which I conceive deſcribed by Exech, ch. 16, under the ſimili. 
rude of a childe cat out, relieved and educated, If Mr. B. cin 
ſhew any non-ſenſe, or abſurdity hexein , it is ſurely that which the 
plain Scripture affords, or elſe Tam in à dream; and it Mr, 8. bee 
awake, I think hee may eſpie non. ſcaſe and abſurdity manifold in his 
conceit of vigble Churchnemverſhip as a right to a benefit, of ſuch 
a Covenant, and Condition, and Precept, which hee imegines to 
confer it, I am willing Mr. Bs. Doctrine and mine bee co .vpared, 
though I lay fo little weight on rhis point, that I t ink if I bee miſ- 
taken, neither is Mr, Bs, cauſe gained, nor mine loſt, I would 
have none follow me in the dark, nor would 1 bave men befooled 
by Mr, Bs, miſcepreſentations of me, and others, much leſs by his 
frivolous Rhetorick , in which hee diſcoveas a great deal of pre- 
rey raſhneſs , confidence, and intemperate zeal , with which 

chink bim ſo drunken, that I doubt whecher reaſon will recover 
him, till ſome providence of God bring him to ſee his folly ; which 
I think will much appear in that which followes, on which never- 
theleſs I conceive hee builds the main or whole of his Cauſe of In- 
fants viſible Churchmemberſhip. 
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* . 
Mr. Bs, Law of fuſant s viſible Churchmemberſhip urrepealed, is not proved 
from Gen. 1.26, 27, 8. er Gen,z,15, 


] come now, Faith Mr. B. to the 8th, Qu. that ij to ſpeak to the point 
which you proj0unded, You urge ne to cite to yea the particular texts that 
contain thus Law, Ordinance, Precept, oy Covenant, To which 1 anſwer 
thus. 1, There are two ſoits of Laws; one which fr make a duly; 1he 
other which ſuppoſe it ſo made, and do onily call for obedience. and excite 
thereto, or preſcribe ſomewhat as a means in order thereunto, If I could 
ſhe you 20 wwatten law or promiſe as firſt conſtiitut ing the duty, or grant ixg 
the priviledg of Church nemberfhip, it were nd the leaſt diſparagement tomy 
rauſe, as long as I can ſhew you thoſe following laws which preſ uppoſe this. 
You know the Church of God did live about 2000, years without any writ- 
ten law that we know of : where then was Gods will manifi fied abont ſuch 
things as this, but in tradition and nature? If Moſes then at the end of 
this 2000. years did find this tradition and find all the infants of Church. 
member; in poſiejſion of this benefit , then what need be make « new law 
about it > or why ſhould God preoiſe it as a new thing > I conſiſt if I 
ſhould find by any new law or promiſe that it did begin but in Moles de, 
I ſhould think it ſome abatement of the ſirength of my cauſe ( though yct I 
think there would enough remain.) 2. There are ( yet bigher ) two ſorts 
of laws : the one ſor the conflitution of the Commonwealth it ſelf, the other 
for the adminiſtration or government of it when it is [0 conſtituted. The 
former are called by ſome, Fundamental Laws as laying the frame ard 
form of the Commonwealth, and the quality of the materials, &c. 7 think 
indeed, that as conſtitutive of the form of the Commonwealth, theſe ave 
ſcaree preperly called Laws ; tbough as they look forward, obliging to duty, 
and prohibiting alte rat ion, they may. But if they be not laws, they are ſome. 
what higher, and lay the ground of all laws and obedience, and ſs arc laws 
eminenter & vir rualiter, though not actually and ſormally And in our 
caſe, as thi: conflitution did ſubject as to God, making it our duty ever a 
ter to obey bim; /o doth it _ us to acknowledge that ſubj eli ion. And the 
very conflitution of the Church is an aft of higb hene ficence and perfirmed 
by the fundamental grant or Covenant, Now if ths Covenant — 
tut ion could not expreſly be ſhewed in writing, it were no diminution of the 
ait horiiy of it, ſeeing among men Fundamentals are ſeldome written. agd 
when they ate, it is onely as laws obliging the ſubjeft to maintain and ad- 
bere to the fir ſt conſtitution. As long therefore as we can prove that it is 
Gods will that ſucceſſively infants ſhould be Churchmembers, it no whit 
invalidates the cauſe if we could not ſhew the original conſlitution in wyi · 
ting. Yet ſomewhat we ſhall attempt. 3. we hæve ful prof of infants 
Churchmemberſhip by laws and Covenants concerniag it, ever ſince the 
time that there was a writign word ef God: andibat is ſufficient, 4 
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we could fetch it no bigher, Having premiſed this, I come nearer to the 

ue ſtion. 

2 — Had Mr. B. meant fairly, and not either to prepoſſeſs the 
Reader with prejudice againſt me, or wear y him afcre he ſhould come 
to the point, he had begun with this queſtion: In the entrance to which 
he tedjouſly ſers down ſome poſfulat a, which do ſhew, that we are not 
to expect any plain Scripture proot of a Law or Ordinance of Infants 
viſible —— — unrepea led, which he ſs cracks of as to in- 
title his Book as it he would bring ſuch, But I ſhall let paſs his poſtula- 
ta, and attend to his proofs, 

The frſt inſtitution, ſaith Mr. B. of infanes Churchmember. 
ce ſhip de ure upon ſuppoſition of their exiſtence, was in Goas firſt con. 
ce ſtitution of the Republick of the World, when he became mans go. 
cc vernour, and determined of his ſubjects, and members of the Com- 
* monwealth : Which Republick being ſacred, and devoted ro Gods 
cc worſhip and ſervice, was truly a Church of which God was head, 
This was performed by the firſt Law and Covenant made either in or 
© upon mans creation, That ſuch a Covenant or promiſe of ſelicity 
© was made by God to innocent man, almoſt all Divines agree : But 
v becauſe it i» rather implied then expreſſed in Moſes brief Hiftory, 
© ſome few cavillers do therefore contradict us. Bur 1. the threatning 
« of deach for fin, ſeems to imply a promiſe of life it he ſinned not. 2. 
And the New Teftament afforderh us divers paſſages that yer plainli. 
tc ex prove it, which to you I need nor recite. But whetber this promiſe 
col life were natural ( as the 1hreatning of death was,) or ene!y poſi. 
© tive and more arbktaty, Divines are not agreed among themſelves, 
<© Thoſe that ſay ic was free and poſitive, give this reaſon, That God 
* could not naturally be obliged to bleſ or telicirate the moſt innocent 
© or perfect creature, nor any creature merit of God, Thoſe that think it 
natural as he threatning was,fay, It's true that God could not be pro- 
* perly be obliged, becauſe he is under no law, no more is he ob iged to 
< puniſh, but onely man obliged to ſuffer if he inflict it: And it's true 
that man cannot ſtria ly merit of God, But yer, ſay they, as man 
% may have a natural * for ſuch ſelicity, ſo God hath a natural 
© propenſity to do good according to the capacity of the ſobject, and 
* his works do cblize bim ( improperly) in point of fidelity and im- 
*© mutability as well as his word, So that their reaſons are theſe fol- 
© lowing. 1, Becauſe God js as naturally prone to do good ro the good, 
* as rodo evil to tte evil, that is, to reward as to puniſhment, as his 
© name proclaimed to Moſes, Exod. 34. ſhews, 2. Becauſe God ma- 
king man capable of a higher felicity, and principling him with in- 
* clinations therete, and giving him defires, love, and other affections 
for that bleſſed end, even the everlaſting ſruition of God, therefore 
* they ſay, Jod did in this frame of his nature give him ground to ex- 
e pe& ſuch a felicity;z if he ſinned not. Fer elle all theſe inclinations 
« #d affect ions ſhould have been in vain ; But God made not fo noble 
© a creature wich vain inclinations and afte&jons to act fa llacicuſly and 
< falfy, Alſo Gods works would not be harmonical : So that as Gods 
« ptoxiſe 
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« promiſe is bur a fign of bis will obligiog him improperly in paint of 
60 Edelity and — oy fo, fay — nature of man len 
« of Gods wi'l fo tar engaging him: So that as he could not let lin go 
« unpuniſhed withour ſome breach in the harmony of his ſapiencial 
<« frame of admlaiſtration, no more could he deny to periet man the ob- 
jest of rhoſe defires which he fermed in him. So that akhough he 
e might have made man ſuch a creature as ould not neceſſary be pu- 
« niſhed for evil, or rewarded for good, that is, he might have made 
« him not a man; yet having ſo made him, it is neceſſary that he be 
© governed as a man in regard of felicity as well a>» penalty, 3. Our 
« Philoſophers and Div mes do commonly prove the immortality of the 
ce ſoul from it's natural inclinations to God and eternal ſel city. And 
« it che immorcalirymay be ſo proved trom it s nature, then alſo it's fe- 
« liciry in caſe of righrcouſneſs, I inter poſe not my ſ. Hf as a Judge in 
ce this controver ſic of Divines, but I have mentioned ir to the end which 
« T ſhall now expreſs. 1. It is moſt crrtais, whether the reward or 
« promiſe be natural or poſuive, that ſuch a ſtate of ſelicity man was ci. 
© ther in or in the way to, or in part and the way to more, And is 
© moſt certain, that man was made holy, devoted to God, and fit tor his 
© ſervice, and that in this eſtate according to the law of his creation, he 
&« was to increaſe and multiply: It's moſt certain rherefore, that accor- 
* to the firſt law of nature, infants ſhould have been Churchmembers, 
© 2. Bur if their opinion hold, that make the reward grounded on the 
«jaw of nature, not on a meer poſic ive law, (and youſee the rea- 
© ſons are not cenremptible, ) then the argument would be yet more ad- 
© yantagious. 3, Vut how ever it be of the title ro glory or eternity, 
© it's moſt certain, that according to the very law of nature infants were 
eto have been Churchmembers it man had Rood. The firſt text there- 
© fore that I cite for infants Churchmember ſhip, as expreſling its origi» 
© nal de jare, is Gen. 1. 26, 27, 28. | So God created man in bis own 
image And God bleſſed them, and God ſaid unte thew, Be ſ1utfull, 
© and mutiiply, and repleniſhthe earth, ) Here you ſee by the law of n:+ 
sture infants were to have been born in Gods image and in innocen- 
«ey, and ſo Churchmembers, And note, chat the:fr& bie ſſing that 
** God pronounceth on mankind, js, that chey propagate children 
= in their owne eſtate, ro bee as the parents were, even in Gods 
image. 

Anſw. 1. If ibis prove their Churchmemberſhip, it proves not 
their viſible Churchmemberſkip, of which onely is the queſtion, 2, 1t 
it prove a law or erdinance, yet it proves nat ſuch a law er ordinance 2s 
is in queſtion, - which is not a law-or ordinance de jure, but de events, 
that fo it ſhall be, or they ſhall be ſo-accounted, For ſuch a law or or- 
dinance of. their vibble Churchmemberip onely can infer their admilſ- 
flon as viſible Churchnembers, they being to be :aQually viſible 
Churchmembers afore admiſſion, according to Mr. 85. owa dictates, 
and therefore nor de jare onely.ſuch. 3. If it did prove ſuch a law or 
ordinance, yet it proves it not to be by ſueh a promiſe and precept as Mr, 
B. aſſerts. 4, If it did, yet it oneiy proves it of the Church by nature, 
which 
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which hath a great difference from che Church by grace, this being 
onely by election and calling, not by birth. J. If this law or ordinance 
be untepealed, then ii is in torce, and according io the law of naturein. 
variable thit man be bo:n witheur fin, For man is born according re 
the Jaw of pre creation, Gen 1. 28. and if this were the am of nature, that 
the firſt bleſſing that God pronouncetb on manhind, is, that they propagate 
cbildren in their own eſtate to be as the parents were, even in Gods image ; 
then ſtill the law of nature con inues, and fo there is no original nin; 
or it is repealed, and ſe it is not fuch a law as Mr. B. aflerts, 6. The 
words [ God created, bleſſed,] do note onely a tranſeun: fact; and there. 
fore, what ever Divines imagine about Gods Covenant with min, this 
piſſage unely tells what God did, but mentions no ſuch law or ordi. 
nance by promiſe or precept as Mr, B. concelves, and therefore it 
is manifeſtly impertinent to his purpoſe. Let's view the next and 
main Text, 

Abe next inſtitution, ſaith Mr. B. of infants Churchmember. 
c ſhip, was at the firſt proclamatian of grace to faln man, or in the 
*: firſt promiſe of redemption to ſinnets, in Gen 3.15. | Aud 1 will put 
© enmity bet ween thee and the w-man, and between thy ſeed and her ſced: 
© jt ſhall bruiſe thy head, and thou fbalt bruiſe bis heel.] Iwill prove that 
< this fundamental Covenant of grace or promiſe deth declare it to be 
ce the will of God that infants ſhould be Churchmembers : And to this 
cc end, let us firſt conſider what the words expreſly contain, and then 
cc what light may be fetcht fr--m other Texts to illuſtrate them. It be- 
ce jvg a known rule, that an Expefitor muſt not turn unjverſals into 
ce ſingalars or pirticulars, nor reſtrain and limit the Scripture gene- 
co rals, where the word it ſelf or the nature ot rhe ſubjet doth not li- 
© mic then, I may well conclude that theſe things following ate com- 
« pre hen ſed in this fundamental promiſe. 1, Trat the Devil baving 
ce played the enemy to mankind, and — them into this fin and mi- 
© ſery, God would not leave them remedileſs, nor to hat total vo un- 
© tary ſubjeRion to him as he ght have done: Bur in grace unde - 
© ſerved mercy would engage them in a waragain' him, in which they 
& that con uered ſhould bruiſe his head 2, I hat ia thi» war the Lord 
* Jeſus Chriſt, the principal ſeed, is promiſed to be our General, whoſe 
e perfect nature ſhould contain, and his perfect life expreſs a periect 
<« enmity againſt Satan, and who ſhould make a perfect co queſt over 
„him. 3, The Lord Jeſus is promiſed to do this werk as the women 
*< ſeed, and ſo as conceived of her, and born by her, and ſo as an inſant 
*« firſt, before he comes ro ripeneſs of age, So that here an infant of the 
* woman is promiſed to be the General of this Army, and Head of the 
„ Church, This is moſt evident: By which God doth ſanRike the hu- 
* mane bi:th, and the infant ſtare, and affure us that he doth not ex- 
** clude now that age fromthe redeemed Church, whichhe admiued into 
* the Church by the laws of creation, For the firſt prowiſe is ot an 
infant born of the woman to be the Head of the Church, and growing 
* npto marurity, to do the works of a Head. Had God excluded the 
infant ſtate from the vilible Church, he would not have made — 
«c Hea 
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« Hcad firſt an in ant. Where note, 1. That Chriſt is the great ex- 
* emplar of his Church ; and in things which he was _— ot, he did 
that firſt ĩa his own body, which he would after do in theirs. 2, Thar 
the Head is a Member, even the principal Member, one ef the two pacts 
& which conſtitute the whole, As the pars imperans and jars ſubdita do 
e co::ſtiture each Commonwealth, So that it an infanemuſt be a mem 
© ber eminently ſo called, tt en infants are not excluded from member. 
« ſhip, but arc hereby clearly warranted to be members of a lower na- 
ute. Il an infant may be Sover.ign, no duubt he may be a Subject. 
it an infant may be the chief Prophet of the Church, then no doube 
but infants way b. Diſcip'es, If you ſtill harp on ti c old ſtr.ng, and 
© ſay, They are no Diſciples that learn net; you may as well ſay, He 
«i, no Prophet that teacheth ror, And if you will openly deny Chriſt 
« in iaſancy to have been the Piophet of the Church, i will undertake to 
< prove the falſhood and vilencſs of that opinion, as ſoon as | know you 
cn it. 1he pioniſe then cf an Infant Head, c oth declare Gods mind 
a that he wil! have iutan;g members, becauſe the head is we principal 
member. 

Anſw, The thin: to be proved by Mr. B. is that there is 2 law cr cr. 
dinance of God unrepealed, itat not onely in the Church Jewiſh, but 
in the Chritien properly ſo called, the intants of belicyers, by vertue 
of Guds promiſe to be the God of the faithſull and their feed, and a pte- 
cept to parents to accept ot the mercy offered and re-en, age the m io 
God, ſhou, d be, and be taken to be viſible members, But that he takes 
upon him to ptove, is, that it n tbe nill of God that inſants ſhould be 
Churchmembers, thit he doth not exclude now that age from the redeemed 
Church, that be excluded not the infant ſtate ſrom the viſible Church, that 
it 1s by mind that be will bave inſant members; all which we might 
grant; and yet Mr, Bs, law and ordinance not ereby proved, Fur in- 
tants may be Churchmembers ct the redeemed Church, and yet nor of 
the viſible Church ; and the intant ſtate may be nor excluded from the 
viſible Church, and yet there may be no law or ordinance for the inc lu- 
fion of them; yes, chere may be a law or ordinance for incluſion of 
them, and yet none for includzag them in the vifible Church Chriſtian, 
Nor is his proof of any validity: For the conſe: uence holds nor,Chrift 
was by Gods promiſe Head of the Church in infancy, therefore infan's 
were by Gods will to be Churchmembers, or the infant ſtate is not ex- 
cluded from he viſible Chui ch. Ir muſt reſt) upon ſume ſuch poſitions 
a:thele ; Ia bas age Gd, promiſed Chriſt ro bee Head of the cburch, 
ix thet age by will was that perſons ſho:ild be viſible Churchmember i the 
ordering o, Chriſts age is an exemplar to the Charch, or rather rule for the 
being and accounting of viſible Churtbhmembers,.' Which are manifeſtly 
falſe, x, Becauſe there is no ſuch thiog declared in Sctipture, and 
therefore, ic js to be taken a4 meer fancy, 2. Becauſe if theſe pofitions' 
Were true, . the nan infant in the mothers womb ſhould be a viſible" 
Churc uber, becauſe then Chriſt was head of the Church. and 23 
Mr. B. faith, The Lord Jeſus is promiſed. to do thir work as the woman's 
ſeed, d ſo as conceived of ber: os, an old man ſho Id not be 
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member of the viſible Church, becauſe Chrift io the days of his fleg, 
was not an old min; whichare both abſurd, And for the antecedent of 
Mr. 8s, enthymeme, though I deny not that Chriſt in infaney was Head 
of the Church, nor that he was the Prophet of his Church in jnfaney, 
under landing it of his being the Prophet habitually and by deſignation 
nor that he in ſome reſped, to wit, ot rule and protection, the Head o 
the vißble Church, even of that part which is not elect: Yer 1, I deny 
that in reſpect of that union which makes any members of kis body in 
the Scripture accepcion, which is by bis ſpirir, he is head ef that pare 
of the villbl. Church which is not eie&; nor can he be ſaid in this re. 
ſpe& and aſter the Scripture ſpeech to be Head of the viſible Church as 
viſible, bur onely in reſpe ot that part which is inviſible, to wit, the 
true believers or cle p rſons, who alone are univoca'ly members of 
C hrift the Hezd, as the Doctt ine of Preteſt int wricers ayoweth, Pr. 
Rainold, theſ 4. $.26. Mali nulla corporis Cbriſti pars ſunt, Dr. Field, of 
the Charcb, book 1. ch 2. The wicked are neither parts nor members of the 
myſlical body of Chriſt, Be armin hi oſclf de Ecgh milit, c 9. makes them 
members not living, nor true according to the eſte of members, bat dead, 
and as il humours m the body, and in reſpet of ſome outward ufe Chriſt 
makes of them 2. Nor do I well know how to make a conſtruRion of 
this ſpeech of Mr, B. [ that the Lord Jeſw is promiſed, Gen 3.15. to 
do this work of bruiſing the Serpents bead, or conquering the Devil as the 
woman: ſeed, and ſo as conceived of ber, aud born by ber, and ſo as an in. 
fan firkt before be comes to ripeneß of age; | according to which it ma 
be true. For though I grant the man Chriſt Zeſxs who did this wor 
to haye been an infant fic, yet I do nor un ic true that he diff jt 4 
tbe womans ſeed, aceording to humane nature onely, but alfo according 
to his Divine, Heb 9.14. nor what he did was done in infancy, but at 
ripe age: For he bruiſed the Serpents head and conquered the Devit 
by his death, Heb.2.14 which was not in infancy, but at ripe age. 3. 
Nor do I under ſtand hew it is true chat ¶ by Cirifis birth and infa 
Gad dath ſanũ i is the human bi/th aud t he infaxe ute: ] Por thongh 
grent children born and infants are ſantified by God h Clrift, 
who was born and an infant; yet th the hamane birth and the infumt 
ſtate ſhould be ſunctiſed thereby, feems not true; for then humane 
birth and infancy ſhould be haly in any infams oi per ſons born, aud ſo 
the birch of a baſtard ſhould. be holy, and his infancy holy, Wach [ 
need nat ſuan how abſurd iti 4. Nor do I conceive any truth, but 
roſs ſalhaod in that ſpeech, { Had Gd excladed the infant ſtate from 
eb, be would net have wade the bead firft an infer ; För 
this doth ſypgolſe, that either thiswas the onely end or chief end with. 
outwhich God: had nat made Chrift an infant, and confequentt?y this 
was- more in Geds eye then abe ſaving of ſinners for which Chrift came 
Into the world, or the fulfiling-of Airpromife, that n Child ſhould be 
born, a ſon ſhould be given to us j a would. infer: that they whicti 
hold infans not v iſible Churchmembers, muſt deny Chriſt to havebeen 
an infant, 5j. Nor do I know. ther to be true, tha in things which 
Chriſt was gapabis of, he did that firſt in bis , which by would uf. 
ter 
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ter do in the bodies of bis Church + ] For he would and did innumerable 
thing; in the bodies of his Church, as ro marry, beget children, & c. 
which ho did nor in his own body firſt, though be was capable of chem. 
6. I deny that Chriſt as man was in infancy the Prop het of bis Church 
vivbly, and in af exercits, Let Mr, B. when he will aſſault ir, there 
will appear in his contradid ion vileneſ and manitold falſhood, none 
in this opinion. And for his inference,” if an infant may be the chict 
Proph:r of the Church then no doubt but infants may be Diſciples, I 
graut beth, and yet deny chat Chriſt was vifibly, audibiy, in au exer- 
cite in his intancy in his humane nature the Prophet of his Church, or 
that any infants are actually Diſciples viſibly, till they hear the Goſp:1 
and profeſs the faith ; nor am | aſhamed to aver, that be is no Prophet 
that ptophe ſieth not, that they are no Diſciples that learn not. But Mr. 
B. pruceeds, 
4. Saith be, As the war is here proclaimed , and the General ot 
© chiet Commander conſtitured , fo next here is a natural enmity put 
into the whele ſeed ot the woman, or humane race, againſt the who le 
c ſeed uf the ſer pent thai then was, or the Diabolicaſ nature. This is 
© plain both in the text, end inthe experience of che fulklling of it As 
cin the inftrumenral ſer pent, it is the whole ſerpentine nature, that hath 
« anenmity to the humane nature, and the whole humane reture to the 
©* ſerpentine nature ; they being venemous to us, and wee abhorring 
* them as venemous, and as ſuch as our lives are in danger of: ſo is it 
© the whole humane nature that is at enmity to the Diabolical nature, 
ie Muſcu', Calvin. Luther. in locum. All men have naturally as 
great an 2bhorrence of the Devil , as of a ſerpent , they apprehend 
* him to be their enemy, they abhor the very name and remembrance 
* of him: If they dy bur dream of him it tertißeth them, they are a- 
© fraid of ſeeing him in any apparit:on, If they know any temptation to 
* be from lum, fofar they diſlike it and abbor it, though for the thing 
** preſented they may cheriſh i:. This is not ſpecial ſaving grace bat this 
* is 2 great advantage to the work of ſpecial grace, and to our more ef. 
** feQtual cefiſting of temptations, and entertaining che hep t at is f- 
< fered us againſt them, when our very natures have an enwwity to the 
** dindolical nature: we now look on him as having the power of death 
as Gods executioner and our deftroyet and malicious adverſary, And 
i chere be any Witch or other wicked perſon that hath contra d ed ſuch 
** familiarity & amity wich him, 28 that this natural enmity is thereby o- 
v verceme, that proveth not that ir was not —_— there, but that they 
© by greater wickedneſs ate grown ſo far unnaturt l. 5, As this enmity 
5 is eſtabliſhed in the natute of mankinde againſt che di bo lical nature 
; fo js there » ſurther enmity legally _ aimed againſt the diabolical 
* praviry,malignity ,and works. Vidt Pareum in lorum, God will put an 
* enmicy by his Laws (both natural and poſitive } making it the duiy of 
ba mankindeto rake Satan for their enemy; to reſiſt, and uſe hin as an 
„ em, and fight againſt him aud abhcr his works, an fo ro liſt chem- 
— ſelves under the General that fighterh againſt bim, to rake his colours, 
and te be of his Army: And this _ - ——— of the conimen world 
2 © of 
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of mant inde, and not onely of the ele ct ( for it is not they ene lj that 
© are obliged to this hoſtility and wartare) be'ongerh to each one ac- 
© cording to their capacities: and-therefore jn/ants bei ig at the parents 
© dif, oſe, it is they that are to liſt chem in this a1 my againſt the enemy of 
* mankinde, of which more anon, 6. A third and hig er enmity is 
© yer here comprehended , and that 1s an habitual or dijpolitive enmity 
** agai:ſt the diabolical malignity pravity and works, which may bee cal. 
© led [ natural ] as it is th&Þent or bias of our ne nature, This God 
* giveth oneſy to his choſen and not to 21. And jr containeth nat one- 
iy their eonſent to lift the 15 in his army againſt ſatan, bat ſpeci- 
© ally and propetly a hatred tæhim as the Prince ot unt igkteouſneſs, and 
a cordial re ſolution to fight againſt him and his works un verlally, to 
© the death, with a complacency in God an4 his ſervice and ſouldiets, 
Here take a ſhort proſp & of the myſterious bleſſi d irivicy, As God 
© js one. mn three, and in his entity hach unity, verity, and goodneſs,and 
© ja his bleſſed nature hath poſſe, ſcire. velle, p wer, wiſdome,and love, 
** ſoas from theſe is he related buthts his cicated and redeemed ratio» 
* nal creatures , as al ſolute proprietary , as ſoveraign ruler, and as 
*© moſt gracjous benefaRour : As Lord of our nature he hath put the 
* foreſaid enmity between the humane nature and the Diabolical: As 
** ſoyeraign Ruler, he hath by legiſlation impoſe onus a further eamity 
** as our duty, that we ſhould be liſted in lus army, profeſs open hofti- 
© liry againſt ſatan, and fight againſt him to the death. As Benefactor, 
© he giveth ſpecial grace to do this, to his choſen, As he is Lord of all, 
s ſothe firſt is done on the natures of all: As he is Rector of all, but 
not by the ſame Laws (as to poſinves) ſo he obligeth all to this hoſti- 
* lity, but nor all as he doth theſe that hear the Goſpel. As he is Bene» 
< fator he doth with his own as he liſt, and makes a difference, If any 
* ſay that it js the ſame envity that is here ſaid to bee put in all, and 
therefore the ſame perſons in which it is put, TI anſwer 1. there's no 
© proof of either. A general command or promiſe to a community, 
may ſigniſie a difference of duties or gifts to thit community , though 
that difference be not expteſſed: For the nature of the ſubjet may 
- © prove it, And 2. experience of the fulfilling of this promiſe or cove» 
** nant, proves the difference before mentioned, And it's well known, 
* 1. That Aoſes js ſo conciſe in the Hiſtory of theſe matters. 2, And 
*© rhat the myftery of grace was to bee opened by degrees, and ſo but 
e darkly at the firſt,thar it is no wonder if we find the whole ſum of the 
©© Goſpel here couchtup in ſo narrow a room, and if each particu'ar be 
not largely laid open before our eyes, 7. That wee may certainly 
* know that this promiſe ſpeaks not onely of the enmity that-Chriſt 
* himſelf ſhould have to ſatan , and doth not engage a General with- 
out an army, God doth here expreſſy mentien the woman her ſelf, ſay- 
ing |[ I will put enmity between thee and the woman] ſo that as ſhee 
ſtood in a threefoldr eſpe; ſhe is here her ſelf poſſeſſed with this three- 
„fold enmity, 1. As ſhe is the root of humane nature, from whence all 
* mankinde muſt ſpring, ſhe is poſſeſt with the natural enmity to the 
© djabolical nature, and this to bee naturally convayed or propagated: 
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« 3 As (he was the root of the great Republick of the world, or that ta- 
tional ſociery which God as Rectot would ſapientially goverfiand het 
« {elf with her husband (who no doubt was allo included in the pro- 
e miſe) were the whole then exiſtent race of mankinde , ſo did the re» 
©« ceiyea legal enmi:y of obligation, which ſhe was traditionally to de- 
ever down to all her poſtericy, being her ſelf hereby obliged to liſt 
© her ſelf and all her infant progeny in the Redeemers army, again the 
6 preclaimcd enemy, and to teach her poſterity to do the like: For 
© thus obligatory precepts muſt be brougkt dow . 3. As ſhe was one of 
« the choſen fayvurites of God. ſhe received the habitual enmity of ſan- 
& Rification ; And this is hot in her power to pre pagate, though ſhee 
may uſe ſome means that are appointed thereto, and whether a pro- 
e miſe of any ſuch thing be made io her ſeed on the uſe of ſuch means, 
« 1 wil! nt now ſtand co diſcuſs, 8. It is not all that are poſleficd 
« with the natura enmity 2gai.:ſt the Divel himſelf that are the Church 
& of Chriſt: For :his is but a common preparative whichis in all: N or is 
“eit all that are «bliped ro the further enmity againſt the works of fa- 
„tan: Bur all that on that obligation ate duely liſted in Chriſts army 
« againſt ſatan (by the obliged perſon) are viſible members; and all 
© that are by ſanctification at a hearty enmity (hab.cual or actual) with 
te the k ingdome of ſatan , are members ot the Church called myſtical 
« or invifibe, This [ put as granted. 9. Thoſe that violate i! i» funda- 
© mental obligation, and to their natural pravity fall add a bghting a- 
* gainſt Chrift and bis Kingdome for Satan and his Kingdome, are be- 
t come themſelves the (ced of the Serpent. And though they had the 
© natural enmity wih the reſt of mankind in general againſt Satan, 
« yet have they therewithal the tabitual enmity againt Chriſt, This 
e much ] ſuppoſe as out of controverſtie, Bur whether alſo the firſt ot i- 
«pinal corrupted nature it ſelte ( before any fin againſt recover- 
ing grace) did contain an habitual enmity againſt the K ing dome of 
© the Redeemer ? or whether the (ins of later parents may propaga e 
© this 2s an addi.jonal corruption in our nature, I will not now ſtand 
© to diſcuſs. Onely as to our preſent buſineſs , it s certain mat the ge- 
* neral natural enmity to Satan, may conſill with an habitual tiicndſhip. 
to his ways and Cauſe, And though as men they may have the fit ſt 
* common advantage of nature, and as ſubjeQs de jure may be under the 
com non obligation, yea, and as liſted in Chriſts Army may ha ve man of 
<< its priviledges;yet for the enmity of diſpoſition ro Chtiſt, they may be 
** under a greater curſe, 10. As it is certain, that it is not onely Chriſt 
* bimſelf that is here made the object of this prumiſe, and is here cal. 
© led | the ſeed of the woman, | ( as is before proved, and way be more, 
* and is commonly granted; ) ſo it is to be noted, that thoſe others 
in whom this enmity are put, are called here [ the ſced of the wo- 
an, ] and not the ſeed of Chriſt ( though the chief of them are his 
* ſeed.) And fo though the promiſe is made to none but the the wo- 
mans ſced, and no exception put in againſt infants, or any age of 
all her ſeed: Till you can prove that infants are none ot her ſeed, 
-* we muſt take this fundamental premiſe to extend to infants, ond. 
this, 
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« that very plainly; without uſing any violence with the Text: 
aw khis ho Aiſcourſe of Mr, 8, is indeed ferpentiue with 
winding in and our, wrigling and wreſtin the Text; cne while ir is a 
promife, another while a precepr; ſometimes meant of one ſort of en- 
mity, ſo netimes of another; ſometimes the woman under one confidera- 
ri-n, ſometimes under another ; ſomerimes the ſeed of the woman com- 
pretiend> all the natural ſeed, ſometime onely one kind: with ſo many 
ambiguous ſpe-ches, and tinproved dictates, and inconſequent inferen- 
ces, that I know not what berter tu term ir then the way of A ſerpent on 
a roch, which the Wiſeman ſaid was foo wonderſull for bim, and one 
of the tbings he knew not, Prov. 30. 10, 21. And ſure when Iycel to ac- 
knowledge this diſcourſe as a convincing proof ef the law and ordinance 
of infants viſible Churchmemberſhip unte pealed, which Mr. B. afferts, 
I hall deliver my ſelf as a Pupil to him, take him for an infallible O- 
racle, and ptofefs blind obedience. Burler me ſee what I can make of 
this Kidd e. Theſunr of it, fo far as I cin collect, is this: Here is an 
enmity proclained legally, againſt the Devils ptavity, malignity, and 
works; h reby all the ſeed natural of the woman are obl:ged to liſt 
themſelves in Chriſts Army, or the woman as a believer 1: to liſt all ter 
infant progeny in the Redeemers Army; infants being pare of her ſeed, 
and no exceprion put in 2gainſt infants, or any age of all ter ſeed, this 
tundamental promiſe extends to them, and all duly liſted are viſible 
Churchmembers ; Erge, here is the fundamental law or ordinance for 
infants viſible Churchmemberſhip by promiſe and precept unrepealed. 
To diſcern how filly and infipid theſe arzuings are (if I may uſe r. Fs, 
own phraſe) ler ns granthim here js a promiſe and precept implied, and 
inquire what liſting is here enjoyned, of whom, by whom, and hew far 
this makes the lifted vifible Church embers. The lifting h not here ex- 
preft, but in his book ot Bapriſm,p. 14. he ſanh, They are frſt made Diſ- 
eipler, and then ſolemn'y admitted, entred, er lifted by baftiſm, P. 24 At 
every one that muſt be admitted ſo'emmly into the Army, muſt be admitted 
by lifting, as the ſolemn engaging /gne , ſo every one that hath right to be 
ſolemly admitted into the viſible Church, ma#® ordinarily bee admitted by 
baptiſm, Chrifts liſting engaging figne. The perſons to be liſted, are ac. 
cording to Mr. B. mankjnde , the wommm and ber ſted , even infants , 10 
exception being put in aganſt infants, or any age of ber ſerd, The perſons 
that ate to liff are each man, for he faith, It is the duty of manknde to 
tft themſelves, infants being at the parents difboſe it is they thit are 80 lit 
them in Chrifts army, and this lifting {which he counts ducly done) makcs 
infants vilible Churchmembers. Concerning which , I grant that Ged 
doch proclaim here an enmiry againſt the Diabofical praviy, maligeiry 
and works, and that it is the duty of m:nkmde to fight againſt ſatan, to 
J-yn with Chriſt: For this is no more hut that ? od fet bids fin , andit's 
our duty to refiſt t, and to believe and follow Chriſt, and here is a ſun- 
damen. al promiſe, ti at they who do ſo ſhall bruiſe the ſerpenis head, or 
prevail againſt fatan. Nor do I deny that it is the duty of parents , yea 
of alt men to do whar lies in them to enpage — even 1 fants to this 
war, provided they do it by wayes allowed Ying appointed , as by their 
prayers 
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prayers, vowes to God, er the like, But it is utierly falſe, 1. mat there 
Þ any precepe of liſting by bap iim hexe, for baptiſm is a mer epokaive 
rite of the New Teſtament, not enjeyned here. x. T bar it is che duty of 
all mankinde to liſt themſelves For then it is their duty to baptiſe tbem- 
{:lves, 3. That it zs the duty of the woman to liſt her ſelf and all ber 
ſeed, Fo then ſhe had been bound to bapeiſe her ſelf ; and the etildren 
of unbelievers as well as believers, Cane ſeed as well as Abele, and if ir 
were ſuppeled that ſhe had lived to this day, fhe had been bound to liſt 
all the jnfancs at leaſt of the profefſed Infideſmar this day; For it it were 
3 prece pt unte pealed, it muſt have bound ber ſtill. 4. Tl at ſuch a liſt» 
ing a> Mr, BY. words import, is either duly done , er that the liſted in 
chat manner are all viſible Churchmembers. 5. That here is any ſun- 
damental promiſe made to perſons ſ2 lifted, 6. That as liſted in Chriſts 
army in che nander Mr, & conceives, infants have tbe priviledge cf 
Chiiſts ſoldiers. Noneat theſe things denied by me, have à word of 
proof in all this p:olix difcourſe , nor de Limagine any proct for 
them can bz: from this text, andcherefore conceive his diſcourſe with» 
out prof, and like the dream of 8 ſick man, or the dotage of a phan- 
wſtick, He adds. 544 

11, Some laarned men da uſe comeniptable 197 guments to prove further, 
That the ſauTiſying exmity à here prom ſeabto the fred of the worm as her 
ſted (I mean tbo;e that go the way Dr. Ward, ity. Bedford, &r, ) 
that is, that as the two former ſo/ts of en are put into al the ſeed of the 
women ( as is explained) ſo the ſpiritual bay enmity promiſed to ber ſees 
as ſhe is a believer, 13, And ſome learned men ds accordingly conclude; 
That the wmpiely of parent 1 may do much ta. binder ther child en f on tha 
blefinglmore then by original ſin they were bindered, and therefore their faith 
may / urtber them. Of mbich though much may be ſaid , I ſhall ſa no more, 
becauſe 1 will nor ſt and on things ſo much queſtas ed 

Anſw. I might then well have omitted this as of no validity, but 
w ſhew the multiplicity of Pædobaptiſts errours. * * 

He .gres on thus, i cement 40 prove from other parts of Scripture, 
That the fandameptal premiſe of Grace is thas10 Jeanterpreged at ineludin 
infants, 1. f the ſame Covenant vfyrace when it i more fully and tlewly 
opened, do expreſly conmretind mafants ' as 40 be Churchmanabers , ib i this 
fundamental promiſe ſo to be under fiood ( or then doth thu /e comprehend 
ther.) But the antecedent is certain , vherefare ſo 'is the conſequent. The 
an ecedent I prove from the Covenant of gras m % Abraham the father 
of Ybe faithful, which comprebended \infanis: ſor Churchmembers + The 
Covenant made with Abraham comprebending in{ants, was thi fam with 
di den 3. but ix ſowe things ich i: 1 
Beth theſe were the Covenant of grace and free \uftifeation by ſaith n iht 
Redetmer, therefore they were the fume Por ibm 58 but one Tuch IF A- 
bralam bad ſome ſpecial promiſes additional {0 ba Wain Covmant ,' that 
Waker vat the Covenant of free juſti fication by faith to be deve . Thet this 
Gem 3, is the promiſe or Covonuts of grace and free juſtification 15 nor 
devied\tvas Ih f. That the —2 Abraham wes the ſame brevi- 
dew from Rom. 4.0, t, , 15, 14,1, It is thereexpreſy nich, ther 
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the Covenant whereof Cireumciſon was to Abraham the ſeal , was the Ge- 
venant of ſree juſtification by faith; circumtiſon 3t ſelſ being a ſcal of the 
r:gbreoufneſt of Faith which A braham bad, ye: being untircumeiſed, that 
be might be the Father of believers, &c. 2. Tea ibe promiſe that be ſhould 
be heir of the world was not made to Abraham or to bis ſeed through the 
Law, bu' throagh the rigbteouſneſ of faith. Now it's ec/tam that this 
Covenant /ealed by Circumciſion and made te Abraham ad hs ſced , did 
comprebeud ihfanis." The conſtgaenci of the m. jor4ben 15 evident, that the 
fame rem ſe expreſſed more conciſely, 2s 10 bee expounded by the ſame ex. 
prefſed more (ully : And it I athnowleaged that tot Goſpel light and grace 
was to be man ſi by certain degrees. , 

Anſw, 1 hat the fundamental promiſe of grace, Gen.z.15, did in · 
clude iutants, was never denied by me, and therefore Mt. B. doth bur 
waſte paper, and abuſe. me and his Readers by going about to prove it. 
This | deny, that dt indludes all infants, or all iafancs of belicvers, and 
that. any infant is made a viſible: Churcimember by that promiſe as 
the next cauſe, or tbe ſole efficient, which is Mr. Bs, term :? neither 
of theſe is proved by hin, I grant that che Covenant to 4brabam 
was the Covenant of Evangelical grace, though mixt, as | have 
often ſhewed, und chat it did include infants , and that they were 
Churchmembers:, to wit, of the inviſible Church of the elect 
I mean ſo many as the Covenant of Evangelical grace was made to, [ 
grant alſo that 4brabans infants in his houſe were viſible Churchment. 
bers, but not by vertue of the Covenant barely as Evangelical but by 
vertue of the tranſeunt ſact beforc aſſerted by me; and if in any re- 
ſpe by ver: ue of the Covenant. it was by it as containing bon (hold of 
civil promiſes, rather: then Evangelical... So that although I deny tbat 
from Rom. 4. 10.11, 113,4. it is proved that circamciſion was 4 ſect 
of the ( ovenant, Gen 17. andithat ihe promiſes, Gen. 7.4. 5,6, . were 
additional tothe main Covenant, and not as well the main Covenant as 
v. 7 „et | grant Mr, Be. concluftens which he here infers, that the 
promiſes, Gen.3.15, &# 17.7. did cenprabend infants," that there is out 
one Covenant vf free juli ficatoan by falt h in hot n places, that the one may 
exp ain the other that inſavts mere from the berinning.Churchmembers, that 
is, members of the ãnviſible Churehiof the dle dt: But chis I deny, that 
this is tiue of all, or-perh pr oneſy of the intanis of believers, or that 
becauſe they are. at. the ov ißble therefore they ate members of the 
vifible Church, there being mare required to make viſible Church. 
n:embers, ahen election, che Covenant oſ grace, ind parents faich, But 
M Baaflds: ar rast e yt nf) = 
„ A he fir Hua promiſe is thus tobe interpreted, I further 
275 th vgs can ade adminifration in the ptrformance of it, ( oncerning 
which I do make this challenge to es ( with mode ſiy and ſubmiſſion, ) 10 
prove pf youcan, that there was ever anc c bur chmember that bad anſants 
born.to him while he: was ix bat eſtaſ e. fo om the beginning of the wor /d 
to tbis day, whoſe infanto al fa werent Churcbmembers > Exceptonety the 
anabaptiis,  who-ir fuſe or deny the mercy; "aud fo reſuſt to Wedicaterbery 
niſants in Baptiſm unto Chriſt, And wbethcr-thar inſamt 5 be ey 
. ers 
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bers, I will not determine affirmatively or negatively at thi; time, I do 
again urge you to it, that you may not forget it; 10 prove to me, that ever 
there was ane inſant of a Churchmember in the world, ſince the creation t 
this day, that was not « Churchmember, (except the Anabaptiſts that refuſe 
the mercy or deny it.) 

Anſw, Mr, B. undertakes to prove Gods conſtant adminiſtration, 
but inſtcad of proving ſends me a challenge, and hotly urgeth me to an- 
ſwer it ; which courſe indeed is ridiculous to the intelligent, yer ſubdo- 
lous, as taking much with ſhallow heads who know nut the laws of Diſ- 
pure, as if he got the better of me if I did not anſwer it, Bu let ſuch 
know, 1 That it is Mr, Bs, part now to prove, mine onely to anſwer, 
2, That if L could nor anſwer, either through defc ct of reading, memo- 
ry, hiſtories ia ſuch matters, or ſuck like cauſe ; yer this is no proof of 
Mr, Bs, aſſertion. 3, That I have no reaſon to anſwer Mr, Fs. que- 
ſtioas and challenges, but his arguments: 1. Becauſe I find a meer cap- 
tious ſpiric in him, ſecking advantage ro himſelt from my words ( which 
he very ſeldome doth rightly repreſent to rhe Reader) when he wants 
proof of his 7 as appears moſt evidently in this his anſwer to 
my Letter, In which he hach gathered almoſt half his anſwer ( befides 
the bufineſs propounded ) from my writing to him, 2. Thar the un- 
derſtandings of men, even of Schollers and Learned men, are fo ſuper. 
ficial, or fo partial, that without ever examining, yea or reading my 
writings, upon Mr, Bs, exelamatiens, and vile ſuggeſtions of me and 
mine anſwers, they do moſt unrighteuuſly, and like men that ſeck not 
the truth, conclude on his fide, ſcorn aud ſpeak evil of me and the cauſe 
I affert (which 1s indeed the cauſe of Chriſt) of which I have much ex- 
perience,” 4. Nevertheleſs I anſwer his challenge categorically thus. 
1. No infant born of & Churchmember was a vifible Churchmember 
in the Chriſtian Church, or any other beſides that of the Nation of the 
Hebrews, as I have proved before: And if we muſt needs take up a fa · 
ſhion oi diſputing by challenges, I challenge Mr, B. ro ſhew me one 
infant who was a viſible Churchmember out of the Nation of the He- 
orews, 1. I conceive from As. 16. 1. 2 Tim. 1.5. that Timetby was 
born of a Churchmember, yet no Churchmember viſible in infancy, 
Anabaptiſts refuſe not the mercy of viſible ( hurchmemberſhip, it God 
had offered it to their infants ; nor would they refuſe io dedicate their 
infants in Baptiſm, if God had commanded it: Bur they dare not chal. 
lenge what God hath not granted, nor profane the Ordinance of Chriſt, 
by their altering it into chat which he hath not appointed. Mr, B. 
goes on thus, 
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SECT, LVIII. 
Infants viſible Churcomemberſhip is not proved by the Law of Nature 


Efaye I proceed to any more Texts of Scripture, I will a little enquire 
into the light or Law of Nature it ſelf, and ſee what that ſaith ts 
[ the point in band. And firſt we ſhall couſ der of the duty of dedicating 
znſants to God in Chriſt , and xext of Gods acceptance of them, and 
entertaining them into that eſtate, Aud the firſt is moſt evidently con- 
tained in the Law of Nature it ſelf (at lealt upon ſ uppoſition that there be 
ay bopes of Gods en ert aning tbem;) which I prove thus. 1. ihe luw 
of Nature bindeth us to give te ever) one bis own due: But infails are 
Gods own due; Ergo, the law of Nat ure bindeth parents to give them up 
to God. By | giving | bere I nean not an alzenation of propriety, to make 
that to be Gods that was not ſo before; but an achnowledzement of bis 
right, with a free re gnat ion and dedication of the infant to God, as bis 
own; ſor his uſe and ſervice, when he i capable there:f. If you ſay, ix. 
fants being rot c:pable of doing ſervice, ſhould not be devoted to ut til they 
can do it; I anſwer, they are capable at preſent of a legal obligationto ſu» 
ture daty, and alſo of the relation which ſoloweth that obligation, toget ber 
With the bonour of a Churchmember ( as the child of a Noble man i of bis 
boneurs and title to his inherit ance) and many other mercies of the Cove. 
nant. And though Chriſt according io bis humanity was not capable of do- 
ing the works of a Mediatour or bead of the church in bis mfancy, yet ſor 
all that he muſſ be bead of the Church then, and not ( according to this ar- 
gung) flay lil be were capable of doing thoſe works, And ſo is it with his 
members. 

Anſw, Itis a bold attempt to undertake to prove a law or ordinance 
of infants viſible Churchmemberſhip uncepealed from the law of Na- 
ture, when Churches are onely inſtituted, not by any law of Nature, 
and confequently there can be no direction in the law of Nature who 
ſhall be vikbble C hurchmembers, who not. Nor could both theſe things 
Mr. B. conſiders be proved, to wit, the duty of dedicating infants ts God 
ix chriſt, and Gods acceptance of them, and entertaining of them into that 
eſlate, i. e. of dedicated perſons, prove them viſible Churchmembers : 
there's more required thereto, to wit, ſomething diſcernable by lenſe, 
by which they may be ſaid to be part of Gods people, Vet I ſhall exa. 
mine his proofs The concluſioa may be unde rſtood of giving up, de- 
voting, dedicating to God by prayer or vow ; or elſe by an eutward 
fign, ſuch as Circumciſion or Baptiſm, This latter js nor of the law of 
nature, being meer inſtituted worſhip ; the former may be granted, 
without any hurt to my cauſe, Nevertheleſs I ſhall ſay ſomething to 
che argument: Which hath at leaſt four terms, and ſo is faulty in the 
form; and for the matter of ir, the major is not true without limitation, 
For the law of nature doch not bind every man te give to every one his 
own 
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on due, except it be that due which is due from the giver, or it belongs 
to him to give, A private man is bound 10 pay his bwn debt, not to pay 
every ether mans debt to him to whom it is dae Now intancs may be ſaid 
tobe Gods due, either in reſpe& of their perſons, or their ſervice, In- 
fants in infancy can do no ſervice, nor doth God require any ſervice of 
th:m, and therefore there is none due, and therefore no parents do or 
are bound b/ any act of theirs tor their infants ſervice to give God his 
due of their infants ſervice, And for their perſons, they are Gods due 
in that he may of right diſpeſe of them as he wil, in life and death, healeh 
or ſickneſs; and in this reſpe& parents have no way of giving God 
his due, bur by acknowledging his Soveraigary, and ſubmitting to his 
will, Dedication to God for the future i 4.0 giving of God his due 
from inſants ; it i: neither the giving ot God the due of their perſons, 
ot their ſervice 2 they are bound themſelves when they come to under - 
ſtanding to do it by themſelves; and if they do it not, the parents de- 
dication cannot do it. I object not, that infants ſhould not be devoted to 
to God till chey can do ſet vice; but that what ever it be, it is not the 
giving God his own due from infant, nor doth make them viſible 
Churchrakers, 

Mr. B. adds, 2, The law of nature hindeth all parents to do their beſt 
to ſecure Gods right, and their child ens good, and to prevent their ſin and 
miſery : But to engage them betimes to God by ſuch a dedication, doth tend 
toſecuve-Geds right, and ther childrens good, and to prevent their ſn and 
miſery : For they are ander a double obligation, which they may be minded 1 
beti mes, and which my hold them the wore ſtrongly to tbrir d ty, and diſ- 
advantage the tem ter that won't! draw them off from God. 

Anſw. To dedicate them by prayer, and thank ſpgiving, and yows to 
God, may tend to theſe end: But ta do it by Bapriſm not rec uired of 
God, fecures not Gods right, but abufeth his name; nor doth it tend 
to the childrens'good, or prievenriheir fin and miſery, For neither is 
there promiſe of God that the pzxenesdedicatitg the ehild by Baptiſm 
ſhall havecheſe effects, nor do theſe effects follow ex vpere operato, nor 
is there any obligation real — by infant. bapt iſm on the perſon, though 
there may be a putative abligatlon thereby: But really inſant baptiſm 
ira difadrantage, 1. In that it is the oceaſion hereby they take x mg 
ſeſ ves to be Chr iſti:ns afore they know what Chuiſtianity n, by which 
meuns they ate fept in vain preſumption of their ſaſe condition; and 
ch is conſtant ex pe ĩence, and the acknowledgement of obſerving men 
doth witneſs, 2. They are kept back thereby from the true Ba ptiſm ot 
Chrift, which hath had, and would have a ſtrong tie on mens conſcien- 
ces, if it were ſole unly and in a right manner performed as it ſhould be. 
Surely a man on engagement by himfelf, in all probability muſt have 
a ſtronger opèration then an eng ment by another for bim, nothich- 
ſtanding the fond conceits of Mr, Simon Pord, and Mr. 7ohn'G ein, 
of edificacion by idtant baptiſm. He is à very rare bird chat makes any 
fruxfull uſe of infant bapriſm, which neither hath inſtitution from 
God, nor promiſe of bleſſing, and was never known by the infant, nor 
perhaps any perſon living can tall him 17 was am ſuch thing. ow is 
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there in this reſpect the ſame reaſon of it and Circumciſion, for Cire 
cumciſion makes ſuch an imprefiion on the body as keeps the memory 
of it, but by Baptiſm there is no priat on the body by which it and the 
obligation by jr may be remembred, - 

3. Saich he, The law of nature bindeth parents in love to their chil. 
drex toenter them into the moſt honourable and profitable ſociety, if they 
bave but leave ſo todo: Hut here parents havc leave to enter them into the 
Church, which is the moſt honsurable aud profetable ſociety, Eig. That 
they have lea ve, is proved, 1. God never forbad aum man in the world to 
do this ſincercly, ( therwicked and -unbelicuers cannot do it ſincerely ,) and 
a not forbidding iz 10 be interpreted a; leave in caſe of ſh pait:c pation of 
— : As all laws of men in donbtſull caſes are to be interpreted ra} 
im.{.vav, in tbe mot favourable ſence, Sobuth Chrift taigh: us to in. 
terprct bis own: when they ſpeaq of duty to God, they m be inter- 
preted in the ſtriũ eſt ſence n hen they ſpeak of benefi:s to man, they 
muſt be interpreted in the moſt favonrable fence that they will hear, 

Anſm, Enteting into the Church inviſible is Gods onely wo. k; 

Entering into the Church viſible Chriſtian is by hapti m. Plain Scrip. 
ture proof, &c. pag. 24. te bave neither precept nor example in Scripture, 
finco Chriſt ordained Ba tiſm, of any other way of admitting viſible me n. 
be/s, but onely by Baptiſm. Mr, Bs, mmor then here is tais, that parents 
have leave to enter ( which js all one with admiſſion ) their children 
into the viſible Church by Baptiſm, that js, to baptize them. But this js 
falſe, For God hath forbidden parents to bring tlicir infants to baptiſm, 
in that he hath not appuinted baptiſm forth.m (as is proved at large 
inthe 2d. part of rhis Review) much more to baptize them in their own 
perſons, according to Mr, Bs. hypotheſes, plain Scrip proof, &c, pag. 2 1. 
except they be Miniſters, A not for biddiug is not to be interpreted as 
leave in this caſe: but a not commanding is a plain forbidding, Mr. 
collings, pra voc. prov. ch. 5. Notbing is lawful in the worſhip of God, but 
what we have pyecept or preſiaent for; which who ſo denies, opens a door 
te all Idolatry, and ſuper ſtition, and will worſhip in the world, Ii the law 
of nature bind parents to enter their children into the Church, then it 
is a law chat ſpeaks of duty to God, not of benefit to man; for ſuch laws 
contain grants ef ſomething from God, nut of what man is to do: 
Now if it be a law ot duty, it muſt according to Mr, Bs, own rule be in- 
terpreted in the ſtricteſt ſence, which is the right ſence; they are bound 
to it as God appoints, and no otherwiſe. So Mr. B. agaioſt Mr, Bl, 
pag. 80. I take Gods precept to be the ground of Baptiſm, as it is officiu n, 
a duty, both a to the baptixer; and the baptized, Mr. Ball reply ab ut nine 
poſetions, p. 68. The Sacraments are F God, and we muſt learn of God 
for what end and uſe they were ordained, But by the inflitution of. Baptiſm 
recorded in Scripture, we have learned it belongeth to the faithful, to Piſ- 

85 to them that are called. Mr. B. miſtakes when he conceives of 
ptiſin as à benefit to which a man hath right by promiſe oc Cove- 
nant grant: For though a benefit do follow to them that rightly do 
ir, yer. it ſelf is onely a duty; and ſuch a. one as is onely by ia. 

Aizurion , ner by che law of nature, nor belongs to paients for 

8 5 children, 


| (409) 
children, but to each perſon for himſelf, But Mr, B. goes on. 

2. It is the more evident, that a not forbidding in ſuch caſes is 
«ro be taken for leave, becauſe God hath put the principle of ſel! pre- 
© ſerration, and defiring our own welfare, and the welfare of our chil- 
e dren ſo deeply in humane nature, that he can no more lay it by then 
© h: can ceaſe to be a reaſonable rcatu And therefore he may law. 
© fully actuate or exerciſe this natural Mceſſary principle of ſec king 
© his own or childrens teal happineſs,where-ever © od doth not reſtiain 
© or prohibit him. We need no poſitive command to ſeek our own or 
e childtens happineſs, but what is in the law of nature it ſelf, and to uſe 
* this where Cod tot biddeth not, if good be then to be found, cannot be 
© unlawfull, 

Anſw. t. Infant baptiſm tends not tothe preſeryation, good, wel. 
fare, real happineſs of them; bur to their hurt. 2, It requires a poh- 
tire command, (ith it is not cf the law of nature, 3, It is ferbidden, in 
that it i Not com anded. 4. 1 here can be expected no ble fling of God 
on it, ſiih he hath promiſed none to it. 

3. Saith he, It is evident from what is ſaid before (and elſe- 
where) that it is more then a ſilent leave of infants Churchmemberſhip 
© that God hath vouchſated us, For in the forememtioned fundamental 
< promiſe, explained more fully in after times, God hgnified bis will 
that ſo it ſhould de. It cannot be denied, but there is ſome hope at 
* leaſt given ta them in the firſt promiſe, and that in the general pro- 
* miſeto the ſeed of the woman they are not excluded, there be no 
excluding term. Upon ſo much encouragement and h. pe then it is 
the duty of parents by the law of nature to enter their infants into the 
Covenant, and into that ſociety that partake of theſe hopes, and to liſt 
them into the Army of Chriſt, 

Anf. The point to be proved was, that parents have leave to en- 
ter their children into the Church; but a leave of infa ty» Churchmem- 
berſhip vouchſated of God (it there be good ſenſe in the exptelſion) 
is another thing. Infants Churchmemberſhip is the infants ſtate, not 
the parents act, and leave of ir intimates a willingneſs in the infant 
to be a Churchmember, to which God youchſafes lea ve. But wheti er 
there be ſenſe or not in the expreſſion, it js not true that in the foremen- 
toned ſundamental promiſe, explained more fully in aft or times, God ſignt» 
fied his will that infants 22 be viſible Churchmembers ; nor Is it ttue, 
that upon hope given in the fir(t promiſe that they ave not excluded, i: it the 
duty of parents(withour a poſitive command) b the law of nature te enter 
their infants into the Covenant, and into that ſociety that partake of theſe 
hopes, and to lid them ( by baptiſm ) into the Army of ChriZ. Hopes of 
what may be, is not a ſufficient reaſon of baptizing a perſon, Nor by 
theſe hope; js any mote duty put on the parent, then an other, who bath 
the ſame hepes and may do it, as viz, a Midwite: Yea, by this argu- 
ment Midwives ſhould be bound to baptize not only believe's infants, 
bur alſo all infants, if it be ſo much for their good, welfare, preſervati- 
on, real happineſs, and the law of nature ties them as well as patents to 


do. what lies in them to do them good upon ſuch hopes and encourage» 
5 ment; 


(410) | as parents before 
ment; and ſich they are in my — —— ts Cove. 
them, and they miy liſt them in d t doeh Yes, confidering ther 
band and the Church, they are bour by Chriſts comwi ii on, Mar 

tiſm part 2. ch 8. Holds, that by g 4 a 
Mr. B. of Baptiſm part 2. iately withour delay be baptized as ſoon 
28.19. Diſciples ſhould immediately — omega 
s they are Diſciples, ana b — — — ought to do jr 
— bord 2nd none can whef Toon epos e rs, Which 
ing ro Mr. Bs. hypotheſes, inmedi 1 
vill co very far in ju iyi g we Papiſts abour their haſty bopriſm by 
Midwives. LE . ty of ? arent s by the Law of Na. 
Yer again faith Mr. B. 4. Te 2 for their children. But the 
ture, to accept of any allowed or offere is an allowed or offered 
relation of a member of Cbrifts Church or 3 rinciples in the law of 
benefit to them, Ergo, C For the major, _ tis his & 8 dos pa. 
nature do contain it, 1. That the infant is not "3 — the parents we 
rent 5'difpoſe in all things that are for bis gcod. ring, that is cert aint. 
blige their children to any future duty or ſuffering, x 
power to oblig hem into covenants accordingly 
Ly to their en good : and fo mhy enter t ill of the childe, 2. That 
And fo far the will of the Father is as it were the — * bin — it is 
it is nnnaturally finſul for a pron ts 2 » — — 2 4 s * Honours, 
t bene fit of bis own childe, nn: of 
1 — — — — 2 — — _ ; 2 
this for his heirs, but onely for imſe it is u — 1 ſuch 
oblige bis heirs to ſome ſmill and reaſonable cond: * mY 4 or oferee Lag fit 
benefits. For the minor , that — - * 
its ifeſted already, and more ſhall be. i 
95 Aae —_— ef vidble members in the Chriſtian Church proper. 
ed, this laſt ſpeech is denied. : : 
Iy - Fr roog ens P And this leads me up to rey 1 
e propounded to conſi let of ; whether by the Might —— Church. 
© we can prove that infants ſhould have the dene fit r .- — 
© members, ſuppoſing ir firſt 2 —— — > — 
cc t that ſociery, and how ge * 1 
cc — Pale God is, mw it is certain to us by — — or 
cc | as the aged. 1. It ie certain that the) f 
— of #11 the — in the world (\perfe#e trons way 
<< membra) being ſecured from violence by the lawes , and _ oy 
* honors and right to inhe: irances, — of _ * —— „ bey 
cc ligt future duties, if they ſurvive, An 1 
ce e ö be of being Churchmembers , and that nature revealeth 
to us, that the infants caſe much followerh the caſe of the pat — Fo 
cc ſpecially in benefits. 3. Natute hath #Qually caught moſt people . 
© earth, ſo far as I can learn, to repute their intants in che fame re'1 
tc gious ſociery with themſelves, as well as in the ſame civil —_— 
** 4. Under the Covenant of worvs (commonly ſo called) or the caries 
cc rigorous law that God made with man in his pure nature , the — a 
© ſhoul have been in the Church, and a people hoh to God, ift _—= 
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« rents had lo continued themſelves, And conſider 1. that hulineſs and 
« righteouſneſs were then the ſame things as now, and that in the c ſta- 
« bliſhing of the way of propagation, God was no more obliged to 
« order it ſa, that the children of righteous paren:s ſhoul1i have been 
« horn with all the perfe&ions of their parents and enjoyed the ſame 
e priviledgcs, then he was obliged in making the Corenant of grace 
© to grant that infants ſhould be of the ſame ſociety with their patents, 
e and have the immun ties of that ſocicty, 2, We have no rcaſon when 
« the deſi ane of redemption is the magnifying of love and grace, to 
* think that love and grace are fo much leſt under the Goſpel to the 
members of Chrift, then under the Law to the members or ſced of 
« {dam, as that then all the ſeed ſhould have partaked with the ſime 
« bleſli gs with the righteous parents, and now they (hall all be turned 
aut of the ſocicty, wherevt the patents were members. 5. God gives 
de us himſelt tie reaſons of his gracious dealing with the chi dren of the 
© juſt from his gracious natute, proclaiming even pardoning welcy to 
& flow theuce, Exod, 34. and in the 2d, Com, 6, God doth yet ſhew 
© us that in many great and wei hty reſpects he dealeth well or ill wich 
« children for their patents lakes: as many texts of Scripture ſhew (and 
have lately proved at large in one of our private diſputes, that the 
« ſins of neacer parents are imputed as part of our original of natural 
© guile, ) So much of that, 

Anſw. 1, All theſe conſiderations, if they were yeelded to be true, 
would as well prove that by the light cf Nature jafants ſliould be invi- 
ſible Charchmembers as vifible ( which would contradict the Sorjpture, 
Rom 9. 6,7, , 9, 10, IT, 12, 13. ) yea rather, ſith the th. conheera. 
tien upon which the inference reſts chiefly, is trom the ſtate in which 
— were put by creation and — — „which is into the invifi- 

le rather then the viſible, Now then it theſe conſiderations are not ſuf- 
ficientto aflure parents who are in the invifible Church that their in- 
fants are in the ſame ſociety, neither are they ſufficient to aflure them 
they are viſible Churchmembers, 2. It is a calumny of Mr. B. which is 
inſinuated as it I held that all the ſeed of believers ſhall be tw ned out 
of the ſociety whereofthe patents were members, 3. It is a gicfs, con- 
ceir, and contrary the plain doctt ine of the Scripture , concerning e- 
lection and re probation of Jacob and Eſau, which is intimated, as if the 
defigne of redemption under the Goſpel to the members of Chriſt 
ſhould be, that as the members or ſeed of Adam, ſo all the ſeed ſhould 
parrake of the ſame ble ſſings with the righteous parents, 4, What hee 
laith he hath largely proved in one of the private diſpures at Reder min- 
ſter among the afſocjate Miniſters in worceſte: ſhire (as I con jecture) I 
do not contradict peremptorily, as not knowing how he ſtated the que- 
ſtion, nor what his proofs were, Vet it ſeenis to mee to be an ertour, 
nor am I very apt to give aſſent to Mr, Br, determinations, however the 
2AociareMiniſters may petha ps rake him for a Pythagoras, u hoſe ipſe dix- 
' muſt not be gainſaid. 
Once more faith he, © Yer before I cite any more particular texte, 
I vill add this one argument from che ieneur of the Covenant: of 
** grace, 
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grace 4s expreſſed in many texts of Scripture, According to the e 
<« nour of che Covenant of grace, God will not refuſe to be their God 
and rake them fur his people, that are (in a natural or law ſenſe) wil. 
© ling to be his people, and to take him for their God. Bu: the intants 
© of believing parents are thus willing, Ergo, The major is unyueſtion. 
cable. The mor is proved from the very law of nature before expreſſed. 
© Intaars canaot be actually willing themſelves in natural ſence, ergo, 
<< he reaſon and will of another muſt be theirs in law ſence, and that is 
cc of the parents, who have the full diſpoſe of them, and are warranted 
« by the Ia of nature to chooſe for them (for their good) :ill they 
come to uſe of reaſon themſelves; The parents therefore by the light 
and law ©: nature chooſing the better part for their children, and 
cc offering and devering them to God, by the obligation cf his own na- 
* tural law, he cannot in conſiſteney with tac tee grace revealed in tha 
Golpel, refuſe thoſe that are ſo offered And thoſe that thus come :© 
<* him in the way that nature it ſelf preſcrib.th, he wil in no wiſe'caſt 
« our, Fob, , And he will be offended with choſe that would keep 
© them from him, that are offered by thoſe that have the power to do ir, 
< though they cannot offer themſelves, For I:galiy this act i, taken 
for their own, has I have ſhewed you ſome of the fundamental tiile 
< that infants of believers have to Churchmemberihip, and our obligatts 
gon to dedicate them to Gud. i 
Anſw, They arc ( as I conceive Mr. B.) willing to be Gods peo. 

ple in a natural ſence, who do in their own perſons actually will this; 
in a law ſence, who having not uſe of reaſon themſelves, do will by ane. 
ther who hath the diſpoſe of them, as v. g. a p:rent, That ſome acts 
of a parent ar legally taken for the childs, it's not denied, But in 
this argument of Mr. B. I deny the major. And whereas Mr, B. ſaith, it 
3s unqueſtionable, L ſay, it is manifellly tal ſe, there is no ſuch thing in the 
renour of the Covenant of grace; yea, God did :efuſe Iſhmael, and E. 
fau, though Ab abham and 1ſaac praye l for them, and dedicated them 
(in Mr. Bs, ſenſe) to God. What Mr. B. dictates by way of proof, 
whether of the major or minor (which I think he did not well heed ) is 
net true, Iafants cannot will of themſelves, therefore the reaſon and will 
of another muſt be theirs in law ſence, For it follows , unless the Law- 
giver doordain it ſq, Nor doth it follow, that if the infants cannot 
will, and anothers will muſt be theirs in law ſence, it muſt in Church 
matters be che will ot the natural parents, For in ſuch things it may be 
as well conceived that the will of the mother the Church ( as it is term - 
ed, ) the Church-governours, or as ſome will the Goſſips ſhould be 
their will ia the law ſence, and that they have the power to diſpoſe of 
them, and are warranted by the law of nature to chooſe for them ( for 
their good) as the natural parents, The ſpeeches [ the parents by the 
tight and law of nature chooſing the better part for their children, and offer- 
ine them, and devoting them to God by the obligation of bis own natural 
taw, be cannot inconſelency with the free grace revealed in tbe Goſpel, re- 
fiſe thoſe that are ſo offered, | is falſe, the Goſpel nowhere »furug 
grace to thoſe that ate offered by anothers will, but to thoſe who 3 
an 
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and believe themſelves, The ſpeech [ And theſe that thus come to him 
in the way that nature it ſelf preſcribeth, he will in no wiſe caſt out, 
b. .] isfalſe, jtbeingcerraia God hath caſt out many ſo com- 
ming, 23 Eſau, Iſhmael, &c. and hath a tincture of Polegianiſm ; and 
the Text, Zob,5.37, to which Mr. B. alludes, is groſly abuſed by him 
ſith it ſp:aks onely of thoſe that come to Chriſt by their own faith, an 
of nor caſting our from the inviſible Church, and everlaſting life, as 
v.39,49, ſhew, not meerly from the viſible Church. And the ſpeech 
and be wil be offended with thoſe that would keep them from him that 
are offered by thoſe bo have the power to do it, though they cannot offer 
aemſelves, | being meant of not baptizing them, is alſo falſe ; and the 
contrary is true, that he will be offended with thoſe who baptize in- 
tants which he never appeinred, but profane the ordinance, being ap- 
pointed onely for them who are themſelyes diſciples and believers, And 
_ Mr. Bs, fundamental title to infants viſible Churchmemberſhip is 
own up. 

Mr. 8. adds, You muft now in reaſon expect, that infants church- 
memberſhip being thus eſtabliſhed, tarily in the law of nature, and partly in 
the fundamental ;romiſe, what is aſter this ſpoken of it ſhould not be any 
new eftabliſhmeut, but confirmations and intimations of what was before 
done, rather giving ms the proof that ſuch a law and promiſe there is that 
did ſo eſtabliſh it, then being ſuch fir ſt eſtabliſhing laws or promiſes them. 
ſelves, And ſrom hence I may well add thy further argument. If there 
be cert ain proof in Scripture of infants Churchmemberſhip, but none except 
this before alleuged that makes any mention «f the h ginning of it, but all 
ſpeaking of it as no new thing, then we bave great reaſon upon the ſore- 
men:ioned evidence, to aſſign this begiuning which ſom Gen, 3. we have 
expreſt, But the ſormer is true, ergo the later. You confeſs that infant's 
were charchmembers once, You onely conceive it began when Abraham 
was called out of Ur. Your concert bath not a word to ſupport it in the 
Text, Theright to ſuch a bleſſing was then new to Abrahams ſeed, when 
Ab aham þ ft believed: But when it began to belong to infants of believers 
in general, no Text except this before cited doth mention. Nor doth that 
promiſe to Abraham Intimate any inception then as to the Churchmember- 
ſhip of infants, but onely an application of a priviledge to bim that in the 
general was no new thing. 

Anſw, Mr. B. miſtakes in conceiving viſible Churchmemberſhip 
to belong to infants of believers in general, and therefore it muſt be de- 
rived from Gen 3.15, I retort hisargument, If there be certain proof 
an Scripture of infants Churchmemberſhip, but none except in the na- 
tion of the Hebrews, and that had its beginning at the call of Abrabam 
our of ur, andended at the rejection of the Jews, then infants viſible 
Churchmemberſhip began with Abrabams call, and now ceaſeth, But 
the antecedent is erue, Ergo, alſo the conſequent, The conſequence is 
in effect Mr, Bs, In the nor the firſt and third propofitions are proved 
by tke diſpute before: Por the ſecond ¶ that the nation of the Hebrews 
began with Abrabam, ] beſides the allegation before of Nebem 9.6. 
At 7.2. wherc he is called their Father, and the ſtory of the Hebrews 
Vyy begun 
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bagun from Abrabamt call, the words of the Prophet, 1/4,51.1,2, are 
expreſsco this purpoſe; calling Abraham and Sarah the rock whence they 
were hewen, aud the hole of the pit whence they were digged, Abs abam their 
father and Sarah that bare them, and mentioning Goes callang bins alone, 
bleſſing him and increaſing bim as the cauſe of it ( which doth prove that it 
was by rhe tranſeunt ſact which L de ſet ibed, not by Mr, Bs promiſe and 

ecept that they were Churchmembers ) and this as 2 new thing, God 
— cholen no other people of the earth as he did the Je xs, Deut. 7. 6. 
And cherefore I deny Mr, Bs, minor, and copelude, that viſible Church. 
memberſhip of inf:nrs was onely in the nation of the Hebrews ; net by 
a promiſe to be a God to believers and their ſeed, and a precept to pt» 
rents to dedicate them to God, and liſt them in Chriſts Army; but by 
the eranſeunt fa& of calling Abrabam, bleſſing, multiplying him, bringing 
them out of A ypt 10 bim ſeif, which was to be demonſtrated, Lit s yer 
view Mr Bs, confirmaricns, whether they be any better then his primitive 
eſtablichmenes, 
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SECT. LIX. 


be ſayings of Adam, Eve, Noah, concerning Cain, Seth, Shem, the term 
ſuns of God, Gen. 6. 1. prove not Mr. Bs. law of aj viſthic C hurch. 
memberſhip unrepealed. | 


Nor ſor theTexss, ſaith he,that fur aher intimate ſuch a foregoing eſtabliſh. 

ment, 1. There ſeems tobe ſome believing intimation of this m Adams 
naming bis wiſe the mother of the ling: For it is to be noted what By. 
Uſher ſaith, Aanal vol. 1. p.z, Unde tum primum ( poſt ſemen promiſ- 
ſum ) mulieri Ev# nomen a mar ito eſt impoſmum, Gex. 3. 20. quod ma- 
ter eſſet omnium viventium non naturalem tamum vitam, ſed illud quo. 
que quod oſſ per fidem in ſemen ipfins, Me ſſiam promiſſum: quomode 
& poſt eum Sara Sdelium mater eft habita. 1 Pet. 3.6. Gal . 31. ] He 
put this name um ber after the promiſe, becauſt ſhe way to be the mother of 
all the living, nat any that li ve the life of nature, but that which is by 
faith in the Meſſiah ber ſeed, So that as ſhe was the root of our nature, we 
ce her natural feed ; and as ſhe was a believer, and we the ſeed of ber a 
believer, fois ſhe the mother of a hotly ſeed, and we hat are ber ſeed ars boly, 
a3 a people w2/ibly dedicated 10 God, 

Aw. Though the ex poſſtion were allowed, and the inference 
rhereon, that we that are iu ſeed, that is by faith in the MeMiab, are holy; 
yet it follows not that we are fo 4 « people wiſhly dedicated to God, 
much leſs that our inſants are fo without their own faith by vertue of 
their parents dedication 2 And therefore this Text, according ro Mr, 
Bs: expoſition { Which yet may be quo ſhioned) yet lds no confirmation of 
infarue vibe Churchmomber ſhip unrepealed. 

\ », Saithbe, When canvas born, bis mether called him [ 

* ſation J becanſe ſue had obrained a man of he Lerd, that is, faith 
| TAW. 
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« Ainſworth, [ with his fayour, and of his good will,] and ſoa fon of 
« promiſe, and of the Church, And therefore it is to be noted, that 
« when Cam had ſinned by kill ing his brother, God did cut ſe him, and 
« caſt him out of his preſence, Gen.4.14,16, So that he was excommu- 
ci gicate and ſeparared from the Church of God, laith 4inſwerth, ¶ that 
« is, from the place of Gods word and worſhip whie' in likelihood was 
ce held by Adam the father, who being a prophet, h:d taught bis ebil- 
ce dren how to ſacrifice and ſerve the Lord. So on the courrary, to come 
into Cods preſerce er befure him, 1 Chron.16.:9. is explained in 
« Pſal, 36 g. to be the comming into his Couits.] Very many learned 
men give the ſay e expoſi ĩon of it. Now if Cain were now excoms 
« municate, then was he before of the Church: nay its cerrain by his 
6: (acrificing, and other proof, however this Text be inter preted: Bur no 
man can give the leaſt reaſ"n from Scripture to make it fo probable 
tac hee tred into th: Church at any cther tine, as we give of his 
« entrance at his nativicy, 

Anſw, Eve doth not ſay, that ſhe poſſeſſed a fon of God, member 
of the Chut ch from the Lord, but 4 man, by vertue of the power given 
to the parents for procrearion, Gen. 1.18. norwithſtanging che curſe, 
Gcn.;.16, which was from the Lord, /a 127.3. Gen. 30. 2. that is, by 
his providence, and in ſome reſpect with his favour and good will, con- 
ſidering her deſerr, and danger it was that ſhe poſſe ſſed him when both 
their lives were in ſo great hazard, Thar Can was a Churchmember 
vifble fi om his infancy hath no probability, there being no hint of 
i in that Text, or any other. The proots that infant vifble Church- 
memberſhip was onely in the Hebrew Nation, have bee ne fhewed 

cre. 

« Alfo, /aith Mr. B. When Eve bare Seth, ſhe fo named him as 
© ſon of mercy in taich, as appointed her by the Lord to te in bel: 
* room, faithfull as Abel, ard the father of our Lord aſte tre fleſh, as 
* Amſworth on Gen.4.25. And is there no intimarion in this chat Seth 
* was an infant member of the viſible Church? I confeſs he that ſhall 
* excomnunicare this ap pointed ſeed, or faith, that Serb was without 
* the Church in his infancy, doth ſpeak in my ears ſo improbably, and 
* ſo unlike the Scripture, that I am very confident I ſhall never be. 
© lieve him, 

Anſw. Nor ſhould I, meaning as Mr, Ainſworth, ſerd | that is 
another ſon ; that as Abrahams ſeed was talled in Ifaac ( Iſhmael bein 
ercluded) G. 11.2. ſo Eves ſeed ſhould be in Seth, thas is the ele 
ſeed, and ſo he a member of the jnvitible Church in infancy ; and yer 
there's no in imation that te was an infant member of the viſible 
Church, from which Iſhnaet was not excluded. In which though I p'ace 
not Seth, yer I dy noi thereby excommunicate Seth, or ſay that he was 
without the Church in his infancy. 

4 Nr. B. adds. Notre allo, that as God had thus caſt out Cain, and 
 fopplied Abels room by Seth and had given each of chem poſterity ; fo 
we find bim in a ſpecial manner reg ring the ſucceſſors of the righ. 

trous, and putting to titles on theſe two diſtinc᷑ generations, calling 
Vvyr a ſome 


(416) 
© ſome the ſons of God, and others the daughters of men, Gen 6. 2. 
< Suppoſing that you re ject the old concens that cheſe ſons of God 
ce were Angels that fell in love with women, the current ordinary ex- 
< poſition L chink will ſtand, that theſe were the progeny of Seth, and 
c other members ot the Church, who are called the ſons of God, and 
< that it was the progeny of Cain, and other wicked ones, chat are cal. 
< 1d the daughters of men. Where note that they are not themſel yes 
c denominated wicked, but the children of men, as being a generation 
© ſeparated from the Church from the birth, And the other ate not 
cc themſelves affit med to be truly godly ones, but ſons of od, as be- 
< jng the ſced of the Sainis net Caſt our, bur members of the Church, 
© or the ſons of thoſe who were devoted to God and ſo devo ed to him 
© themſelyes : a ſeparated generation belonging to God as his viſible 
& Church, Where note, that theſe that are called the ſons ot (od, 
© even the line of Seth and other godly parents,were yet ſo wicked that 
© God repented that he made them, and deſtroyed them in the floud, 
© ſparing onely Noah and his family, So that it was not their own god 
©: linefs that made them called the ſons of God, bur their relation, 
© Churchſtate, and viſible ſeparation from open unchurched 1dolaters, 
Compare this phraſe with the like, Deut. 1. 1. 2 Cor,6.18, Inthe 
© former it's laid | ye a/c the children of the Lord your God, ye ſhall not cut 
c your ſelvs,&c, where the whole people,infants and all are called Gods 
© children, as being a people ſepatated to him from the Idolattous 
world; and ſo in the next v. Called a boly peovle unto God, peculiar to 
* bim, &c, And 2 Cor 6.18. Come out from among them, and be ve ſe- 
© perate, c. and I will bea father to jou, and yas ſhall be my ſons and 
daughters, ſaith tbe Lord Almigbty.] So that Gods ſons and daugh- 
*rers are that ſociety that are ſeparated from Idolaters unto the wor. 
©* ſhip of God as che viſible Church is. And then it appears that the 
generation of the righteous, even from the womb, wete ennumerated 
toto the reſt, in that they are nor nentioned as a people called out here 
© and there, and initiated at age ( here*s no mention of any ſach thing:) 
<© but as a ſtock or generation oppoſed to the danghters or men, or of 
© the unchurched, who were ſuch from their infancy as all will grant. 
For it was not the ſame men that were the parents of thoſe here called 
* the daughters of men and the ſons of Go (though ſome of the later 
might be excommunicate when they fell: ) But ir plainly intimates, 
* that it was another ſort of men chat theſe were the daughters of, then 
*< thoſe that were parents to the ions of & d. So Ainſworib in loc. The 
© ſony of God, 3, e. the men of the Church of God, tor to ſuch Moſes 
© faich, Deut. 14. 1. Cr. 1 Joh 3. 1. Daughters of men, meaning of Cain 
ve ppſterity that were out of Gods Church, Gen,4.14. J So our Annota- 
* tions, and many more. 

Anſw, 1. There is not ſufficient evidence in the text to prove it, 
that the ſons of God were of geihs, and the daughter of men of Cains po- 
Kority : the _ be ſome of the daughters of men of Seths , and ſome 
of the ſon of God of Cains progeny, notwithſtanding what is in the text. 
And there is this reaſon againR ic , chat ſich Sen. 4. 16, it is ſaid, that 
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Cain went out ſrom the preſence of the Lord, and dwelt in the land of Nod 
on the Eaſt of Eden, and that be built a City called Enoch, that the poſte. 
rity of Cain and Seth dwelt ſo far one from another , that they had nor 
occaſion ta ſee one another ſo as to fall in love with their beauty. Aud 
whereas it iscleat that Adam after be begat Seth begat ſons and daughters 
Gen, 5 4. living $00 years, and that the great change in religion was 
about the time ot Enos birth Gen. 4. 26. the ſons of God and daughters of 
men might be of other races then Cain and Seth, Bur I ſhall not con- 
tend about this. 2. Ner js it manifeſt that either ſort of perſons are ca led 
ſo from theit deſcent,or Church- ſtate by birth. For the one are not cal- 
led the ſons cf God from their bit ih, but practiſe or proſe ſſiun, * -9 vi 
une uiggr inks 17 -povermws THY dvi, ſaith chryſoftom hom 22. 
on Gene /. Becauſe until then they did imitate their progeni ors vertue, 
Piſtat, analyſ. Gen. 6 Per filias Dei intelligendi ſunt is qui re igienen 
puram pro ſitebantur, preſertim ex Sethi & Enosghi poſters Gatah, adv, 
pfochen, c. 13. Apud quos ieligionys vere profeſſio baftenua jerſtiterat. - 
ſher Annal, Vol. 1. p. 3. ad an. M. 235, Sethus annos 195 natus filium 
genuit cui Envſhi nomen impoſuit: quod conditionis bumine deplorandam 
denotat miſeriam, Tunc exin a Cainit cult Divinus miſere corirnupt us 
fait: unde ea inter bomines diſtinctio ſa a; ut qui in vero Des cull u per- 
manſerunt fil:i Dei; qui autem ab es deſciverunt fili homin m ſont aprel- 
lati, Gen, 4. 26. cum 5.1, 2, Chriſioph. Cartwright annot, ad Gen. 6. z. 
At ex textu apparet boſce Dei filios profeſſione poriris quim reipſa f nitos 
fuiſſe. The new Annot. o Gen. 6. 2. Sons of God | rational creatures 
aud of humane kinde; yet in this place diftinguiſhed from the daugbters of 
men, not onely by their ſex, but by their qualities or relaty ns ; by their qua- 
lities, as perſous of ſome eminent endowments or eflimation above others 
a (what u excellent is in the Scripture phraſe eſpecially entituled unto God, 
& the Garden of Eden, Ezek. 28. 13, & ch, 31.4.8, 9. the bill of God, 
Pſ. 68. 15.) or by their relations, as ſuch as deſcending from Seth and 
Enoſh profeſſed the true worſhip of the true God, and ſo became 1 7 of 
the title of toe ſons of God, Deut. 14. 1. 2 Cor. 6, 18, Whence I infer, 
that in the judgement of theſe Authors they are tei med the ſons of God 
not from their Churchmemberſhip by bi:th , but their profeſſion and 
practiſe, On the other fide, the parents of the daughters ate termed 
men not from their diſcentby birth, or excluſion out of the Church by 
birth, but as the term [ man] is taken for corrupt upregenerate men as 
Amſworth, ſo P aul 1 Cor. 3. 3. Piſtat. ſch. in Gen, 6,2. Niſs potizaeſt 
ut nomine O08 Adam bic intelligatur primus ille generis bunant parens : 
ut ſlenificetur i las ge ſuſſe imaginem illam ſecundi quam Adamius genu i 
liberss, non autem ſuiſſe regineratos ſpiritu Dei. Which ex peſi: ĩon is very 
libely that they are termed daughters of Adam, not daughters of mem, 
becauſe they were corrupt as Adam Gen. 5. 3. Adam is (aid to beget a [cn 
in bis own image corruptus corruttum, as Piſt. ſch. in locum, in oppoſition 
to Gods image. v. 1. So Heſ. 6. 7. and then daughters dam doth 
not note their diſcent but qualities and practiſe, as daugbte/ of Sara 
1 Pet. 3. 7. thar is, that they revolted from the true worſhip of God, 
a5 Adam from God, Which things premiſed, I deny 1. chat it is true on 
: 195 
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the women ave not themſel ves denominated _ bat the children of men, 
as being a generation ſeparated from the Church from the birth. For there 
i neching in the text chat proves the men were rhe * of Cain, not 
that all the poſterity of cain were out ot the Church, nor that theſe men 
were our of the Church, though they were gor rupt perſons ot degene- 
race members, and thereſore nothing co prove they were excluded fi om 
the Church from the birth, dy reaſon of their diſceat. And i: may bee 
well conceived that the term ¶ daughters of Adam] doth note th. jr wic, 
kedneſs as ereacherouſly departing trom God as he aid 2. Idee they 
are rermed | ſonsof God } who choſe the daughters of Adam tor their 
beauty, à being the ſeed of the Saints, &c, but as being at leaſt in ape 
peacance holy and true worſhippers and choſen by God, they are ſo de. 
nominared no: from their diſcent from the godly for then they had been 
called che ſons of the Saints rather then of God, but from their pro» 
feſſi n and prac ſe, if the interpretation of Aben EN that they were 
the ſons Elohim of the Judges or mighty or that other that they were e- 
minent ferſous, hold nor, 3, I deny that it can be proved that theſe ſons 
ot od were not truly godly, or that that they were ſo wicked that God 
rqcu ed that he made them, and deſtroyed them in the flood, For neither 
doth their love of women ptove they were not truly godly , Solomon is 
judged truly godly Nehem.1 3.26. though bee fell perhaps more deep!y 
into the fame ia. Sampſon was a believer Heb, 1x, 32. yet banned this 
way, Nor doth that which js ſaid Gen, 6. 11, 12, 13, prove it, for that 
is rathcr to be underſtood of the Neybilim or Giants , or the poſterit 
of the the ſong of God mentioned v. 4, rather then of tbe ſons of Gal 
themſe ves, v. 1. And therefore it is not proved that it was not thcir 
own godlineſ that made them called the ſons of God, but their Church ſtate, 
Nor is the e any thing Deut. 14. t. — — the ſons of God Gcn. C. 2. 
vere ſuch from t eit infancy as born ef Charchmembers For they are 
the ſons of Gods there either by prote Ton or ſpecial choice v. N not 
fran their parentage, Much leſs is there any thing 2 Cor, 6, 18. ta that 
purpoſe, for the promiſe of ſon-ſhip there Is not from birth bur obcdi- 
ence v. 17, And as Ger. 6 2. their being made ſons of God is not ex. 
preſt to be by calling, ſo neither is it ſaid to be by humane generation, 
ner doth it follow it the d augbters of men were ſuen from their birth, the 
fons of God muſt be ſo from their birth, no not though ſons of God 
noted a generation or ſtock a; it doth not follow that becauſe that which 
1 born of the fleſhy 3s fleſh trom the birth, chat chat which is born of the ſpi- 
rit is ſpirit from the birch, Job. z. 6. 

Alſo, ſaith Mr. B. an intimation of this priviledge, and that they 
<« were ſons of mercy and of the promiſe, a ppeareth in the very names 
© of many of the children of the righteous, both before and after the 
© flood, which I will not ſtand on parcicularly, 

Anſw. This is gramed, but proves not their viũble Churchmem- 
ber ſhip from their birth, 

He adds, And when all the wor l] had fo defiled themſelves, that 
God was reſalved to cut them off. he ſpared Noab and his family ar 
« ſons, Though Cham was to be curſed, yet was hee of the Church 
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« which worſhipped the true Cod, 2hd ſpared 23a fon of Noah , and 
« one of that ſociety. And if God ſo far ſpared him then for his fatherg 
« ſake as to houſe him in the Ark ( rhe type of the Church) bee ſure 
© took him to be of the ſame ſociety in his infancy , and then bare him 
« the ſame favour on the ſame account. 

Anſw That the Ark was a type of the Church is not ſaid in Scri- 
prure, it is tather made a type of Baptiſm 1 Pez, 3, 21, But let it bee 

ranted the Ark was a type of the Church, and that chan was in the 
Ark for his fathers ſake and 2 memb r of the Church, yet it followes 
not he was ſo in infar cy, he might be ſo as a worſhipper of the ttue God, 
though himſelt in other things corrupt. 

Again ſaith Mr, B. © As ſoon as Neab came out of the Ark God 
« blefled himſelt in his iſſue as be did Adam, with an [| increaſe and mul- 
© tiply ] and made a Covenant wich him and his ſeed after him. Which 
Covenant though the expreſſed p rt of it be that the eat th ſhould bee 
« grown«c d no more, and fo it was made with the wickedſt of Noohs ſeed, 
© and even with the beaſts of the field, yet doth it import a ſpecial fa- 
„ your to Noab and his ſeed , as one whom God would ſhew a more 
« ſpecial reſpe& to, as he had done in his deliverance , and upon this 
« ſpecial tayour to bim the creatures fare the better, For though the 
« word [ Covenant] be the ſame to man and beaft , yet the diver ſity of 
« the promiſſary and lis capacity may put a different ſenſe cn the ſame 
« word, as applied to each. And indeed it ſhould ſeem but a ſad bleſ- 
e fing to Noah to hear an [increaſe and multiply] it all his infant po- 
© ſtelity muſt be caſt or lett out of the vifible Church, and ſo left as 
© common or unck an, This were to encreaſe and multip'y the Ring- 
© dome of the Devil. If he that was ſo mercifally houſed in the Ark 
« with all his children, muſt now bee ſo bleſt as to have all their iflue 
* 10 be aut ae Church, ic were a ſtrange change in God. and a ſtrange 
© bleſſing on Noab ! And an uncomfortable ſtabliſhing uf a Covenant 
© wich bis ſeed, if all that ſeed muſt bee fe thruſt from God and dealt 
* with as che of curſed Cam. 

Anſw. Though the Covenant Gen, 9. 9, ſhould import a ſpecial fa+ 
vour to Noah and his ſeed more then to the beaſts (which yet the text 
expreſleth not) yet that this ſhould be infants viſible Chutchmember- 
ſhip follow es not, nor is ic likely , ſith then all the intant poſtetity yea 
all the ſeed of Noah, and conſequently all the men of the world 
ſince then ſhould be viſible Churchmembers, Nor was the bleſſing of 
multiplying ſad 20 Noab, reduced to ſuch a paucity, though his intant po. 
ſterity were not of the vifible Church, not were they any more c om 
and unclean thereby, then they ſhould have been if ſo taken, nor had 
this been to increaſe and multzply the Kingdome of the Devil, they that ate 
not viſible Churchmembers may be of the K ingdome of Chriſt and not 
of the Kingdome of the Devil. I ſay not al Noabs =» Was out of the 
church, yet the leaving out infants from the viſible Church, ſhewed no 
Change in God from what hee was to them when he huuſed the ſons of 
Noah in the Ark, ner doth ic any whit leflen the bleſſing ex preſſed Ger 
* 1, nor doth it infer that al that ſeed maſs be thru from God and — 
* 
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with as the ſeed of curſed Cain, Theſe are but frivolous inferences fi 
onely to ſcare weak heads, 

Moreover, ſaith be, it is certain that Nob did prophetieally, or 
ce at leaſt truly pronounce the bleſſing on Sem and Faphet. And in Shems 
te bleſſin he bleſſeth the Lord his God, ſhewing that God was his God 
ce and ſo in Covenant with him, And it is plain that it is net onely the 
< perſons, butthe poſteritics of his three ſons that Noah here intended. 
cet was not Cham himſe lf ſo much as Canaan and his ſucceeding poſte- 
<« rity that were to be ſervants to Sbem and 7aphet, that is to their poſte- 
ce rity, And the bleſſing muſt be ro theafflue of Sben, as well as the 
«curſe to the iſſue of Cham. And indeed 4 Hebrew Doctor would take 
it ill at that Expoſitor or Divine wharſceyer that ſhould preſume to ex- 
5 clude the infant ſeed of them out of Gods Church, And wel they may, 
« it in the bleſſing God be proneunced to be their God. Saith Ainſworth 
cin loc, ¶ under this Sem alſo himſelf teceiveth a bleſſing: for b'efled 
«is the people, whoſe God Jebovab is, Pal. 144. 15, and erernal life 
© is. implied herein, for God hath prepared for them a City of hom he 
eis not aſhamed to be called their God, Heb, 11, 16, and Sem is the 
© firſt man in Scripture chat hath expreſly this honour, 

Anſw. I grant that not onely the perſon of zben, bur his poſterity 
were bleſſed; ner do L deny God was their God, nor that their infant 
ſced was in Gods Church : Bur this doth not prove their viſible 
Churchmemberſhip in infancy, but rather their invifible Churchmem- 
ſhip, for that js imported by the phraſe of being their God, as Mr, 
Ainſworths expeſition intimates, God was God to Facob in his mo- 
thers womb, yet he was not then a viſible, but an invikble Church» 
member, 

Moreovet ( ſaith Mr. B.) in Gen.9.27. in Zaphets bleſſing there 
* 3s much, though in few words, to this purpoſe incinagy, Fi ſt, note 
© that che Jewiſh Church is called [ the tents of Sen.] From whence 
it appeareth, that the Church priviledges of thai p.ople begun not 
with or from Abraham, but were before; And that it js the ſame 
Church that was of Sbem and of Abrabam, and after all the ada itional 
<< promiſes to Abrahaw, the Jewiſh Church is ftill denominared ¶ tbe 
© rents of Sem: ] now they were the tents of Sem before Abrabams 
* days, And there fore it is clear, that ir being the ſame Church, muſt 
de ſuppoſed to have t e ſame ſort of members or materials: and 
therefore infants muſt be members before Abrabams days as well as 
* after, That Church which was Yems tents had infan: Churchmem- 
bers (for the Jewes Church is ſo called, into which Faphet was to 
<* paſs; ) but the Church both before and after Abrabam was Sems 
©* tents, Ergo. 

Anſw. That the tents of tem note the Jewiſh people, is not impro- 
bahle: But then it is as certain that they are ſo called, not from what 
they were in Sems days, ar leaſt not what they were when Noab prophe- 
fled, but what they were to be afterwards when they were formed to be 
a peculiar people; and they are Sems tents, b:cauſe they deſcended from 
him, And this is clear even from what Mr, B. and all grant, that what 
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here ſaid was accompliſhed in the poſterity of Sew, Japhet and Cham- 
And therefore ic followes not that if the Jewiſh people had in tante 
Churchmembers viſible, ir muſt be ſo in Sems da yes, becauſe they are 
termed Sems tents, ſith they are ſo termed from their diſcent, nor from 
the ſtate of the Church in Sema time. Nevertheleſs it it bee granted 
chat Sems tents are the Church of God in Sems family in his days,ir will 
ra her prove it to note the inviſible Church then the viſible, For the 
dwelling in the tents of Sem in Mr. Bs. and their ſenſe whom he follows, 
is by taith, and ſo the tents of Sem muſt note the inviſible Chutch of 
true belic vers, of whom God is God as ke was of Sem, the Iſract of God, 
as they are termed Gal, 6. 16. not the Jewiſh Church vi''ble , and they 
were joyned by perſwafion , and therefore not infants , who were t0 
dwell in Sems tents , and conſe; ,uently infants viſible Churchmember- 
ſhip is not hence proved, And io Mr. Es, argument 1 anſwer by gran- 
ung the concluſion, if by Scms rents be meant the inviſible Church, if 
the Jewich people, the minor is denied. He goes on thus. 

« Yer turcher let it here bee noted, that it is into Sbems tents that 
*« Zapbet muſt paſs I ſuppoſe that the evidence is better here for that ex- 
polition that applieth the word | dwell] to Fepbet then to Gd, and fo 
© that this is ſpoken of the converhon of theGentiles, as many Expoſi- 
* tors have cleered at large. And fo, as Ainſworth aith , the ſenſe is 
that Japhet ſhall be united with the Churches of the Jews, the poſte - 
*« riryot Sem, which was fulfilled when the Gentiles became join: heyr«, 
and of the ſame body, and joint partakers of Gods promiſe in Chriſt, 
« the ſtop of the partition wall being broken dewn , &c. Eph, 3. 6. & 
*23,14, 19, Although ir may further ;jmply the graffing of Zaphe:s chil- 
« dren into the ſtock of the Church, when Sens poſterity ſhould bee 
Heut off, & c. ] vid. alt. Now if ic be Sems rents even the ſame Churc\ 
* that Za;bets children muſt dwell in, then as Sent infants were Church. 
members, ſo muſt Zapbe:s, and not a'l his infant ſced bee caſt or left 
© our, So that here is a promiſe of infant Churchmemberſkip unto the 
** Geniiles in theſe words. 

Anſw. For my part, for ought I yer diſcern, Mr. Nicholas Fuller 
his expoſition in his d. Book of bis Miſcellames Theological ch. 4. ſeems 
more right then that which Mr, B. and many other E xpoſitors follow, 
to wir thus, God ſhalt ena ge the coaſ of the poſterity of Japher in 4 ſia, 
Europe, and America, and God ſhall dwell in the tents of Sem, that i, 
cbriſt or God manifeſted in the fliſh, ſhall dwell in the tents of Sem; that 
x among the Jews, being of their ſtoch , as it is John I, 14. an Canaan 
Hall be ſervant tothe Iſraclites, and the poſterity of Japhet , as the ca- 
naerites, Egyptians , Cartbaginians and other people of Cham bave been, 
being conquered by Joſhua Alexander the great, the Romans, and other 
people. Nor do I ſee how Mr. Bs. interpreration can be right, fith when 
Fapbet was perſwaded to dwell in Sems tents, Chams poſterity alſo were 
perſwaded, and canam was no more a ſervant in a ſpiritual ſenſe , no 
nor ſo much as Sems reats the Jewiſh feoplez nor were the Genmiles 
perſwaded to dwell in Sews tents, that is, in the Jewiſh Church viſible 
but it was quite diſſolved, and they a ſeparate Church from them. on 
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therefore ic is moſt manifeſtly falſe , that the children of Faph#t muſt 
dwoll in Sem rents, that is, the ſame vittble Church Jewiſh , and there» 
fore the inference is wrong,thereare infant vigble members in the Gen. 
tile Church Chriſtian; yea fith according o Mr. Bs, own expoſition, 
the Gentiles were by the pet ſwaſion of the Goſpel, as it is Epbeſ. 3.6, 
of the lame body, none of the Gentiles wete of the ſame body but thoſe 
who were perſwaded by the Goſpel, which cannot be ſaid of infants, and 
theretore the contrary follow. trom Mr, BY. own expoſicion , that in- 
tants were not to be viſible Chriſtian Churchmembers, 
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My, Bs, Law of Inſants viſible c hurchmembei ſhip unrepealed, is not pro- 
ved from Gen 12,07 17,07 22, 


* E come next, ſaith Mr. B. to the promiſe made to Abraham, 
80 which 1 ſhall fay the leſs to, becauſe you confels it. tur again 
note, that whereas your ſelt make the beginning of Gods taking the 
eus to be his pe-ple, and ſo of infants to be members of the Church, 
te beat Abrahams all trom r. 1. There is no one word of that in 
*© the text. 2. Lot came our ot Hr with Abrabam, yea and from Haran 
© and lived wich him: were not Let and his infants Churchmembers 
then ? 

Anjw, 1. 1 cenſeſi a promiſe to Abrabam, but not that Abrabam or his 
infants were viſible Churchmembers by it, as the ſo'e or next efficient 
cauſe. 2. What word is in the text for the beginning of the Jewiſh peo- 
ple to be Gods Church at Abrahams call out of ur, is ſhewed above, 

from Iſai 51, 1, 2. Neben. 9. 7. As 7. 1, 3. 3. Lot came along with 
Abram to Canzey, but was there par ted from him, and all along they 
were ſevered, and therefore Lot though a righteous man, yer was not 
of the ſame Church with Abrams houſe , nor his infanes if he had any, 
vitble Charchmembers, becauſe God intended not to make his houſe 
and poſterity his Church viſible, 
3. Saith Mr.'B, © The chief note 1 intend js this, chat there is 
*© no more ſaid then to prove infants Churchmembers., then hat wee 
< have ſhewed was faid long before, and is ſaid after the Gentiles in- 
© tancs, no nor ſo much. If therefore the paſſage of Abraham out of gr, 
yes or the promiſe made to him in Haran, Gen. 1 2. 2, 3, will prove 
< infants Chur chmemberſhip, then have we as good proof of it to the 
« Gentile Church as to the Jews. 

Anw. I neither make Abrahams pa ſſuge out of 7, nor the promiſe 
in Haram (or rather in tur Gen, 12, 2, 3.) to be that which made infants 
vißble Churchmembeis in the Hebrew nation, but Gods ſpecial call, ot 
raking the Houle of Abrabam entirely to bee his people, which Mr. B 
hach not nor ean flew to have been done to any other people, a 

Aud here, faith be , I nete further, that in the beginning K* 
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« (he command for Circumcifien, you plainly yeild that infants Church- 
© memberſhip is a thing ſeparable from Circumcifion , and begun not 
« with ir, but before, And indeed I think I bavecvinced that to you in 
« my Book of Baptiſm, Abrabam himſelf was not made a member by 
« C{:cumcifion, bur circumciſed becauſe a member of Cht iſts Church 
« by faith, 1ſhmae! was a member before, and ſo was Iſaac, and the in 
« fancs born in Abrabams houſe, : 
Anſw. I grant viũble Churchmember (hip was kefore Circumciſion 
in Abrabams houſe , but not that Abrabam was circumciſed under this 
formal confideration , as a member of Chriſts Church by faich , but es 
one to whom it was commanded by God, : 
Mr, B. gges n. ( Whether there were any promiſe or precept of this 
« { but a mc er ttanſeunt fact) let the text laſt memiioned , and the l- 
« (owing bear witneſs, Gen. 12. 2, 3, [ In thee (hallall families of the 
«earth be bled ] and Gen. 17, 7,9,10. [And J will eftablih my 
Covenant berween me and thee and thy ſecd after thee — and [will 
© be their God, And God ſaid ro Abrabam: Thou halt keep my Co- 
© renant therefore,rthou and thy ſeed alter chee in their genera ſons. This 
© is my Covenant which you ſhall keep between me and you, &c, ] 10 
© verſ x5, Ia all this let theſe things be noted, 1. Tha: here is an ex- 
© preſ promiſe or Covenant to fbrabem and his ſeed after him. 2. L hat 
it is not onely de preſents , but for the future , called an everlaſting 
Covenant. z. 1 hat this promiſe or Covenant doth manifeſtly im- 
< ply and include infants Churchmemberſhip (as you confeſ.) 4. Thit 
yet here js not the lexſt word that intimares an inftitution of it de novo, 
* b.trother ihe contrary plainly intimated, The promiſes before Gen, 
© 17, are mainly about the nw'tiplication of Abrabams feed, What is 
chat to Charchmemberſhip? (except what Intimates the promiſed 
5* ſeed, of which anon.) Hagar hath a promiſe alfo of the mukiplica- 
tion ot 1ſhnaels feed, And the very pree-pt of Circumcifion is onely 
one part of the infant members, v the malcs, and therefore it can- 
not be foundation of their Churchmemberfſhip, which leaves out half 
** the members. 5. Note that the promiſe that God will be their God, 
doch expreſly contain the C hurchmemberſhip of the ſeed. 6. Note 
** har this is more then a tranſeunt fact, Ergo be ing an evetlaſting Co- 
©: yenznt, Had it been a natural tranſeunt faR , that had lef: no perma- 
nent title behind it in the obligation of the Covenant, then it had been 
* null and void as ſoon as ſpoken : then the word of God is but a bare 
** foundand of no furcher ferce, 7. Note that the Apoftle(as is ſajd )Row. 
*4.19,11, 12, 13. doth fully manieſt to us, — this promiſe was 
made to Abrabam 28 a believer, and that Circymcilion was a ſeal of the 
* righrcouſnefs of faith which hee had, yet being uncircumciſed : and 
** ederefore that the chief part of the Covenant of having God tor our 
** God, and his taking us #3 his peculiar prople , belongs to the Gen- 
tiles #5 well as to the Jews, g. And he oft fhewerh that the fairhful are 
Abraham ſeed, and therefore the chief bletiings af the p o niſe belong 
to all the faitiſul. But one of che bleſſings was, that their infants 
** thou'd be comprehended in the fame Church and Covenant. Erge, the 
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« ;afants ofthe faithful who are the heirs of the ſame. promiſe , muſt b 
c com nded in it too. : | 

w. 1. I deny not the promiſe Gen.17,7.to include infants Church- 
memberſhip, but chat I conicſs that ĩt doth manifeſtly imply and include 
infants yifible Churchmemberſhip Mr. B cannot ſhew. 2. Ihe promiſe 
that God will bee their God, doth not exyrefly contin the viſible 
Churchmemberthip of infants, For God may be Ged to them who are 
not viſible Churchmembers, and he may not be God to them who are, 
3. If in the pi omiſes Sen. 12. 2, 3. Gen, 17.7, and the precept Gen. ij. 
9, to. there be no inſtitution de #ove,nor foundation of intants Church. 
memberſhip, then in ants Churchmemberſhip viſible (which was net 
before Ab/abams dayes ) hath not foundation in the proygſes and pre- 
cept, bur the tranſeunt ſact I have mentioned. 4. Though I conceive 
that a tranſeunt fact may create a permanent title, as a giſt, a delivery 
into our hands without a promiſe for future, may create a permanent ti- 
tle, nor do I deny that the Covenant Gen. 17, 7. did leave a permanent 
title behinde ic; yet I deny that the viſible Churchmeoiberſhip of in- 
fans i1 Abrabams houſe was by a title to b: legally claired, or by the 
Covenant Gen. 17. 7. as the cauſa procrexns of it, though it might bee 
the cauſa couſer v ans of ir, in that it aſlured ſome cf thoſe ads whereby it 
was continued, F, I deny that the Apoſtle Rom. 4. 10, 11, 12, 13. doth 
at all, much leſs fully manifeſt to us, that the promiſe Gen. 17, 7. was 
made to Abrahan as a believer, Though I grant what Mr. B. infers from 
it in his 7th, note. The Apoſtle doth plainly manifeſt, that in the Go. 
ſpel ſenſe ic was made to Abrabars as fat her of believers, 6. It is denied 
as moſt certainly falſe , that one of the bleſſings of the promiſe Gen. 17. 7. 
tothe faithful Gemiles was, that their infants fhou/d be comprebended in 
the ſame Church and Covenant, yea the apoſtle concludes, and proves 
Rom. 9. 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11,12,13, That all the poſterity of Abrabam, 
Iſaac; and Facob, were not comprehended in that promiſe, and tere- 
fore the viſible Churchmemberſhip Chriſtian of infants of Gentile be · 
lie vert, en have no ſhew of proof from the promiſe Gen, n. and pro- 
cept v. 9. 10, 

9. Saith Mr, B, © I think it is not to bee made light of as to this 
©* ma:ter, chat in the great promiſe Gen. 13. 3. the bleifing from Abra- 
** ham in Chriſt is promiſed to all the families or tribes. on earth [ all 
*© the families of the earth ſhall be bleſſed ] as the Heb. Samar. Arabic. 
dor [all the kindreds ] as the vulgar Lat. and Chald. paraph. or { all 
< the tribes] as the Sept. T4 oxi «1: ovant, And doubt leſs it is by Chriſt 
that this bleſſing is promiſed, and ſo a Goſpel bleſſing ( Ergothe Sy- 
© 7246. adds [ and in thy ſeed ] and the Arab. kath [by thee. ] ) And the 
<* Apoſtle fully reſtifieth that. So that as tribes, kindreds, tamilies, do 
** moſt certainly comprehend the infants, and as it was to ſuch families 
*that the promi'e was ma ſe before Chriſt as to the Jewiſh Church, ſo is 
it expreſſy to ſuch families or tribes chat the promiſe is made as to the 


Gentiles fnce Chriſt. 


Anſw, The bleſſing Gen 1 2.3, is. not viſible Churchmemberſhi 
C hich may be wichour juſtificarion ) bur juſtibcarion, as the poſt 
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exprefly ex pounds ir, Gal.z.8, ( which may be wichour viſible Church- 
memberſhip: ) Nations there doth not comprehend every member of 
2 nation, nor every one of a tribe or kindred, as ir is Fs 3.25. but 
the ele, and believers of each nation, tribe, or kindred, as the Apoſtle 
doth both v. 7. & 9. ſhew, terming them that are bleſſed thoſe that are 
of faith, Therefore though the Scripture be not to be made light of, yer 
Mr. . inference from rhence is moſt vain, the promiſe being not 
of viſible Churchmemberſhip, not to nations, families , kindreds 
entirely, nor to infants of unbelievers or believers as ſuch; bur to fo 
many of all nacivns, kindrede, and families, as are believers or elect. 
Whereby Mr, Z. may ſee how infants can be excluded the ſe families, 
and this promiſe, withour apparent violence to the Text. 

10, Saich ke, Note that as in/ant Churchmembe ſhip i bere c laarly 
implied in infant Circumciſion, ſo they are two diftinit dig, and as the 
ſig is bere commanded de novo, ſo the thing ſignified ( 1 mem the duty of 
engaging and devoting to God as their God in ovenant) is companded 
wb u, though not de novo, as a thing now beginning as the fign did. So 
that here is in Circumciſon not onely a command to do Ihe circumciſing out « 
ward a7, but alſe to doit 25 a ſign of the Covenant, and ſo withal for the 
parents to engage their children to God in Covenant. as their God, and de · 
vote them to bim as bis ſe;arated peculiar people. So that here are two di- 
fin# duties concurrent, : be one external newly inſtitutea, the other inter- 
nal not newly inflituted. and thereſore the former may ceaſe, and yet the 
later ſtand: and it's no proof that the later ( Covenant engagement of in. 
fants 18 God) is ceaſed, becauſe the ſign of Cycumciſion is ceaſed ; no more 
then it proves that ſuch Covenant engagement did then begin when Circum. 
ciſen did begin; or that women were uot Churchmembers ſeparated, en- 
gaged, dedicated to God in infancy, becauſe they were not circumciſed. 
And 20 more then you dan prove that all Iſrael was. unchurt bed in the wil. 
derneſ when they were uncircumciſed for 40 years. Ss that here you have 4 
« command for emring infants as Churchmembers, And ſo you ſee both 
promiſe and precept in Gen.12.3. & Gen.17.- 

Anſw, I do indeed, but not ſuch as Mr, B. ſhould produce, a pro- 
mile of infants viable Churchmemberſhip, and a precepr of their,entring 
unre pealed; there be ing no ſuch promiſe of believers infants viſible 
Churchmemberſhip, or ptece pt of admiſſion as viſible Churchmem- 
bers beſides Circumcifion, which Mr. B. will not ſure ſay is uorepeal- 
ed. As for his diſcourſe of a duty of engaging, ſeparating to God, and 
dedicating, which is internal, and not inſticuted de nova, it is neither in 
Sen. 12. nor Gen. 17. nor if it were, is ĩt any thing to the purpoſe, For 
neither doth ſuch an internal duty make or admit or enter an infant into 
the viſible Church, either Jewiſh or Chriſtian. According to Mr. R. him- 
ſelf, infants are viſible Churchmembers atore ir, yea without it; nor 
is the admiſſion ot entering into the Church vilible by it, bur/by an 
ourward fign, as be himſclf datermines, part 1. ch. 4. of Baptiſm : And 
this ſure js now Baptiſm, which Mr, 3,I preſume will not now allow to 
parents, for then they ſhonld be Miniſters of the Seals,which he counts 
one.ofmy fix errours, I never denied an internal duty of faith, pray» 
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er, yowiny, Gr. forthe and Jedicating'infanms to God, prayer 
for dem is ——— — but I deny that chis makes chew 
viſible Charchmembers, or admiſable by Bopriſm, 

He adds, ben I eonifider tbe params, breeling, and muwnner; of 
Reber, 1 think it far more probible that ſhe m a Churchmt aber from 
bet infancy, thes thit Pew , afterwarile & age, or that ſhe was a 
bra! ben or in fidel when 1 fauc ure her. 

Anſw, Wbt n che parents, brecding, and manners of Reberkab 
Me. B. obſerves, which ſhould make it in any degree ptobad'c that ſhe 
was 2 C harehmember from her infancy, I know nor: There are ſach 
chings related Cen 31. of Lebus her brother, and Rachel bis daughters 
Idols, as me thinks ſhould move Mr. B. to conceive, that cicher in that 
houſe thete was % Charehof God, or at beſt a very imp'ire one, though 
i is likely dc idolavty and wickedneſs was not fo great as that of the 
the Cimmnites, which wade them more deſirable and eligible wives 
for — Farob, then the duugtiters of the Canraanites, whom EJax 
Choſe; 


Mr. B. dds. Aud bereue beſore went joned ſtanding Covenants, fo 
it 4 to he noted bow God Mimateih the extent of the mas bleſſing of them 
to ve further tents Abthblinenutaral feed, not onely in the expreſs proziſe 
of rhe bleſong to all the nations or families on earth ( which before) but 
in the afſipned reaſon of the bleſſing which i common ts Abraham with 
other true believers, For Gen. 3. 16,7, 18. it's thus alledged -| betanſe 
bon haft done this thing, Ke. And in thy ſhell ſhall alt the nations of the 
eur th be ber ſteu, breauſe wn bath * vofer.] Aud Gen. 26.3, 4, J. 
tbe Covenant & Yenewed with Tine, and e rexſdrr afſigred, | betanfe 
that Abraham obeyed wy ee, an{hept my — my commantwmens, 
my fletwtes and my bews, \ Bow mans thedtierice = ſaid to be a cauſt of 
blefſing, Ian mr — bur euping the words as 1 find hem 
in , 1 way tenclade, thut they are here gen 25 a'canſe or reaſon of 
* me wity o ther, And 4 ſpteial mercy may be gw , m a con. 
mou ground or reaſon, yet herr there is 0 apptrent pv o of the reſtritfio, 
wire to jauſge the dleſong common u here the reaſon js common > At lea, 
M a ſpeciui % N be ſupe ,. to Abrahams fred (upon the ſreeneft of 
Gods grare or the e of Abrahams obedience, ) yet there goes with 
* a mercy commetries af where the reafts of the mercy n ſound It being 
thweforethe cafe evrry trut believer to be ſairbſiell ind obedient, 4, fo 
prefer that before bis own life, und wot a fo bnely, it may be henre gathered, 
that God who blefſedl Abt wins ſeed on hat acrvant, will bleſs theirs a 
hi ſame, with the ſame „N is the i ( to hi favour and attey- 
tunce of them ) though not with the ſawre in the maile ſuhey aui nat 
o everp'us of eternal things, 
iw. dt g. he another Prerruſter ( though in van) would 
tain rack che Texts & en 12 6, 1718. & 3 5. to his purpoſe, 
Though I deny not but @ omen merry way be gan ted og 2 fpcrial 
tes n, and x ſpecial meræy on a common teaſon, God being a free 
gent; yet in this buſtneſe, che reafon ef Abrabame mercy and the mer. 
ey it {elf re both fo ſpeetul and proper; that ir is extream violence to 
the 
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» Terts, toupyily Arabamrfingular obedience-itt offering his fon, f5 
— — Hed 1119; Jan. 2. 11. — þ obedience; 
and the bleſſing granted to his ſced, that it -ſhonld-be as the fla of bea- 
ven. 47 the fund on the foe ſhore, that in it a vations ſhouh bleſs chews 
felves er be Hleſſel, to every believers natural ſeed, and their viſible 
Chur ehatembet ſh jp. Thiskind uf arguing is too ridjculous:odeſerve a 
ſerious reſurstion. Yer h@ hath not dene. ; 
1s Bxod. 12:48, faith he, there is lam ſor the cirtumt iſing of al 
the males of Rr angers that ſojourn in the land, that will hee; the paſiover : 
which comprehendeth their Churehmembriſiap, as is 
Anſw, I grant there is, but not a law unvepraled, 
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TUCT. LEC 


Covengits, promiſes, and ſpeerhes in che O1d Te , Of Tſpadl, the righ- 
— Ar. Bs, tw of infants viſbie bart har 2. 


repealed. 


ec TA. promiſe ( ſaith Mr. B.) to the whole people of I/rael, infanrs 
« ® andall, tharthey ould be [a perüllar people, a\Kingdome of 
„ Prieſts, and a holy Nation, ) Exod 19.4,6, yu cum deny, This 
<« js a promiſe; amd not a trahſrunt fac which made nFpromife, And 
« the people are called to'\kexp Gods Covenant, chat they might have 
©this promiſe ſulffl:d to chew, Yea, if yu had faid, that ir was a meer 
« tranfeunt Covenant or 6, reaching but ro the petſons then ex- 
s iſtent, and dying with them, though you had ſysten more ſence, yer 
*« nomerg truth then when you denied the law and promiſe, and ſub- 
© ſtituted a tranſeunt fact. For 1. it is expreſly #promiſe de futuro to 
ation. 2. Vea, and dhe Apoſtle Peer giveth the ſame titles to be- 
& Hevers under thee Goſpel, inci the ſulkling of the premiſe 
Leven tu them, as the-promiſe te Abe was to the faithful who 
<< were his uncircamciſed feed, here is a Covenant granting 
« by way of confirmation che bleſfing of rehmemberſhip to infancy 
<witi che reſt of 1/Yaet'+ For vow ag tres. re yp and dolinefs, 
* and prieſthood here mentioned, containeth their Churchmember. 
<« ſhip : It ig unden}able>eberefoteg chat duch Churchmemberſhip is 
here granted by promiſeor Covenam, not as a thing then beginning, 
* bat by way of conftmation- of che Ii former grants, And it's to 
de noted, that though this promife % 4nage to all If, yer nor to be 
I ſulilled to any of them, dut on oonditiom chat ey obe Odds voice, 
and keephis Covununt, } wear. . on which conditions al any other 
—— have then en oyed the ſame blefing, and therefore ſo may 
do now, 

Anſw, I never denied promiſes to be to the whole of Iſ- 

rel, bur deny that they were by a promiſe, as the ſole oſſic ent eauſe 
Vikble Church, and their: ant members. The Promiſe Exod, 

19. 
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19.5.6. preſuppoſed their Churchmemberſhip, and promiſeth conti- 
. it — — manner, The Iſraelites were Churahmem- 
bers without the condition of ebedience before the Law was givenzyea, 
Abax, Manaſſeb, &e, were vifible Churchmembers though they were 
Molaters, but they loſt that peculiaruiy, holineſs, pricſthoed, upon 
their diſobedience, which was there promiſed z and ſo did the peopl 
they loſt the dominion, temple, prictthood, im, and Tbummim, ad 
other rang which are meanc thereby, and ſhould have been con. 
tinued if they had not broken Gods Covenant by Idolatry, Let no other 
nation could have had that tare t h they had been obedient and 
kept the Laws, God having given thoſe laws peculiarly to that nation 
and confined that honour to that people till the Meſſab came, An 
though peter, 1 Pet. 2, 5,9. apply theſe to believers, yer not in 
the ſame manner as they are meant Exod, 19. 5,'6, nor is any in- 
fant now of a believer a vifible Churchmember by vertue of that 
t omiſe. 
d In Deut. 14. , 1. The infants ( ſaith Mr. B.) with the reſt are 
cc called the children of God, and a holy and peculiar people to the Lord 
ne ſ bu 
Anſw. Beit ſo, yet this is not aſcribed to a promiſe or prece t 
to God, choſe of an l mY 
And ( ſaith Ar. B.) Deut.26,17,18, the Covenant is exprefſed 
ce ¶ thou haſt ayouched the Lord thisday to be thy God, and co walk 
« in his ways, and keep his ftatutes, and his commandmencs, and his 
tc judgements, and to hearken to his voice. And the Lord hath avouch- 
© ed tee this day to be his peculiar people, as he hath promiſed thee, 
« ec. [ and that thou mayeſt be an holy people, &. ] Is here no 
© premiſe when the promiſe is expreſt 7 and is here no Covenant, 
* where the mutual Covenant is deſcribed ? And I think you grant that 
* inſants are included. 

Anſw, There — God to them, but that did not make 
the ir Mfanes viſible Churchmembers, though I deny not their a vouch. 
i Lord for their God (which was a tranſeunt fact) did ſhew them 
to be viſible Churchmembers, nor do I any where deny that our Cove - 
nant or promiſe to God doch make us vifible Churchmembers, but 
Gods Covenanc or promiſe. toinfahts.vponabe parems faich, as Mr. B. 
anceres, , f 90 „ LION 11/29 | 

Mr. B. adds. S Dent, 38; 4,9. where the promiſe to the nation 
* is, that if they hearken to Gods voiae and obſerve his Commande- 
** ments, they ſhall be bleſſed in the fruit of their bodies, and the Lord 
« will eftabliſh chem a holy people to himſelf , as hee had ſworn unto 
them.] Here is not only a Coxvenant and ꝓromiſe for the ſuture, but ab 
D an oath confirming it, as annexed to the ſame before, Is this eſtabliſh- 
ing Covenant or promiſe but a tranſeunt ſact ? or doth not thiv-con. 
© firm their right to the benefie promiſed, which vas received betore by 
* the ſame means ? pls. . a 

Anſw, It deth, but the beneſit promiſed v. 4. is not infants viſible 
Churchmemberſhip, but encreaſe, health, Rrength, ſuch a bleſſing 
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they had ia their catte l as well as their children, as Pſal,127.3,4,5. & 
144.12,13,14,15, and many more places is exprefſed, And v. though 
their —— wp was eſtabliſhed according to Gods Covenant 
and oath, yet the eſtabliſhing was not the Covenant, oath, or promiſe 
of God, but a tranſeunt fact of providence in preſerving, teaching them, 
continuing his worſhip among them, and ſuch like acts. 

And, (aith Mr. B. Exya 9.2. They are called the boly ſeed, 

Anſw. Not all the ſeed of Iſrael are called the holy ſeed, but thoſe 
onely who were legitimate, that is, begotten by lawfull marriage ac- 
cording to Moſes law : the reſt were cermed the mixed wiiltitude, Neb, 
13.3. whom they ſeparaced from the reſt, Exyra 10. 3. as being no 
Chu chmembeis, that is, parc of the cungregation of Iſrael according 
to the law, Neb. 13.1. Deut. 23.3. & 7.3, ES. 23.32. of which more 
is to be ſeen in the firſt Part of this Review; ſect. 25. So that thoſe ZN. 
9.2, are termed the holy ſeed, not barely by Covenant upon the parents 
laich, nor as all viſible proſeſſort, as Dr. Hammond, in his Deſence of In. 
ſam Baptiſm, pag. 78. but as begotten by an fraelile on an allowed wife 
by the law of Adoſes, 

Mr. B. proceeds, Of that in Deut. 29. I hade formerly ſpoke enough, 
It is ci dA Covenant, Alt Iſras! with their little ones did enter the Co 
venant and the oath with God, and which be made to them, It was & 
Covenant ¶ to eftabliſh them ſor a people to himſelf, and that be may be to 
them 4 God, as be bad before [aid and ſworn. It A Covenant made even 
with them that ſteod not there, whether it he meant onely of the ſucceſſive 
Iſraelites ( and then it 2 not a tranſeunt Covenant) or of all people who- 
ever that will accept of the ſame terms (and then it t not proper to Iſracl. ) 
It's 4 Covenant not made to them as meer Iſraelites ; but as obedient to 
the Covenant terms, and Covenant breaking would cut them off, v. 19, 20, 
21,23,25, 26, Is not Churchmembe ſhip contained in ¶ Gods being heir 
God, and tahing them for bis people thus in Covenant > ] Doth not the 
p! omiſe give them an eſtabliſhed right in this bleſſing ? Is all this then no 
promiſe, but a tranſeunt fact? 

Anſw. What hath been ſpoken of Heut. 29. by Mr. B. in the Diſpute 
at Zewalq, and in his Book of Baptiſm, part i, ch.14 & 17, and his 
Corrective, ſect. 5. will be examined in that which follows, For pre. 
ſent, 1. it is ſufficient to ſhew the impertinency of this Text, to prove 
chat there the Covenant or promiſe of God upon condition of parents 
faith is the ſole eſfi cjent of infants viũble Churchmemberſhip, in that 
the Covenant being then put, even with the children unborn, v.15, yea 
and the parents then believing, yer the children unborn could not be 
then viſidle Churchmembers, as Mr. E. himſelf grants of Baptiſm, pag. 
250, They that were not, could not be members vijible or inv3ſible, For 
the ſole efficient cauſe being actually put ( as the Covenant and the 
rents belieying are, Dewt.:9. even according to Mr. B.) the effect uſt 
be in act: but it is not ſo in the unborn, therefore the Covena 
parents faith are not the ſole efficient, 2. The Oath or Cov 
God is a diſtin& act from his eſtabliſhing them for a people unto hi 
ſelf, and being a God to them, which are the conſequent upon jt, and 
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ate by tranſeunt acts conſequent upon the Covenant. So that t 
the Covenant give a right to a blefling, yet it doth not make actually 
viſible Church nembers without ſome other tranſeunt tact conſequent 
upon it. The Covenant aſſures a future exiſtence, but ſupppoſerh a pre- 
ſent abſence of the thing covenanted, and conſequently without a fur- 
ther act conſequent on it makes not any in preſent being viſible Church. 
members, So that as yet | find no Text of Scripture ſetting down the 
law and ordinance of infanrs vifible — pon yotr. by Gods promiſe 
upon parents faich or dedication comman ed as the ſole cffleient unre. 
pealed, Let's view the reft. : 
Deut.30.19, ſaich he, there is a law and promiſe ¶ chooſe life, that 
thou and thy ſeed may live.] This is the ſame Covenant which Aſa ous 
the people to enter, 2 Chron. 15. and if there had been ns law for it, there 
would bave been no penalty, and then be would not bave made it death to 
withdraw, It is the ſame Covenant which Joſiah cauſed the people to en- 
ter, » Kin,23.2,3, 2 Chren. 34. 1,32. Of Levit,25.41,59,55. Ibave 
ſpoken elſewhere, and of ſome other Texts. 

Anſw, 1. There is a law and premiſe Deut.zo 19. but not ſuch 
as Mr. B. aſſerts as the (ole efficient of jnfents viſible Churchmember. 
ſkip. The life there is not viſible gen ry rw but a preſperous 
being in Canaan, v. 20. And the diſfintion between [ thou and thy 
ſeed j proves that Deut. 29.12. [ thou) notes the Captains, Elders, Of. 
Beers, men of Iſrael, v. io. diſtin from the little ones, wives, ſtrangert, 
v. 11. though repreſented by them, and that my ſpeech ſo much exagi- 
tated by Mr, 8, of Baptiſm, p.57,2 49, was juſtifiable, 2. The Cove» 
nants, 2 Chron,15, & 34.31,32, 2 Nu. 23. 2,3. of Aſa and Foſſab were 
Covenants of Iſrael to God, there's no mention of Gods promiſe or 
Covenant to them as then made, and therefore it js nor that whereby 
infants are made viſible Churchmembers according to Mr. B, and ſo is 
impertinent to the point in hand. 3. The futility of Mr. Bs, argument 
from Levit. 25. 41,74, 55. is ſhewed in the 2d. part of this Review, ſect᷑ 
14. It follons in Mr. J. 

The ſecond Commandment, Exod. 20.5, C. Deut. 5.9, 10. I think x a 
law, and containeth a fromiſe or præmiant part, wherein be promiſeth to 
ſhew mercy to the generations or children of them that love bim and heep bis 
Command mente: of which I bave a/ſo ſpoken elſewbere, ts which I reſer 
you. I ſee no reaſon to doubt but here 3s a ſtanding promiſe, and diſcovery 
pf Gods reſolution, concerning the children of all that love him, whether 

ewt or Gentiles, to whom this Commandment belongs: nor ta doubt whe- 
ther this mercy imply Churchmemberſhip + And that this is facht from the 
1 nature of God, I find in bis proclaiming his Name to Moſes, 
204,34.6,7. 

Anſw, If this mercy here imply Churchmemberſhip to the infants 
of them that love him to a thouſand generations, then it implies it to 
all the infants in the world, which cannot be true wi hout ſuch limitati- 
ons as take away the certainty of any infants Churchmemberſhip ex- 
iſtent. Bur there is nothing to _ that this mercy muſt be Church» 
memberſhip, or that ir muſt be to all the children of them that = 
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God, and are obedient, or that ir muſt be to them in infancy, 6th ĩt may 
be tt ue of other mercies, as preſervation, proviſion, &#c, to ſome one» 
ly, ich the ſpeech is indefinite in a matter n ceſlary, and thoſe per- 
ſonsat age, and loving God as thei s, without which the pro- 
miſe is not made good; and therefore Mr. B. had occafion enough to 
doubt whether this mercy implies viſible Churchmemberſhip of all in- 
fancs of viſible profeflors or true believers, yes, he had cauſe to afſure 
himſelfchar ir doth nor, ſith then it were not true in thouſands of Noahs, 
Abrahams, and other holy mens poſterity, Wherefore all things con- 
fidered, I incline to conceive this a promiſe of temporal bleſſings, chict- 
ly to the [ſraclires, to whom God intailed mercies more then to other 
people; andif it be extended to higher mercies, and to other people, 
yet with reſer vation to himſelf of his free gleQion, not without con- 
ditions and limitations as the eveht and other Scriptures make ne- 
ceſary to be included, which will make it unſerviceable for Mr, Bs, 
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le, 
"He adds, In Plal. 102. 28. 1t is & general — [ the children of 
thy ſervants ſhall continue, and their ſeed ſhall be eſtabliſhed before thee. ] 
Its uſual in the Old Teſtament to extreſ Gods favour by temporal bleſſings, 
more then in the Goſpel ; but yet ſtill they ſecure us of his _ As 
{1 will not ſail thee, nor forſake thee, | might ſecure Joſhua more 
then us of temporal ſucceſſes, and yet not more of Gods never failing 
avour, 
F Anſw, The words ate not a promiſe of God, for they are direfted 
to God, as the expreſſions [ thy ſervants, beſoretbee, ] beſides whar is 
ſaid before, v. 24,25,26,27, ſnew, and there fore are not of the ſame 
rank with Gods words to Joſhua, Joſh 1. 5. yer they expreſs ſuch afſu. 
rance as came either from a promiſe or a prophe ical inſtinct. But whe- 
ther the promiſe were general, or particular to fome ; whether ot tem- 
poral, or eternal bleſſings, is uncertain, The occaſſon ſeems to intimate 
this ſenſe, From thy continuence, though we be now very low, yet we 
aſſure our ſelves chat thou wilt not utterly cut off our children, bur thee 
thou wilt raiſe them up, notwich ſtanding our preſent deſolations and 
captivity, or thou wilt re ingraff them (it meant of the converſion of 
the Jews to Chriſt, as bath been conceived) and they ſhall continue 
either here as thy people a leng time, or be thine for ever upon their 
calling again, Eiqker way, though they may intimare Gods fayour, yet 
nor — to all his ſervants children, hut to the Jews; nor ro them 
do they intimate infant viſible Churdhmetmberſhip, or to any other, but 
ſuch a ſtability of their poſterity in Gods favour, and their obedience as 
1s = different from meer infant viſible Clurchmemberſhip, nd may 
without it. 

Yer again ſaith Mr. B. There ir a fable promiſe to a Gode people in 
general that have children, Pſal. 103,17, [ But the mercy of the Lord is 
from everlaſling 19 everlaſting upon them that ſear bim, and his vigh:eouſe 
neſt unto childrens children.] And to be ſecured by promiſe of Gods mercy 
and righteouſneſt is the date of none without the Church. 

Anſw, The promiſe muſt be under ſtood of fo many : ſuch mercy 
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and righteouſneſs as that it may be ttue. Bur jt is not true of all the 
children of them that fears God, that they ate viſible Churehmembers, 
ſurely not of abortives and ſtill-born children; nor that they are par- 
rakers of ſaying mercy and righteouſneſs, for 1ſhmacl, Eſas, &c, were 
not ſo: And therefore it muſt he underſtood ot ſuch temporal mercies, 
and ſo indefiniccly as may agree to ſome out of the Church, to whom 
God often ſhews mercy and righteouſneſs of performing promiſes of 
preſervation, increaſe, &c. which he ſhews not to others for their pa- 
rents ſake, 

And, ſaich Mr, B. if they were all to be kept oui of the Church, I ſcarce 
think that ¶ children would be called an heritage of the Lord, and the fruit 
of the womb bis reward, ] Pſal. 127. 3. nor the man happy that bath bis 
gui ver ſull of them. Nor would the ſucking childres be called as part of the 
ſolemn aſſembly to the humiliation, Joel 2,16, 2 Chron. 20.13. 

 Anſw. Children may be an heritage of the Loyd, and hir reward, 
though they be not viſible Cnurchmembers, as the land of Canaan was 
an heritage, Pſal.135.13. and he may be happy that hath ap of them, 
with that hap-oineſs which is mentioned in the fore part of the 1 5th, v. 
of Pſal.144. though they be no Churchmembers; And yer the infants 
of the Iſraelites I acknowledge were members of that Church or people, 
and that the Pſalmiſt ſpeaks of them, And ſo do the Texts, Joel 2.36, 
2 Chron, 20. 3. though the aflembling of them do no more prove them 
vifble Churchmembers, then the cloathing of beaſts with ſackcloth 
Jonah 3. 7, 8. doth prove the beaſts Churchmembers, it being uſual 
in ſuch national fears and humiliations to have all wharſeever to be 
among the mourners, whether Churchmembers or not ; as the men 
of Tyre were forced by Nebemiab, ch. 3.19. to reſt on the Sabbath. 

Mr. B. adds, © There is a ſtanding promiſe to all the juſt, Prov. 
*© 20,7. | The juſt man walketh in bis integrity, bis children are bleſied af. 
© ter him.] There is no ſort of men without the Church chat is pro- 
<* nounced bleſſed in Scripture, A bleſſed people are Gods people, 
and thoſe are the Church ſeparated from the curſed world, One 
lower bleiling will not denominate a man or ſociety, a bleſſed man 
vor ſociety, 

Anſw, It is a ſtanding promiſe or obſervation : But that all his 
children are bleſſed, or that they are vikble Churchmembers, much leſs 
that there is a promiſe or law that all vifible Churchmembers infants 
mould be vifible Churchmembers cannot be thente infe;red, That 
without the Church a perſon is prononnced bleſſed is apparent from 
Iſbmaels bleſſing, Gen.t7.20,21, when he was excluded the Covenant 
and caſt out. 

Let more faith Mr. B. If it were a good argument then, Deut. 
4. 37. [ becauſe be loved - fathers, therefore he choſe their jeed after 
them,] then it is good fill as to favour in general, So Deut. 10. 
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of every righreous man to be his people, or that he ſheweth fayour to 
them. The contrary is manifeſt in Lot, Fob, and others, whoſe poſterity 
God ſhewed nor fayour as he did to the poſterity of Abrabam, 1ſaac, 
and Jacob, whereof the former is termed Gods friend, James 2,2 5 and 
it is certain from Rom. 9. 4.5. & 11, 28. that God did and will ſhew 
them that favour that he never did nor will ſhew to the poſterity of any 
the moſt godly perſons of other nations, What is ſaid, Pſal.69.36, is 
faid onely of the obedient Iſraelites ; and if it be extended to others, it 
can be meant onely of thoſe tha love the Name of God, and therefore 
makes nothing for the vifible Chutchmemberſhip of infants of believers 
eicher by profe ſſion or real. Whether it be tead, delivererh himſelf, as 
Juni m, or ſhall be delivered, it is neither univerſally true, as is mani- 
{c& in the poſteriry of David, Foſab, and others; nor is any whit to 
the point of infants viſible Churchmemberſhip, which may be with- 
out it, and that may be without it, Nor js Mr, Bs. inference good, In 
P/al.37.26, there is a general promiſe to, or declaration of the righteous, 
that [ bis ſeed is. bleſſed, ] and then they are Churchmombers ; For the 
Text neither ſpeaks generally of any righteous man, but of him chat is 
mercifull and lendeth, and the v. before ſheweth it plainly to be meant 
of ourward bleſſing, as in freedome from extream want of bread, and 
the like, which muſt have its limitations that it may be true; there s not 
a word of the ir infant viſible Churchmemberſhip. 

There's yet a reſerve of Mr, B. which he thus marſhals, © In 1/7, 
« 61.8,9, it is promiſed I think of Goſpel times [ 1 will make an ever- 
* lafling Covenant with them, and their ſeed ſhall be known among the 
© Gentiles, and their off ſpring among the people: all that ſee them ſhall ac- 
* knowledge them, that they are the ſeed which the Lord bath bleſſed, And 
* cap.62,13. They ſhall call them tbe boly people, the redeemed of the Lord: 
© and thou ſhalt he ca led, ſought out, a city not forſaken, } Goſpel pro- 
** miſes then extend to [ people and cities, whereof infants are a part. 
* Tſa.55.23, [ they are the ſeed of the bleſſed of the Lord, and their off- 
* ſpring with them.) This is plain, and full, and durable. 

_ Anſw, Be it ſo, yet is it all impertinent to Mr, Bs. purpoſe, If T. 
ſai 61, 8, 9. be a promiſe of a thing to be ſulſilled in Goſpel times, yet 
it cannot be meant of infants,fith it is affirmed that the ſeed ſhall be known 
among the Gentiles, that is, ſaith Mr, Gattaker in his Amnot, They ſhall ſo 
grow and multiply, thrive and proſper , that they ſhall become very conſpi- 
cuous, Marth, 5, 14, 16. and that it ſhall evidently appear 69 all that ſee 
them,that there goeth a ble flung of God along with them, Acts 5. 13. Which 
are ſpoken of the Apoſtles and their preaching , not of infants and their 
Churchmemberſhip , Iſai 62. 12, ij ſaid of Zion and Jeruſalem , v. 1. 
It, ahd is thus by Mt Gattaker in his Annot paraphraſed. And men ſhall 
call them (to wit Sions ſans or thoſe that belong to ber, and ſhall now a 
gain people ber, verſ. 3.) The boch people, the redeemed of the Lord] Such 
as God by reſcuing and delivering them out of the hands of ſo pawerfal 
adverſaries, in ſs range a mazzer, hath ſhewed that he owneth for bis, 
Sought out ] or, ſought unto, or ſought after, as one bad in high eftima- 
tion and regard; whom ont of reſped and regard. men repair and reſort an- 
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to. See P[al. 111. 2. Contrary to that which was forwerly ſaid of thee in 
che time of thy low and dejeFed eſtate , Jer. 30. 17. A City _— 1 
as fht ſeemed to be ſormerly in the time of ber captivity, See v. 4, Which 

ſhews theſe things are meant of the Jews ſaſety and honour after thejx 
return from captiviry, not of infanrs vifible Churchmemberſhip under 
the Goſpel, Yer if it were a propheſie of the Goſpel times, it tellowey 
not infants ſhall be viſible Churchmembers becauſe Cities comprehend 
infants, For in the Goſpel ſenſe, Nation, Houſe, City, comprehend one. 
ly believers, and not infancs of believers, as ſuch, as appears from theſe 
and other texts. Gal. 6, 10. Epheſ.2. 18, 19. 1 Pet. 2. 5,9. Iſa,6y.13. 
is a propheſic of the welfare of the Jews afrer their return from captivi- 
ty, as v. 21,22, before ſhew, and the meaning is as Mr, Gataker, Dio- 
dati and orhers expound it, they ſhall not bring forth children as for. 
merly_ro be conſumed by war, peſtilence and ſuch evils , becaufe Gods 
bleſſing, which makes rich, hes thy, ſafe, proſperous, is wich them and 

their children: which ſenſe is quite wide frem Mr, Bs, conceit of a 
law of infants viſible Churchmember ſhip in the time of the Goſpel, 

He yet adds, hat is neceſſary to be ſaid in anſwer to the common ob- 
jefions, as LOG experience tels ws all the ſeed of the righteous are not 
blefied ] with the like, I ſupoſe already done in my Book of Baptiſm, 4 
the ſeed of the righteous are bleſſed , though not all with that ble ſing which 
Cannot be loft and caſt away by themſelves when they come to age. 

Anſw. Wha: is ſaid in his Book of Baptiſm, will be examined when 
I come to it, For preſent it is but Mr, Bs, dictate that all the ſeed of 
the righreons are bleſſed, the indefinireneſs of the Scripture exprelii- 
ons the matter being contingent , experience and the Apoſtles expoſiti- 
on of the promiſe Gen. 17.7, Rom. 9. 6, 7, 8. are againſt it; yet if it 
were true, It followes not it muſt be viſible Churchmemberſhi p,it might 
be ſome other bleſſing, of which God harh ſtore, yen it is certain it can- 
noi be vifib'e Churchmemberſhip, fith aborcives and ſtill born infantt, 
though the ſeed of the 9 cm 4 never fo bleſſed, and the children of 
the holy ſeed Era 9. 2. begotten on prohibited women were to bee caſt 
out of the Jewiſh Church, 

Mr:B, adds, If you ſay that the word | ſeed ] doth not neceſiarily in- 
clade infants. I anſwer, infants aye part of the ſeed of the righteous, yea ak 
their ſeed are firſt infants, Tf therefore God have made general promiſes 
as to age and perſon , who is be that dare limit it, without j uſt proof that 
indeed God bath limited it > Doth God /ay tbat the ſeed V teout ave 
not bleſſed till they come to age ? I be jronounce the ſeed bleſſed they muſt be 
bleſſed, when they are firũ ſuch a ſeed : And if any one ave might be more 
included then another, ons would think it muſt bee that wherein they are ſo 
meerly the ſeed of ſuch as that they ſtand not on any diſtinct᷑ account of their 
01 anal faith or unbelief. For the ſeed of the righteous, as ſuch, have 
a promiſed Meſfong : But the ſced of the righteous turning themſelves to 
uRrighteonſuef, do turn from that bleſſing, and become accurſed. 

_ Anſw, Mr. B. not holding children in the womb unborh to be viſi- 
lible Churchmembers all this may be retorted, they are part of the ſeed 
of the righteous, all their ſeed are ſuch, how dare then Mr, B. limit the 
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general promifes ro infants born > The ſeed is bleſſed , and ſo muft be 
vifible Churckmembers when they are firſt ſuch a ſeed , which i: as ſoon 
as they are conceived in the womb, then they ſtand not on any diſtinct 
account of their own actual faith or unbelief. What Mr. B. replies ro 
this will anſwer himſelf, However I deny chat without juſt proof it is to 
be ſo limited I limit the promiſes, that if-God pronounce the ſeed bleſ- 
ſed, they muſt be bleſſed when they are firſt ſuch a ſeed, for then if the 
bleſſing be juſtification, glorification, they muſt be juſtified, glorified, 
afore they believe, or are obedient, which Mr. B, condemns in Antine- 
mians, And if infanrs ſtand nor on any diſtinct account of their own 
actual faith, they are not Chriftian viſible Churchmembers , for all ſuch 
are in their own perſons firſt believers, Not is it true that the ſeed of 
the righteous as ſuch (raking ir reduplicarively ) have a promiſed bleſ- 
ſing. For then all and onely ſuch ſhould have it, and at all times , the 
contrary is manifeſt in Cham, E jau, & e. Mr, B. concludes, 

I ſuppoſe I have already been more tedioa then you expefed I will 
therefore add no move of theſe paſſages of Scripture, baving ſaid that which 
ſatisfieth me forma ly to the — urpoſe, and having yet ſeen nothing that 
leaves me unſatisfied. And alſo = text either containing ſuch « 
Law or Covenant as you call for , or declaring to us thut God did make 
fuch a Law of Covenant, is as good as a thouſand iz point of authority, 

Anſw, It is true Mr. B. hath been more tedious then was fir, con - 
det ing the impertinencie of his allegations, yer not much more then 
I expeRed, knowing it to be his courſe eſpecially in this eontroverſie, to 
heap many texts impertinently, That ha is ſatisfied with his former wri- 
rings, eſpecially after the anſwering of the chief parts by me and others 
ſhews either his injudiciouſneſs or his heedleſneſs , or unwillingneſs 
through prejudice to ſee his exrour, That there js not one text for his 
purpoſe brought in his Letter to me, is made manifeſt by this anſwer, 
che reſt ſhall be examined after the anſwer to the remainder of his Ler- 
ter if God permit. 
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SECT, LXII. 


An. Bs, 9th, and 1oth. Qu. abont the yepealableneſt and repeal of his ima- 
gined Law of infants viſible Churchmemberſhip , and bis eight addi- 
tionals are anſwered. 


© DT fe next Qu, faith he, chat I ſhould ſpeak to is, whether theſe 
- Laws, or Covenants, or promiſes, ate capable of a revocation, er 
1 repeal > And J ſhall take this for a queſtion that needs no further de. 
** bate, among mon that know what a Law or Promiſe is. Gods immu - 
- tability and perfection may make ſome Jaws unrepealable , while 
the ſubje& remains: bur otherwiſe the thing it ſelfe is capable of ir, 
5 Onely where a promiſe or law is bur for a limited time, when the time 
— 8 expired it ceaſeth, and the ceflarion is as to che pulling of it, equal 
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ce to 4 revocatien or abrogation, I put in this queſtion , leſt you ſhould 
ce hereafter change your minde and ſay, that indeed it is a law, or pro- 
<« miſc, or covenant , by which the right of Churchmemberſhip is con. 
cc ferred, and infants dedicated to God: bur it is but a tranſeunt law or 
© govenanc, ] Azſw, If ſo then it is either immediately or preſently 
cc tranſeunt, or at a certain limited time onely , when it will ceaſe, The 
<« former is certainly falſe and intollerable. For 1, they are promiſes 
cc and laws for the future, and therefore ceaſe not immediately. 2, That 
cc were to make God the moſt unfaichful promiſer and muwable Law. 
< maker in the world, if his promiſe and his lawes ceaſe as ſoon as they 
cc ate made. Nay it. makes them to be no lawes or promiſes, 3, It was 
<« one ſtanding law and promiſe that beloaged to the Nation of the 
© Jewes ſucceilively, And God did not make his promiſe anew to eve- 
« ry infantthar was made a Churchmember, nor renew his law to eve- 
© ry parent to enter their Children into his Covenant by the ſigne of 
c Circumcifion, Were not the circumciled Ifraelites in the Wilderneſs 
© made members by the efficacy of the former Covenant of God remain- 
cc ing in force, And did former Laws oblige to Ci cumciſion till Chriſt? 
<« Elſe there were but few members, nor bur few that circumciſed war- 
cc rantably, if the promiſe and precept did extend but to the perſon that 
© jt was 12 delivered to, and every one elſe muſt likewiſe have a per- 
© ſonal promiſe and precept. The mother of Chriſt cannot then be pro. 
ved to have been a Churchmember in infancy, If it be ſaid that theſe 
<< promiſes were limited in the making of them, to a certain time when 
© they were to ceaſe, I ſay when that's proved we ſhall believe it, which 
© I have not yet ſeen done. 

Anſw, The occafion of this queſtion F conceive to have been the 
words in my ſecond Leiter, [ Wherefore I fill preſs» you that you 
would ſhew me where that law, ordinance, ſtatute or decree of God is, 
that is repealable, that is, which may in congruous ſeaſe be either by a 
later act ſaid to be repealed or elſe to be eſtabliſhed as a lay for ever.] 
The reaſon of my ſpeech was, becauſe I perceived by his former Letter, 
Mr. B. made his law unrepealed to be by promiſe and precept. Now 
though 1 conceived a precept might in congruous ſenſe be ſaidto be re- 
pealed, yet I conceived a promiſe ( which it ſeems is the law he means) 
not in congruous ſenſe repealable, For though a promiſe be a law to the 
promiſer, yet I know not how congruouſly it ſhould be repealed, *Tis 
true, the act of promiſing being tranſeunt ceaſeth, bur thar cannor be 
repea'ed ; that which is done, cannot be infectum, not done, The obli- 
gation of the promiſe may ceaſe, if ic were limited to a certain time, 
and thatexpired; or it it were upon condition, and that fails ; or to a 
perſon not ex iſtent, or of a thing not feaſible, or unlawfull: The for- 
mer is not by repeal, but by expiration, which Mr. Cawdrey doth di- 
ſtinguiſh from re;eal and ſubſtitution, Of tbe Sabbath, part 1. ch. 2. & 
part 3. ch.3. The later are not by repeal of the promiſe (for it ſtands 
in force as much as ever, (but by accident through inter venient impe- 
diments there is for preſent an intermiſſion of che obligation, Repeal 
properly is by an after declaration, which cannot be congruouſly * 
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of God, that he did promiſe indeed ſuch a thing, but now he will not 

miſe it, or will not ſtand to his promiſe, it were ro make God fickle, 
and unfaichful, And therefore I expected a Law of Precept to make 
infants viſible Churchmembers , to — aſligned by Mr. B. for mee to 

eve repealed, and not a law of promiſe , which is not in congrucus 
ſenſe repealable, and therefore a repeal properly ſo called not to be ex- 
pe cted of me. Which being rightly conceived anſwers this queſtion, 
and ſaves me the reply to what he ſaith, to prevent an imaginary change 
of my minde and aſſer tion nor yet delivered, 

He adde. And it falls in with the laſt queſtion, which is, whether 
© theſe promiſes be indeed revoked and ceaſed, and theſe laws repealed 
« or ceaſed, And here it is that I have long expected your ſolid proof, 
together with the ſatisfatory anſwer to my arguments to the contra- 
*ry, And ſo I ſhill leave this cask in your hands, Sure I am that Chriſt 
© never came to caſt out of the Church, but to gather more in: much 
c lefs to caſt out all the infants, even all of that age in which himſelf 
< was head of that Church: Bur to gather together in one the children 
© of God that were ſcattered, Fob 11. 12. And therefore he would oft 
Shave gathered all Zcruſalem and Fudea , even the national Church 
that then was unto huufelf, as the ttue head, even as a hen gathereth 
* herchickens under her wings, and they would not. It was not becauſe 
*he weuld not ( as intending a new frame, where infants could have no 
© place) but becauſe they would not, and ſo caſt out themſelves and 
* their infants, Certainly it is the joy of the formerly deſelate Gen. 
© tiles, that they ſhall have many more children then ſhe that had an 
© husband, and nat fewer, Gal. 4.25, 26, 27, And we as Iſaac are chil · 
* dren of the promiſe, even that promiſe which extended to the infants 
© with the parents, Gal. 9. 28. 

Anſw, I have examined all that Mr B ſaith in his anſwer to the 8ch. 
queſtion, and do profeſs that I finde no prowiſe, no not in Gen, 3. 15, of 
infants viſible Churchnemberſhip, or any prece pt but that of circumci- 
fion, Gen, 17. which Mr, I confeſſeth to be repealed in reſpect of the 
outward act, and for the dedicating of a childe ro God by prayer to Gd 
io ſandific it, or vow to bring it up for God if God give lite, &c. or 
adjuration that they ſhould cleave to God left in writing, or any other 
way upon record, L411 allow it, and ſo need prove no repeal, So that 
in truth I fee noreaſon Mr. B. ſhould expeR chat I ſhould perform his 
task, of proving a repeal of that which is nor, but that he ſhould make 
good the task | impoſe on him to prove ſucha law or ordinance of in- 
fants viib!e Churchmemberſhip by premiſe or precept unrepealed, 
Which 1 expe& to be done at latter Lammas ; And to his confident — 
ches I reply, Sure I am from Luk. 2. 34. Jeb. 9. 39. chat Jeſus Chriſt 
Came that many of the Jewiſh Church might be leit or caſt our of his 
Church from Matth. 28. 19. and other places before alledged, that he 
intended to leave all infants out of his vifible Church ſince his commin 
in the fleſh, though he were an intant head of the Church, that thoug 
he died to gather together in one the children of God that were ſcattered a. 

broad, Joh. 11. 53, yet hee intended not to gather them into a viſible 
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Church national comprehending infants , that he preached not to any 
infants, nor by his Diſciples baptiſed any of them, rhar ir is falſe which 
Mr, E. ſaith, that be would oft have gathered all Jeruſalem and Judaa, 
even the national Church that then was, unto bimſclſ as the true head, as 
by viſible ( burch, from Matth. 18. 19. Mark 6, 15, 16, and the courſe 
he, John Ba,rift, and the Apoſtles fo lowed, that he did intend a new 
trame of his Church viſible, where infants could have no place, that 
Hieruſalem which is above, the Covenant ofthe Goſpel had more chil- 
dren 11 the Gentile Churches then the Covenant of the Law in the Jew. 
iſh Church, though infants were no: viſible members in the Chriſtian 
Church as they were in the Jewiih ; that the promiſe meant Ga! 4. 28, 
35 not a pto . iſe tha believer nd his natural ſecd of viſible Church. 
memberihip, much leſs to every vilti:le profeſſour and his ſeed , but a 
promiſe of righteonſneft and bleſſing, and the ſpirit through the faith of 7e. 
ſus Chriſt upon aB them that believe, as is plain from Gal. 3. 7,8,9, 11, 
14,16,18,21,22, 29, hut Mr. B. hat yet mote work tor me. 

© Beforel end, ſaith he, I ſhall be Lo'd io pur two or three qu e- 
© ſtions to puu out of yo.r laſt Letter. Lu 1, whether the ci cumciſed 
ſervants of Iſrael ſold away to another nation, and ſo ſeparated from the 
Civil fate of Iſracl, did co nomine ceaſe to be Chu-chmembers , though 
they forſook not God ? - nd ſoof the inf.nts if tho were ſold in infancy > 
If you — it, then prove it. , you deny it, then infants might bee 
Chinchmembers that we e not of the Commonwealth, 

Anſw. Such ſcrvanrs and infants were members of the Jewiſh Com- 
monuealcth, as they were of the Church, in right undeubredly , in fact 
if they owned the Jews God and Meſes Laws, and ſubmitted to the Se- 
nate of Elders, ſo {ar as they knew and could be permitted, if they did 
not, though they forſook not God, yet they were neither or the Jewiſh 
Church, nor Commonwealth, as Cornelizs, Ads 1oth, was not of the 
JewiQ: Church or policy, None was of right of the Jewiſh Church,who 
was not of the Commonweakh z even then when they were violently held 
under a forraign power (as when they were under the Chaldeau Perſi- 
42, Greek and Roman Empires) they did ſubmit to both though with 
much reluctancy. 

Qu, 2. If (as you ſay ) it was on the Jews rejeftion of Chriſt that 
they were broken off from being Gods people, were thoſe thouſ andi of Jews 
that believed in chriſt jobroken off, or not, who continued ſucceſſively 4 
famous Cburch at Hieruſalem , which came tobe a Patriarchal ſeat, whe- 
sber then were not the children of the Diſciples and all believing Jewes 
Cburchmembers in infancy ? I ns, them it was ſomewhat elſe then unbeliiſ 
that broke them off. 

Anſw, The believing Jews were not broken off from the people of 
God, but from the Jewiſh people or Church national which rejected 
Chriſt : cheſe believing Jews continued a famous Church after ſome 
ume of publiſhing the Goſpel and the Jews preſecuting the faith, ſepa- 
ted from the Jewiſh Church, not having infangs Churchmembers, and 
they were broken off from the Jewiſh Church national not by unbelief, 
but by faith in Chriſt ro which they did adkege , and could not bon cen, 
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7 ay to che Jewiſh Church without rejectien of Chriſt. Mr, B. 

5. 

* Hei, then Qu. 3. Abetber it be credible that be who came uot to cafe 
out | Lan but to bring in Gentiles, breaking down the partition wat, and 
mating of two one Church , would bave juch 4 Linſs) woolſy Church of 
party colours, or ſeveral ſorms : ſo as that the Chur 74 Hieraſalem ſhould 
have infant members, and the church at Rome ſhould ba ve none. Jews in. 
fants ſhould be members and not Gentiles, 

Anſw, Chriſt came to caſt out the unbelieving Jews, not from the 
Jewiſh Church national, they continued till in jt, but frem the invi- 
fible Chut ch of true belicvers which was in that nation, to which was 
joyned the Gentile Church of true believers, which were all of one ſort, 
whether at Rome or Hieruſalem, to wit, all that had one ſpirit, one faith, 
one baptiſm ; not one infant in the viſible Church Chriſtian cither ac 
Rome 01 Hieruſalem, 

Qu. 4, If unbelief brake them, will not repentance graff them in ? And 
ſo ſhould every regenting believing ems infants be Churchmembers ? 

Anſw, Faith and repentance will ingraff every penitent believer 
into tue Church inviſible, the profeſſion thereof will ingraff them in- 
_ viable Church, bac not their infants, though the believer bee 
a Jew, 

Qu, 5, Was not Chriſts Church before his incarnation ſyiri; u, and ga- 
thered in a ſpiritual way ? 

Arſw. The invilible was, the viſible Jewiſh national was not. 

Qu. 6, How prove you that it was a blemiſh to the old frame, that in- 
ſants were members > or that Chriſls cba ch then aud now are of two 
ſrames in regard of the ſubjefs age? 

Aſw. | ſay nor thac jt was a bleviſh, but that it was a more jr per- 
ſect Naic of the Church then in that and other re, ards, The later < ue- 
ftion is anſwered Sect. 50, Fr, 52. before. | 

Qu. 7, In what regard is the new ſrame better d by caſting out inſants 
which were in the old > 

Anſw, By leaving cat infants and taking in onely believers, the 
Chu:ch js more ſpiritual, 

Qu. 8. whetbey any Few at age was a member of the old Church with» 
out profeging faith ( in the Articles neceftary to ſalvation ) rejentance and 
obeaience 2 iind wherein the ſuppoſed new call and frame dotb in this diſe 
fer from the old ; ſave onely that a mere full and expreſs revelation of 
Chriſt, requireth a more full ex rf faith ? 

A. Ihe former q :eſtion is ſomewhat difficult, it being hard to 
determine what Articl 's were neceſlaty to ſaly2(jon, which is a queſtion 
ſo hard, that I ſhould not be unwilling to learn of Mr. B, This I can 
onely ſay that I know not what profeſſion each Jew did make, or was 
to mae. I find a confeſſion in joyned cui. 26. and imprecacion ch. 27. 
I finde jdolaters, blaſphemers, and ſome others adjudged to death yer 

nde i ot in the times of mal-adminiftration of Moſes Laws, that ido- 
laters,and ſuch great ſinnets were caſt out of the Church, but were mem- 
bers of ir, The later is anſwered before often enough, 

Zz 2 a 72 Mr. B. 
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Mr, B. tels me, You may ſee the words near the end of your Letter 
that occaſion the 7, laſt queſtions, and towards the middle that occafioneth 
the firſt. As for your motion of my fully deſcribing the priviledges of 
Churchmembe/s 1 ſhall add no more at this time to what 44 already elſewhere 
ſaid it. 

Anſw, I knew Mr, B. ſowell, that LexpeRed I ſhould have que- 
ions enow, though I deſired onely a few Texts , its his vain to multl- 
p'y queſtions which might be omitted, and ſerye io weary the reader 
and leſpondent, and for advantage to himtelt to inſult on his antagoniſt, 
though without cauſe, But how ill he deals with me in wricing fo many 
ſheets about queſtions taken from my words, when I deſired onely a 
line or two about his texts, and how ill he deals with me and the rea- 
der who wil! not diſtinctly ſhew me the priviledges of his viſible Church- 
membetſhip, the denial of which he makes ſo hainous, and trom which 
he argues ſo much, l leave 10 the conſiderable Reader ro judge, Pn Mr, 
B. is yet more ſevere to me, after all my work in anſwering him, I muſt 
be correRedere I be diſmiſſed. 


SECT. LXIII. 


Mr. Bs. ten calumxiatory queſtions, and Concluſion of bis Letter, are an- 
ſwered. 


* A Nd now ( ſaith he) I have gone thus far with you, in an enquiry 
« © into the truth, I cncreat you be not too much offended with me, 
if I conclude with a few applicatory queſtions to your ſelf, Q. 1s it 
* not anundertakiag as palpably abſard as moſt ever any learned ſober 
* Divine in the world was guilty of, to maintain that [ intants were vi. 
<* ſible Churchmembers not by any promiſe or precept, but by a tran- 
*ſeunt fact, and that there was no law or ordinance determining it 
** ſhould be ſo, but onely a fact of God, which is a tranſeunt thing not 
© repealable > ] 

Anſw. I am reſolved not to be angry with Mr, Bs, interrogatories 
he miniſters to me, imagining he doth it like an Ordinary in ſalutem 4. 
nime, though I pitty him that takes ſo much en him as thus magiſteri- 
ally ro cenſure what he does not , or will not underſtand, preſuming 
perhaps he may take on him to determine as an irrefragable Doctor, al- 
ter ſo much magnifying of his writings by learned and unlearned ones, 
But to his queſtion I anſwer negatively, and return it back to lim: is 
it not an undercaking palpably abſurd, to make viſible Churchmember- 
ſhip to be a right to a benefit by Gods promiſe as the ſole eMicient, and 
anothers faith as the condition? 

„Rut, aich be, either by this fact you mean Legiſlation and Cove- 

** nant making, or not: if you do: what a ſaying is it that infants were 

made Churchnembers not by Covenant, but by a Covenant making, 

not by a Law, but by a Lax. making. If not; either you muſt 78 
y « Go 
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© God makes duty without any law, and gives right to the benefit wirk» 
© our any promiſe, or Covenant-grant as the cauſe ; or elſe, that it is no 
« b:nefit to have right ro Chutchmemberſhip, and no duty ta enter in- 
© ro that relation, and to accept of that benebr , and to bee devoted to 
God. Which ever of theſe wayes you chuſe ( and one you muſt chuſe, 
© or change your opinion) hath the world heard of any more unreaſo- 
© nable and ridiculous,or elſe more unbeſceming a Divine, trom a lear- 
© ned ſober man of that profeſſion > Pardon the high charge: Let the 
< 1n/ifferen: ju.'ge. 

Anſw. That I need chuſe none of the wayes hee mentions , nor 
change my opinion, is amply ſhewed SeR, 55. this high charge would 
have been leit out had he more fobriety and humility, 1 look upon it 
aid overlook it as ridiculous and contemptible, and go on, ; 

Qu, 2. Is it not a great diſtrace to all your ſollowers, that they will 
be led ſo far into ſuch ways of Schiſm, and be ſo confident that they ave righ- 
ter aud wiſer then others, and that by ſuch unreaſonable avg uings and ſhifts 
ar theſe, which one would think any man ſhould laugh at that knows what 
alaw, promiſe, er Coueuant is > And do you not prove, that it is not he- 
cauſe of the evidence of truth, but by your meer intereſt or confident words, 
theſe people are changed and held to your opinion? Do they know what 4 
tranſe wat fact is, that wil bout law or Covenant makes Churchmembers ?] 
T ſay, do they know this > which no man that ever breathed till now, ner 
ever man wil know again > Aud do you not proclaim them men of d em- 
pered conſciences, that dare go en in ſuch a Schiſm, on the encouragement 
of ſucb ſancies as were batcht ſo long after their perverſion, and never wa- 
king man I think did before ſo ſolemnly maintain. 

Anſw, Ne ſavi mage ſacerdos. The tollowers of me in the point 
of Bap.jiſm are not led by ſhifts, but the plain word of God, Matty, 
28.19, Mark 16.16, Aﬀs 2.38, & 8, 37, from which Mr. Bs. dream 
of a law or ordinance of infants viſible Churchmemberſhip unrepealed, 
his conceĩt of infants diſcipleſhip mediate by the faith of the patent, is 
too filly a conceit to draw an intelligent man that will examine it, ſpe- 
cially when they have ſo plain Seripture proof for their wartant, as the 
inſtitution of Chriſt and practiſe of the Apoſtles, which they follow 
without Schiſm, endeavouring a reformation of that great corruption 
of infant Baptiſm, which hath been very pernicious to the Church of 
God, If any Schiſm bave been, a great cauſe hath been in Mr. Bs, vi- 
rulent charges ofthe truth, as if it were a damnable errour accurſed of 
God, and his follewers violent oppoſition (of which Bewdley hath had 
lad experience) of men tor doing their duty in being baptized after 
rote ion of faith, and breaking read together, thouęh convinced by 

t. Br, own arguing in his Book of Bapti/m, pag. 342. that It ſhould 
be ſo, And if in this point they conceive themſelves righter and wiſer 
then others, they are not to be blamed, having the plain word of God 
as interpreted even by Pædobaptiſts chemſelves, yea algpſt all Com- 
mentaries, for their warrant, And truly though L delight not in rect 
minations, yet I may juſtly retort Mr, Fs, words, Is it not à great diſ- 
grace to all Mr, 25, followers, chat they will be led ſo far iuto ſuch * 

uren! 
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of Schiſm 2s Mr. B. leads them into, who would have none to have 
paſtoral charge wich publick pay, chat will not admit to the Lordi Sup- 
per the baby ſprinkled, that anveighs againſt Bapriſm of believers now 
uſed as if it were murther and adultery, that repreſents them that deny 
infant Bapciſm in the moſt odious way be can to the world, and js ſo 
confidenc char he is wiſer and righter then cthers and that by ſuchun, 
reaſonable arguings and ſhifts as theſe, a law and ordinar.ce of jnfancs 
viſible Churchmemberſhip by promiſe and precept unrepealed ro here 
extanc, a diſcipleſhip by the parents faith mediately without any lear. 
ning of their own, which one would think any man ſhould laugh at that 
knows what viſible Churchmemberſhip, or Diſcipleſhip is ? And doth 
he not prove, that it is not becauſe of the evidence ef truth, but by his 
meer intereſt or confident word, the people of Red erminſter, Bewdley, 
and elſewhere, are changed from the truth of che Scripture made 
known to them, and held to his opinion ? Do they know whit an or. 
dinance or law of infants viſible Churchmemberſhip and mediate Diſcj- 
pleſhip is, which I find not any man vented atore Mr, B And doth he 
not proclaim them men of diſtempered conſciences, that dare go on 
ia ſuch a Schiſm as Mr, B. and with him many pet ſons are brought 
i to by him from me, and the baptized in Bewdley and elſcwhere, on 
tie encouragement of ſuch fancies as were hatcht fo lately, and never 
waking man [ think did before Mr. B. ſo ſolemnly maintain? 

Qu. 3. 1s it not a diſperate undertaking, aud dare you adventure on 
ie, to juſtifie all the world leſare chriſts incarnation except the ems, from 
the guilt of not dedicating ther children to God, to tage lim to be their God, 
and thewſciwes to be bis people? Tea, to juſtifie all Jews againii this 
charge, that ſhiuld neglect or refuſe to engage their children to God in C0. 
Veua't as members of bis Charch 2 Ana doth net he that ſaith there jy no 
law, ſay there is no tranſgreſſion ? 

Anſw. He doth; Bur r. B. ſhould remember ther: is a law agaioſt 
bearing falſe witneſs againſt his neighbour, which he mech urgerh 
againſt Mr, Eyre and bs ay but him elf js deeply guilty of jc in his 
high charges, and patticulirly in this. that | juſtiſie all Jews negleRing 
to engage their children to God in covenant as members of his Church, 
and all che world not dedicating their children to God, Let lim prove 
eicher, if he can; if not, let im ircmble it His deſperate undertaking 
ty uphold his lie of infant Churchmemberſhip and Baptiſm by ſuch 
lies as theſe, and fear the fate of liars, What 1 hold, may de ſeen in 
that which ges before, 

Qu. 4 Dare ou yet juſtifie alfo at the Bay of God, all the world 
fince Cbriſts incarn;tion ſrom thy guilt of ſin, in not dedicating thei 
children to Chriſt and entering them into bis Covenmmt as members of 
— _ ? Date you maintain that all the world js ſinleſe in this 
re et? 

Au Fate juſtiſie the non · baptizii g them, and am aſſured Mr, 
B. cannot juſti fie the bi pi iz ing of infant children 

: 5. Have you well conſidered of the ſruit of your way: apparent 
ix England and Ireland at this day or have you not ſeen enough to make 
you 
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you ſuſpeli and fear whethcr indeed God * Way or not > And is it 
any worder if poſterity be left iu controverſe about the Hillory of ſorm 
tines, when you can venture, even in theſe times when the pe ſous are li- 
ving in aur company, to tell mo that [ you think I am maſ- informed that they 
are Anabapti(ts, and you think that ihere are very few of them that wee 
(ver bajtined, | when of many that we know, and muliiiudes that we bear 

there are ſo ſew that were not hefere againit infant Bapiiſm, and the 

Sechers firſt ſuch, and when the Quakers themſelves comm only cry d. vn 

infant Baptiſm z, and it 15 one of the queſtions that they ſend toe, ad 

otber t to aaſ wer, | baw we cam prove it by expreſi Scſipt ure without conſc- 

quences, or elſc confeſs o ſelves falſe Prophets, 

Anſw. My ways in oppoſing infant Baptiſm, and endeayovring to 

reſtore believers B-priſm, are ſuch ( ſetting aſide my infirmities ) as 

upon conlige” ation I find cauſe not to be aſhamed of, but to re joyce in, 

and conceive by many evidenc.s that God owns them, Whar fruit ot 

them in Englavd and Ite/and they have had, I do not very well know ; 

if they il at ate termed Anabap:ifts do hold unjuſtifiable potions or 

pattiles, hey ate not the fruit of my ways, any more then the Nicolate 

tans,Gnoſlichs,and others ways were the iruirs of the Apoſtles preac'ung, 

My conſcience b21reth me wi:neſs, and ſo will the people where I have 

taught, the brethren with whom I have walked yea, I think ſome of ny 

Antgoniſts, with whom J have aRed in the publick imploy ment of 2p. 

proving Preachers, and perhaps the moſt eminent pet ſons in England, 

tha: I are oppoſed the et rours riſen, and have ſaught reformatiun withe 

out ſepara tion, have joy ned upon all occafions in the common cauſe 
with difleaters ; inſomuch that I had hoped impudence it ſelf weuld 
never kave dared ſo to belie me, 2s to make Schiſm, Quakeriſm, and 

ſuch like evils the fruit of my ways, If many rents and erteurs have 
ſprung up by accidenr after my writings, they are no more to be charged 
on me, then Anrinomianiſm, Swenek fieldianiſ u, ec, were to be chat 
ged on Lutber; or Browniſm, Familiſm, &. on the Aatiprelatifte, 
What I wrote to Mr. B. T think ſtill, yea, Mr. Bs. own relations cor - 
firm me, they are not Anabaptiſts, though they be ↄgaiaſt infant bap- 
tiſm, Thoſe very perſons, or ſome of that ſociety which ſent to Mr, B. 
( if my intelligence do nor deceive) though they they were againſt in- 
ant baptiſm, yet neglected baptiſm when convinced of it #s their du» 
ty, and they might have been haptized; and as it was ſotetold them the y 
were likely to be without the opportunity, fo it came to paſs, for they 
were after carried away with the deluſion of the quakers, It is not my 
obſer vation alone, but it is the Authors conceit who wrote the book 
againſt them termed The quakers blazing tar, who was carried away 
once by them, that the living above ordinances and as Seekers hath 
been one of the chief ways which hath brought. it in, God juſtly leaving 
them to be deluded by Satan who would not ſubmit to the way of Gods 
ordinances ; and he adviſeth perſons, a#o labour to be well grounded 
in faith and repentance, ſo to joyn in Churchcommunion (of which ke 
takes the Churches of the baptized to be moſt right, and accordingly 
hath him(clf been joyned by Bapriſc to them) as the beſt preſervacive 


againſt 
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againſt it. For my part, I think Mr, Bs, and other Miniſters maintain. 
ing infant Baptiſm do give moſt advantage and encouragement to them, 
both to inveigh againſt them as men that will not yeeld to truth, but 
reach a maniteſt errour, and therefore not to be heard; and then Mr, 
Saltmarfh and others deluſions about water baptiſm as now ceaſed, li- 
ving in the ſpirit, expe&atjon of ir, no true Miniſtry now without the 
ſpirir as the A poſtles had, and ſuch like conceits driving them off from 
the Churches of the baprized, they are caught by thole emifſarics trom 
Rome, and other agents of Satan, with that Diveliſh deluſion, God 
juſtly ſuffering Satan to delude them with lies, bceauſe they received 
not the love of thetrutb that they might be ſaved, 2 Theſ.2.16, So that 
T haye as much cauſe to think qua ſeriſm the fruit of Mr, Bs, ways as of 
mine own, Nor will it be any wonder if poſterity be left in controver- 
Ge about the Hiſtory of former times, hen ſuch a one as Mr. B. ſhall 
continue to load me with falſe accuſations, with which I have man 
wayes ſhewed my ſelf not chargeable 3 and nor onely he, but alſo 
Mr, Robert Baillee in his Diſſuafives, Mr, Edwards in his Gangre- 
v4, and others (ball in Engliſh and Latine heap ſo many untruths 
pe godly perſons becauſe diſſenters, while they lived tv ſhew the falſity 
of then. 

Qu 6, © Have you felt the guilt which we too ſtrongly fear you 
< have incurred of the perverting of ſo many ſouls, opening them ſuch 
© gap to ſchiſm, contempt of the Miniſtry and Apcſtacy, deſtroying 
© a hopefull reformation that coſt ſo dear: or weakening our hands in 
© che work, and filling the adverſaries mourhs with ſcorn, enticing the 
<« Jeſuites and Friars to ſeem your proſelyres, and liſt themſelves among 
you, as the hopefall party to befriend their cauſe, hardning til ou- 
<* ſands both of the Papifts and profane, and ſetling them again on 
< their dregs, when many once began co ſhake! O what a Church 
*© might we have had, and were likely ro have had ? had ir nor been 
* for the Separatiſts and you? And what « lamentable confuſion 
» * we now brought into by theſe ? Have theſe things toucht your 

carr, 

Anſw. How far theſe things have toucht my heart, I muſt give an 
account to God my Judge, and not to Mr, B. who with his facernity l 
perceive would paſs a heavy doom on mee, and ſcarce award me a place 
in earth or heaven: And no marvel, it 1 were ſo pernicious an rg 


meat as he deſcribes me, But may I not require Mr, B. to ſhew m 
— 


by what action; 1 have done any of theſe things? Is Mr, B. allowed t 

accuſe in generals, and not to inftance in particulars > may he without 
control accuſe and not prove? May he have liberty, as in a Chancery 
bill hath been wont, to put in all he can imagine, wherker true or falſe? 
Is not this the manner of quekers and ſcolds ? Are my anſwers often 
made of no ayail to clear my ſelf, but chat Mr, B. will ſtill be imputing 
that to me, which my writings and courſes do abſolve me from? No 
marvel Dr, Owen ſaid of him, Atperdiæ to bis Vindic Evang. pag.s. A 
man that doth not know him as do, would by bis writings take bim to be 
immitis & immiſericors, 4 very Achilles, that will not pardon a man in bis 
grave ; 
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grave , but wilt take bim up and cut bim in a thouſand pieces, Itell Mr. 
3, plainly, it is not my docttine but Mr, Bs, Which perverts ſouls, I 
mean his do&rine of Ba ptiſm and Churchmemberſhip, beſides his othet 
er tours; that neither my dodrine nor practiſe open a gap te Schiſm, 
but tend to the contrary , unity of Baptiſm being one of the bonds of 
Chriſtians, Epbeſ. 4. 4. the reſtoring of which is the regular way to uni- 
on: Mr. B. by his violent oppoſing it and the aſſertors of ir, doth really 
open 2 gap to Schiſm, I open no gap to contempt of the Miniſtry, but 
they themſelves do it by oppoſing truth, and other wayes , Apoſtacy 
from Chriſt or godlineſs is no fruit ofmy deing, but is rather cauſed by 
thoſe that urge perſons to renounce the right Baptiſm and Communion 
of the bap.iſcd, of which I fear Mr, B. is gui'ty, A right reformation 
accoriing to Gods word, cannot be while infant Baptiſm continucs , in 
ſceking to deſtcoy it I promote reformation , Mr. B. by maintaining 
it deſtroyes reformation, and by propoſals ſhews his inclination to per- 
ſecution, which if 1 hinder I rejoyce, I weaken not Mr. Is. bands in 
preaching the Goſpel, but ſtrengthen them, it I encrvate his erreur J 
am glad he hath moſt unbrotherlibe endeavoured to weaken my hands, 
and to top my mouth, I fill nor adverſaries mouths with ſcorn. of 
him, but he hath thrown as much dirt as hee could on me, in his wri- 
tings, I entice not Jeſuires and Friers , and if they creep in among thoſe 
of our judgement, is it any more then Jude v. 4, ſpeaks of in his time ? 
Can Mr, B. ſay they are not among his party? I harden no Papiſts, but 
ſhew their bottome ertour, nor prophane perſons , bur take the right 
way to undeceive them; they that maintain their infant Baptiſm, ſertle 
them on their dregs, I mean their carnal preſumptioa q by which they 
take themſelves to bee Chriſtians without knowledge of Chriſt, The 
Church that was likely to have been Mr, Bs, way , may beciſecrned by 
the Elders, by the Scottiſh Church , Mr, Bs, Church at Kederminſter , 
the aſſociated Miniſters in Wocefterſhire and their Churches, Conſuſion 
is too great, for want of reſtoring Chriſts order, more would be if Mr. 
Br may were impoſed , and no ſma;1l oppreflion on render conſciences 
and diſſenting brethren, I may ſay, oh what a Church might wee have 
had, if it had not been for Mr, B. and other ſuck violent Pædobaptiſts as 
he is, oppoſing Chriſts way. 
Qu. 7, Is [atranſeunt ſat, making inſants Churchmembers without 

Law, promiſe, or Covenant | a ſufficient medium to encoura;e you to ven- 
ture on all theſe boryid things, and run ſuch hax ad: as you ha ve done > or 
us it poſſible that an humble ſober man, aud 4 tender conſcience, durſt make 
all this havocg, and Hand out in it, ſo many wears conſiderately as you have 
done, and this upon ſuch a palpably unreaſonable pretence : hen you ſhould 
prove to us the revocation of infants Churchmember ſhip, to tell us that they 
bad it onely by a tranſeunt falt ? 15 this a ſafe ground to build ſo great a 
Weight on ? Sir, my conſcience witneſſeth, that iz is not your reproach thas 
u the end of ſpeaking theſe unpleaſing words to you, but ſome compaſſion on 
you ( do not ſcorn it ) and more on your poor followers ; and moſt on the 
Church of God which you have ſo much injured and troubled. 

Anf. 1 venture on no ſuch horrid things, nor run ſuch hazards 3s 
: Aaaa | Mr.B. 
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Mr. B: imagines, not is the tranſeunt fact that build on, but Chrifts in- 
ſtitution Matth. 28, 19, though that tranſeunt fact I aſſigne is ſafficis 
ent for the purpoſe I alledge it, and I creſs interrogate Mr, B. Is it 
poſſible that an humble ſober man, and a tender conſcience, ſhould make 
fuch foul work as he hath done by bis writings , upon ſuch a p Ipably 
unreaſonable pretence, as a Law of infants viſible Churchmemberſkip, 
by promiſe and precept unrepealed, no where extant , and a mediate 
Diſcipleſnip hatch'r in his brain > My reproach i; a ſmall matter, did 
it not tend to dar ken the truth I ſhould negleR ir, nor ſhould I have 
anſwered theſe queſtions ſo fully, kad not theſe things been imparted to 
the Preacher and others at Zewaley, ere they came to my hands, Though 
my reproach were not finis operantis, yet muſt it needs be finzs operzs, I 
thank Mr. B. for kis compaſſton on me and my followers, I have the 
like on him and his followers, I do not ſcorn his compaſſion, bur pitty 
his prejudice and pertinacy. If I have injured and troubled the Church 
my Antagoniſts have compelled me, the Lord knowes I had not a reſo. 
lution to print, till the Aſſembly negleGed the matter, and determined 
ag ünſt me and the truth unheard, That I have injured the Church by 
printing I believe not, it is certain Mr. B. hath extreamly injured me and 
the truth, and troubled the Church of God , by printing his Book of 
Bap:3ſm, I ſhould not have peace in my conſcience did I not endeavour 
to detect his a d orchet Pxdobapriſts fallacies, which I crave liberty 
to do, and ſhall eaſily paſs by perſonal reproaches. 

Qu. 8. Can jou prove that ever there was cue age, er Church (particu- 
lar) on earth ſince Adam till about 200. years ago , that the Anabantiſts 
roſe, wherein infant were not de facto tagen for members of the church 
IF you can do it: Let's beat your proof 

Auſw. I can, and for proof loo back to Sect. 50, 5r,52, 57. be. 
fides Conſtantin, Auguſtin, mentioned by Mr. B. p 329. Naxiaxxen, Hie- 
rom, &c, unbaprized though of Chriſtian parents till adult. 

(u. 9. Can you bring 1s proof of any one infant of true Church. 
members, that was ns: rightſully a Ch:rchmember himſelſ from the crea» 
tion ti i Chriſts dayes> or from the creation till this day > except the Ana- 
bartiſts, who reject the benefit ; whoſe caſe (as I ſaid before ) I wil nat 
preſume to deter mine 

Anſw, I can, for proof lock back to SeR, 50, 51, 52, 57. 

Qu. 10. Seing that infants have been de fa to Churchmembers from the 
creation to this day (an far as axy records can lead us) is it tthely that the 
Lord, and bead and all-ſufficient God ernour of bis church, would baue 
per mit ed bis Church till nom to be aftually made up of ſuch ſubjefs , as in 
regard of age he diſallowed ? and ſuffer his Church to be wrong framed till 
wow ? Or is it a reaſonable, modeſt and lawful undertaking , to go about 
wow in the end of the world to make God a new framed church, as to the 
age of the ſubjefts > And is it not more modeſt and ſafe , to live quietly 
ma Church of that frame as all the Saints in heaven lived in, till the other 
day, as a few Anabaptiſts with vile and ſinful means , aud miſerable ſus- 
ceſt, did attempt an alteration». 

Anſw, This queſtion ariſeth from theſe ſup poſitions , 1. that inlants 
5 have 


(447) 
have been de fa7o Churchmembers from the creation to this day, 2,That 
all che Saints in heaven lived ia a Church that had infants viſible 
Churchmembers till leſs then 200, years ago, 3. That the Anabapiiſts 
in Germany in leſs then 200, years attempted the alteration firſt of 
of leaving infants out of the viſcible Church, 4, That they did it wich 
vile and untul meanes and miſerable ſucceſs, The firſt of theſe is nor 
true, as is ſhewed in the fore-going Sed ions, chiefly thoſe In which the 
8th. queſtion of this Letter of Mr. B. is aalweted, the ſecond is ſhewed 
to be falſe Sec, 3 2. wherein it is proved the Apoſtles lived in a Church 
that had not infants, The third is falſe, for both Chriſt altered it, and 
when the corruption of infant Baptiſm had overſpread the Weſtera 
Churches, many beſides the late Afabapiiſts, as Petrus de Bruis and 
many other Saints in hezven did alter it. The fourth is in part faiſe, For 1 
think che Anaba ptiſts ſo called, did not alter infant viſible Churchmem. 
berſhip with vile and ſinful means, but ſome of them(not all) did by vile 
and finful means ſee k to ſer up a temporal dominion of the Saints ( as 
I fear ſome now called Quinto mon archians do) which is not to be impu- 
ted to all that are ofthe ſame way in point of diſcipline and ordinances, 
and chat though this thing of erect iug a temporal dominion had miſera- 
ble ſuc ce ſs, yet the reſtoring of Bap iſm hath had ſucceſs as other reſorma. 
tions, as of the Haldenſes, Nuſſites, Nen conforn iſis and others ho though 
by clamours of Preachers, and violence of Princes, they ha ve been tor 
a time ſuppreſſed, yer a remnant have been preſerved, who have in time 
revived, and we hope A—— all the clamours, accuſations, and 
practiſes,uſed ro corrup: & ſuppreſs chem, will ſpread & grow up through 
the blefing of God, And to Mr, Bs. queſtions I anſwer, my aim is not to e- 
rect a new framed Church to God, but to reduce it to the frame Chriſt 
and his Apoſtles left it in, though it were after ſome ages altered hy 
the corruption of infant Baptiſm, which had irs original from the grofs 
errour that by it G ods grace was given, and othetwiſe the infants ſhould 
periſh, And though in that Church, whe were for infant Baptiſm ma- 
ny were Saints now in heaven, yet it is not ſafe to continue that errour, 
any more then to continue the errour of infant Communion now by Pa- 
Piſts and Proteſtants rejected, though it were many hundreds of yeares 
praiſed in the ſame Churches. And ſure 1 wonder it he condemn mee 
for ſeeking reformation of infant Baptiſm , how Mr. B. could juſtiſie 
bimſelffor not living quietly in the Church of Exglard, as it was un- 
der the Prelates, though there were among them in that Church Saints 
now living in heaven, but ſeeking the reformation of diſcipline and ce- 
remonies of humane invention, though greater ttoubles followed there. 
on, then I think hath followed this reform atien / endeayour , and chen 
hope ever will. Surely it the way I rake, and propound, and proſe- 
cure were followed, the reformation would be eaie and ſafe, and that 
it is not followed, will be laid to the charge of Mr, B. and other Pædo- 
baptiſts as their fin, nor can all his or their wit bee able to cleer them 
from ir, nor from the guilt of breaking their ſolemn Covenant to endta- 
your the reformation of theſe Churches according to Gods word, Hee 
concludes, 

Aaaaz Sir 
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Sir paydon the weakneß, and bear with the plainuef! and freeneſt of 
Your faithful Brother ( though not as is meet) Rich, Baxter, May 14. 
1655. 

Anſw. I pray the Lord to pardon Mr. Bs. violent and clamourous, 
though I hope not wilſul oppoſing of the truth, and I love him not the 
worſe for his plain dealing, yet cannot patiently bear his falſhoods, 
wherein he accuſeth the truth and ſervants of the living God, and by 
ſhewing him his errours, and evil dealing, have endeavoured to acquit 
my ſelt as his faithful brother, as was meet, however he hath been, or 
ſhall be towards me affected. 

He adds after, Sir, it you have any thing of moment to ſay, in 
© reply to theſe, which you have not yet in your things brought 
forth, I ſhall bee willing to conſider of it: But if you have not, 
I pray you tell me ſo in two words, and ſpare rhe reſt of your paing 
( as for me) and trouble mee no more with matters of this nature, 
< For truly I have no ſufficient vacancy from greater works, Yea, Iam 
c conſtraincd to forbear much greater then theſe, R. B. After this, he 
c tels me, That whereas I preached a Sermon at Bewdlcy , in which 
© I refured by many arguments infants viſible Churchmemberſhip, 1 
© muſt be either mutable or hypocritical, if I deny ſuch a law and or- 
& dinance which I took on me then to refute, and deſires a Copy 
c of that Sermon, that hee may ſhew the ſad miſtakes and vanity of 
© thoſe my arguments. 

To which I anſwer, 1. I r:fured Mr. Bs. law of infants viſible Church. 
memberſhip, as a thing prerended, not as a thing real, and ſo am nei- 
ther mutable nor hypocritical, in denying ſuch a law, 2, I have no de- 
lightin Mr. Br. writings of this ſubje&, unleſs there were more inge- 
Nuity and ſolidity in them, then I yer finde, and therefore am wil- 
ling to gratifie him with no more of my manuſcripts in this kinde. 
3+ As for the Copy et my Sermon he hath the matter of it with enlarge- 
ment in the 50, 51, and 52, Section of this Book, which when be an- 
ſwers, ſragili querens illidere dentem offendet ſolido. 4. What I had more 
to ſay then I have printed, he may perceive by my Books, and howe- 
ver Mr, B. conceives, yet I conceive that the reformation or confr- 
mation of infant Baptiſm, is a matter of as great moment as the things 
Mr. 8 is intentive on, However, hee might have anſwered my Letter 
without any of this trouble hee hath put bimſe'f to: Bur ſith hee 
choſe this way, I have thought it neceſſury to make this reply, and fo 
to go on to the examining the reſt of his Book, not yet examined by 
me at large, though there be litile which is not anſwered in this and a- 
ther parts before, | 


Set, 64. 
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SECT, LXIIII. 


My Anſwer in the Diſpute and Sermon to the argument of Mr. B. of Bap- 
tiſm, part 1, ch,6, about the non-repeal of infants Churchmemberſhip, 
becauſe neither in juſtice nor mercy, us vindicated, 


Pn Scripture proof, & c. part 1. ch. 6. Mr B. ſpeaks thus. My firſt 

argument is this, If God have repealed this ordinance, and revo. 
© Fed this mercifull gift of intants ag gps Yong then it is either 
« inmercy, or in juſtice ; either for their good, or for their hurt. Bur 
© he hath neicher repealed it in mercy for their good, nor in juſtice for 
« their hurt: therefore be hath net at all repealed ir. I will hide na- 
thing from you that Mr, T. hath ſaid againſt this argument, either in 
« our publick Diſpute, or in his Sermon. The ſufficiency ot the enu- 
e meration in the major propoſition, hg never offered to deny: nor 
« indeed is there any ground to deny it. It muſt needs be for the good 
or hurt of infants that they are put out; and fo muſt needs be in 
© mercy or juſtice , F.r God maketh not ſuch great alterations in 
«his Church and Laws, to no end, and of no moment, but in meer in- 
« differency. 

Axſw. In the Diſpute at Bewdley, Jan 1. 1649. and the Sermon 
ſhortly after, I did not underſtand Mr, Bs, opinion as I do now; nor 
did afore the writing of bis laſt Lener, conceive of his law and ordi- 
nance of viſible Churchnemberſhip what it was, and where it was to be 
found; nor do I yer conceive clearly what the benefit and priviledge is 
to inſanis by their viſible Churchmemberſhip which he aſſerts. And 
therefore if I gave not ſe clear an anſwer to this argument as were re- 
quiſite, it is to be impured partly to the unacquaintedneſs with ic at that 
time, partly to Mr, Bs, artifice, who carried himſelf cloſe in the Diſ- 
= for IndireR advantage, and till is unwilling to ſhew his mind tul. 
y, though defired by me in the Letter betore ſet down, What is bis 
opinion about the law unrepealed, is conſidered before ; what he ima - 
gines are the priviledges and benefir of his infants viſible Churehmem- 
bers, ſeems to be-intimared in theſe paſſages ef his Leiter in the 4th, 
qu, ſet down here, ſe#.55. when he ſaith, I ſuppoſe you #1! not deny 
that it was a benefit to be the cop enanted people of God, to hade the Lord 
engaged to be their God, and to take them ſor bis people, to be brought ſu 
near him, and to be ſtparated from the common and unclean, from the 
world, and from the ſtrangers to the Covenant of promiſes, that live as 
without God in the world, and without hope. In anerher paſſage, ſet 
down Sect. 56. To be a member of the Church, is tobe a member of « ſo- 
ciety taking God in Cbriſt to be their God, and taken by bim ſor bis — 
people. The alt which makes each member is of the ſame nature with that 
which makes the ſociety. The relation then eſſentially containeth 1. avight 
's the great benefits of Gods ſoveraignty over men, Chrifts hg(dſvip, — 
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ebat favour, protection, proviſion, and other blefſings which are due from 
na k — and gracious a Soveraign to ſuch ſubjefts, and ſrom ſuch 
a bead to bis members: As alſo a 1ight to my ſtation in the body, and to 
the inſeparable benefits thereof. Which how talſe they are, is in part 
ſhewed above, He likewiſe expreſſeth the leaving infants out of the 
viſible Church Chriſtian, as if it were a Caſting our, excommunicating, 
by a punitive execution of a curſe or law on them, ch. part 1. of plain 
Scripture proof, & c. wherein how he is miſtaken is ſhewed above. Theſe 
things being premiſed, I ſay, that if Mr, B. underſtand by [ mercy | re- 
munerative me:Ccy, and by [ juflice] punitive juſtice ( as he ſeems to 
do,) I deny the major, And to his reaſons I anſwer, 1. Simply, and 
ot ir ſelf, the non. viſible Churchmemberſhip of infanrs impozrs neither 
hurt nor good to them: Bur by accident, in that their viuble Church. 
memberſhip in the Church of the Hebrews obliged them to Circumciſi. 
on and the yoke of the Law, ſo it imports hurt to them. 2. If it did 
import hurt or good to them, yer it might be neither by an act of re. 
munerative merey, nor 7 that they are left out o“ the 
Chureh; but by an act of meer Soveraignty, as it is in election and 
reprobation, and in the diſpoſing of the Goſpel where God pl. aſeth. 
3. God hath his ends in this alteration, as to ſhew his treeneſs, his 
intent to have his viſible Church more ſpiritual chen the Jewiſh, Cc. 
though nor to ſhew his remunerative mercy or avenging juſtice, 4, It 
is not in meer indifferency, but of moment to theſe ends that hee 
doth ſo, 

Mr. B. proceeds thus, The minor 1 prove in both parts 1. That 
God hath not repealed this to their hurt in juſtice. I prove thus ; If God ne- 
ve / revoke bis mercies, nor repeal bis ordinances in juſtice to the parties 
hurt, til they fir ſt break Covenant with bim, and ſo procure it by their own 
deſert , then he hath not in juſtice revoked this mercy to the hurt of thoſe 
that never broke Covenant with hin: But it is certain that God never re- 
-voketh a mercy in juſlite to the bart of any that ntver broke Covenant with 
bim, therefore to ſuch be bath not ſorevoked it. 

Anſw, Gods revoking mercies in juſtice to the parties hurt, is 
ſomerimes without the particular perſons breaking Covenant with 
him, or his deſert, Are not the inſants of Adam deprived of life in ju- 
ſtice to their hurt, without their breaking Covenant with God, or their 
perſonal deſert? Are not many infants and others deprived cf the 
preaching of the Goſpel, who yet are deſtcnded from faithfull anceſtors 
who never brake Coyenant with God, onely fer that the nation of which 
they are a part, are over. run by barbarous people, they carried away 
captive, they and their children made flaves > Do not theſe things hap- 
pen to the moſt godly Saints? Doth not Salomon tell us, Eccleſ.9.2, 
that al things come ali te to all Doth not the Apoſtle tell us, Rom. ↄ. 
11,12, Foy the children being not yet born, neither ha vin: done any gcod or 
evil, that the purpoſe of Ged according to the tle ion might land, not of 
works, but of him that calletb, 't was ſaid to Rebecca, the elder ſhall ſerve 
the younger ; A it — bave I loved, but Eſau have I hate: 
whence v. 18, he infers efore hath he mercy ox whom he will bave 
mere), 
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werty, and whom be will be hardeneth? And again, Ren. 11. 33. after 
he bad conſidered the yarieus ways of Gods dealing with Jews and Gen- 
tiles, he thus concludes, © the depth of the riches both of the wiſdome and 
hnowledge of God] bow unſtarchable are his judgement s, and bis paths paſt 
finding out! Fram whence, and from innumerable experiments of thou- 
ſands of godly Greeks whoſe children are taken from them and made 
Tuiks, and others, I may ſafely deny the miner of Mr, 3s, argument, 
which he faich is certain, as being moſt certainly falſe, and like the ar. 
guing of the Diſciples, John 9 2. which Chriſt refured v. 3. concerning 
che man who was born blind. 

But Mr, B goes on to prove it thus. That this is a mercy, and of the. 
Covenants plain, Deur.29,10,11,12, and frequently paſt denial. 

Anſw. That the viſible Churchmemberſhip of iufants in the Jewiſh 
mirional Church was a mercy, its not denied; but that it was ſuch a 
mercyas Mr, B. makes it abo ve, to contain eſſentially a right to the great 
benefits of Gods ſoveraignty over men, Chriſts beadſhip, and that favour, 
rote ion, proviſion, and other bleſſings, which are due ſrom ſo powerſull 
and gratiom a Soveraign to ſuch ſubjefs , and ſrom ſuch a bead to 
bis members , is neither true, nor proved from Dent. 49. 10, 13, 
12,13.” where the being a God ro them doth not neceſſari'y include all 
theſe bene fits; nor if it did, do:k it aſcribe them to their viſible Church. 
mezberſhip, but ro their obedience to his laws, implied in the phraſe 
that be may eTabliſh thee for a people to bimſelf ; that is, ſaith Piſcatoy in 
his Scholue ox t he place, That he may vequare worſhip from thee by obedi- 
ence towards bis precepts, ard ſo may bind theeto bimſelf : Which ſenſe 
the reſt of Moſes his ſpeech in that and the following chapter ſhew, and 
conſequently they preſuppoſe not onely theic Covenant with God, and 
their vifible Churchmemberſhip bur alſo their keeping the law fo far 
as the bleſſings were legal, and their belief and obedicnce to the Goſ- 
pel ſo far as they are Evangelical. 

2, Saith Mr, B. That God doth not in imſlice revoke ſuch to any but 
Covenant breakers, I prove briefly thus, 1. From the merciſull nature 
-— draliugs of God, who ve ver caſteth off thoſe that caſt no: 

umn 

Anſw, t. Mr 3. doth moſt vainly intimate them to be caſt off by 
God who are not viſible Churchmembers, which if true, it would prove 
that all infants dying in the womb are caſt off by God,with many more, 
whoare not vifible Churchmembers, and yer ate bleſled perſons, 2. For 
Gods mercifull nature, it doth not hinder but that God may caſt off 
them who caſt not off him, ſith bis mercifull nature doth not actas a 
natural agent, but as 2 tree agent; and he bath reſolved us, Exod. 33. 
19. Rem. 9. 15. I wil bave mercy on whom 1 will have mercy, 1 wil 
have compaſſion on whom 1 will bave compaſſien, even then when he pro- 
Claimed his Name to be gracious and merciſull. 3, t is falſe, as hath 
been before proved, chat the conftancdealings of God are fuch, as that 
he never caſteth off thoſe that caſt not him off. 

>. Saith'Mr. B. From bis truth and faitbſulns;*: For elſe we (Wuld 
Wake God the Covenant breaker and net man; which is ber rid bia Po 

Auſws, 
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Anſw, This argument indeed were good if God had made this Co- 
venant with men, 1 hat whoever of them believe in Chriſt, their infant 
children ſhould be Churchmembers vifible in his Church Jewiſh or 
Catho!ick, Bur there was never ſuch a Covenant made by God, and 
therefore though he alters the frame of the Church, ſo as to leave 
out infants ot beleivers from being viſible members, he breaks no Co- 
venant. 

3. Saich he, From the immutability and conflancy of God: His gifts 
and calling are without repentance. 3 

Anſw. God is indeed immutable and conſtant in his being and 
promiſes, and his gifts of election, foreknowledge, effe ctual calling, 
meant Ram. 11. 19. as v,28,27,2:5,7,5, 2, ſhew, ate withour re 
tance, Rom. 8. 30. Kom.9.6, But the gift of viſible Churchmemberſkip 

is not ſuch, even according to Mr. B. cain was a viſible Churchmem. 
ber, yet caſt off with many more, Many a believers child is in infancy 
taken from him and made a Mahometan, ſo as that he never is a viſible 
Chriſtian, and yet God is unchangeable, and his gifts meant Rom. 11. 
29, Without repentance. IN 

4. Saith he, Scripture frequently layeth all the cauſe of all evil of ſuf- 
ſering upon mans ſinning, Mic. 1. §. Hof. 13.9. 

Anſw. 1, He ſuppoſeth, but provech nor, that the non - viſible 
Chur chmemberſhip Chriſtian of infants is an evil of ſuffering, which 
I deny, 2, t is falſe that the Scriprure ever layeth all the cauſe of all 
the evil ot ſuffering upon the mans Haaing who ſuffereth; the contra · 
ry is maniteſt in the death of infants by Adams fin, Rem. 5. 12. 3. Some 
ſufferings our Lord Chriſt denics to be from the ſpecial Gn of children 
or parents, 7ohn9,3,4, The Texts alledged prove not Mr, Bs, propc- 
ſition; the former proves onely the deſtruction of Samaria and J eruſa- 
lem to be for their idolatry, the other proves the ſame to have been the 
fate of iſrael for the ſame fin, but neither Mr, Bs, univerſal propoſition. 
do that hitherto Mr, B. hath ptoted nothing, 

He applies his un proved dictates thus. Now ou hnow there were 
many Jews that did believe, and did not forſake the Covenant of God, 
even moft of the Ap:iiles themſelves, and many thouſands more: Now 
bow then can theſe or their infants be put out of the Church in |uftice to 
their burt, who did not firft break Covenant with God ? 

Anſw. 1. God may in juſtice do it, becauſe he is a Soveraign Lord 
who is no debtor to auy, Rom,11.34,35,36. 2. God may ia j iſtice do 
it for the parents ſins ſome ages before, or the national fin of the Jews in 
rexeRing Chriſt might be a juſt cauſe for God to break off all infancs 
Church nemberſhip, being onely a conſequent of the taking the He- 
brew nation for his people, theugl ſome parents believed, in com non 
puniſhments and changes the obedience of ſome few not exempting 
then and theirs from them; as in the Babylonifh captivity, it happen» 

ed for Aanafieh his fin, notwithſtanding Joſſabs r formation, 2 Kings 
23, 26, 

Mr. B. goes n. I am brict in this, becauſe Mr. T. doth not de- 

ny it, But that which he anſwereth is, that [ It is in mercy for their 
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ged.] I prove the contrary plainly thus. It can be no mercy to take 
© away & mercy, except it be to give a greater in the ſtead of it; But 
© here is no greater mercy given to infants in the ſtead of Churchmem- 
« berſhip ; therefore it can be no mercy to them that it be revoked, 
„The major Mr. T. deth not deny, and I will fully tell you all that he 
e ſaith ro the minor, 1. In his Diſpute he anſwered, that Churchmem- 
© berſhip of infants was revoked in mercy for thejr good; and that they 
«had a greater mercy in ſtead of it: And what do you think js that 
greater mercy > Why, it is Chriſt come in the fleſh. TI confeſs it 
« amazeth me to ſce the power of errour, how jt can both at once be- 
*reave the underſtanding of ordinary light, and the conſcience of ten- 
* derneſs; or one of theſe at leaſt, Is jr poſſible that the judgement 
« of ſuch a man as Mr, T. can take this for a ſatis factory anſwer, or 
« his conſcience give him leave ro deny Churchmemberſhip to all 
* infants in the world, and to raiſe a Schiſme in a yu diſtre ſted 
* Church; and to charge their own bloud on the heads of his peo- 
© ple that yeeld not to him, and all upun ſuch lamemable grounds 
© as theſe? 

Aw. . 1 deny that now which I did not deny in the Diſpute, 
neither anderſtanding wherero Mr. Bs, argument tended, nor what his 
opinion was in the matter of his argument, nor having competent time 
to conſider his words, 2. I was fomewhat amazed t firſt reading ac 
Mr, Bs, dealing wich me who had ſo good an opinion of his godlinefs 
and tenderneſs of conſciences, and his pretenees of iriendlineſs, that if a 
man had ſworn to me, before he printed, that he would have thus abu- 
ſed and accuſed me ſo falls, I ſhould not have believed it. But I fee 
no hopes of any juſtice from ſuch an imtemperare Zelot for his opinion, 
not any right underſtanding of me, er any thing | ſay or do, from ona 
ſo prejudiced, ſuperficial, in his conſideration of thing, yet peremp- 
tory, and raſh in his determinations, as Mr, B. is, —— I had an- 
ſwered them as weakly as Mr, B. imagines I did, yet a little experience 
might have told him, that it might have commen from other cauſes then 
the power of errour, bereaving at once my unde! ſtanding of ordinary 
light, and my conſcience of tenderneſs, Such cenſures, if there were 
no more, ſhew Mr, B. was carried with intempetate heat in his wri- 
ting, a thing which certainly corrupts a mans judgement, and ma ve- 
rum examinat onmis corrupt us Fudes, To his accuſarions I anſwer, It 
is falſe that I deny Chutchmemberſhip to all the infants in the world, 
that I raiſea Schiſm ina poor diſtreſſed Church, that 1 thretaen thoſe 
that yeeld not to me and all upon the grounds he mentions, which yet 
are not lamentable any otherwiſe then becauſe they are no bettet heed- 
ed, But to the argument. The major I ſhall conſider anon; the minor 
is that which is under preſent conſideration, which I deny, and ayow 
what I then anſwered, with this explication and amplibcation. Infants 
viſible Churchmemberſhip was onely in the Hebrew nation. The end 
of God was in taking that nation to be his yiſible people, that there 
Might b: a fixed nation among whom and from whem Chriſt ſhould be 
born, To chat end he would have them Uingnifes from other pen 
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ple by CircumcifGon, by laws; Oc. He would have their Tribes diftin« 
guiſhed, their inheritances fixed, their genealogie certain; this was 
the benefit of that nation, the hogour and mercy to the infants and 
others, and God wok ic away after Chriſts comming as being uſeleſe, it 
being to uſher it in, I mean the whole or deriag of the Hebrew Church» 
memberſhip ; and it was 4 greater mercy to the Church of God, and 
thereby to the imants, who had their Churchmember ſhip onely 2 mer. 
cy before by canlequence as a part ot that people, wirhour any tceling 
or enjoyment of it till they came to riper age: And this was 2 greaer 
mercy then their former membe ſhip, 1. in that they were freed from 
the yoke of the Law; 2. Chriſt who was promiſed was a known per- 
ſon, and revealed akd acco pliſhed the will of God concerning the ſale 
vation of h s people. Let's view Mr, Bs. re futation. 

1, Saith he. V it ever heard before from the mouth of man, that 
cbriſt ſucceeded churchmemberſhip, as a thing that was to give place ſor 
him ? Doeth Chrift caſt any out of the Church, onciy that be may ſucceed 
them ? Can be prove that their churchmembcrſhip was a type of Chriſt, that 
muſt ceaſe when. he was come > why doth be not prove it then from ſome 
Scripture or reaſon > cannot we hade a room in the body without being caſt 
aut at the comming of the bead Are the bead and members at ſush oddr, 
that one muſt give place, and be gone when tbe other comes > why then u 
not the churchmemberſhip of men and women ta gi ve place to Chriſts cam- 
ming in the fleſh ? Sure the nature of chuchmemberſhip is the ſame in 
both, why did the Apoſiles never ſpeak of this among the types of Chriſt 
that did ceaſe, that all infants are put out of the Church or family of 
God, that Chrift may ſucceed as « greater mercy to them then thei/ 
room in bis Church and family? Its not bere comfort ( but by a ſilly 
comforter ) 10 all the Fewes themſelves > though they are broken off from 
the Churcb, yet Cbriſt is a greater mercy to them in ſtead of it. 

Anſw, Mr. B. keeps his wont of refuting me by frirolous queſti- 
ons and fooliſh ſco ffa, in ſtead of ſolid arguments, To them as they are, 
J rerurn theſe anſwers, He himſelf ch. 30. faith, The dedication of the 
krſt born was evidently a type of Chrift and the Church under him, and 
yer he can give no more Scripture or reaſon for it, then I can for this, 
that the Churchmemberſhip of infants was but to endure till Chriſts 
comming in the fleſh, To omit what I have already argued in the 50, 
11%. ſeftions before, in my apprehenſion the A poſt je doth plainly 
teach, Gal.3.16, to the end, that the Churchmemberſhip that was by 
the deſcent by natural birth from Abraham, continued onely till faith 
came, chat is, till Chriſt was exhibited, and be lie ved on as already come 
in the fleſh, that now all are children ot (od, Abrabams ſeed by faith, 
that there is now no difterence berwcen Jew and Gentjle,the Jews natu- 
ral birth brings not him in the Church, nor the Gentiles uncireumcificn 
excludes him; that ſo many as are admitted into the Church by Baptiſm 
do pur on Chriſt and conſcquently the Churchmemberſhip by birth jneo 
the Jewiſh Church na. ĩonaij now ceaſeth, and there is no C hurchmem- 
berſhip, but by faith in Chriſt, And this I might further confirm from 
Gal. 5. 6. Col,2.11,tz, & 3.11. And to the ſe Scriptures I add this — 
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fon, The eourſe that God took in ſevering the Jewiſh nation from other 
ple, cireumcifing the males, keeping the diſtinction of tribes, and 
the inheritances in the tamilies, and the genealogies ſo exactly till 
Chriſt came, ordering the tax of Angußlus at the time of Chriſts birth u 
and afrer his aſcenſion ſcaitering the J ev out of their land, overtutnin 
their Commonwealth, confounding their pedigrees, raking to himſelt 
another Church in another way, by prexching the Goſpel, and bapti- 
zing believers, and none elſe ; doth plainly evidence to me, chat infants 
Churchmemberſhip was bur an introduction, type, ſhadow, fore. runner 
to Chrifts manifeſtation in the fleſh, and ro ceaſe as Jobn Baptiſts of. 
fee did when Chrift was exhibited and fully manifeſted to the world, 
And accordingly Mr, Bs. queſtions are anſwered ; the firſt, that it was 
heard of before, hat upon the comming of Chriſt believers Church- 
memberſhip wer to ſucceed to birch- Chure memberſhip : To the ſe» 
cond, t at though Chriſt caſt not any out of the Church that he may 
ſucceed them, yer by his comming he ahers Churchmemberſhip by birth 
into Charchmemberſhip by faith: The third and fourth are anſwered 
by ſetting down my apprehenſion, and the Scriprures and reafon ot it. 
The fifth 1 anſ#er affirmatively, the ſixth negatively : The ſeventh, that 
men and women are not Churchmembers now by birth any more then 
infants, and in that reſpect the nature of Churchmemberſhip is the 
{ame in both: To the eighth, the Apoſtle did ſpeak cf it, in the places 
before cited: To the ninth, rbe filly com ſorter knows no reafon why the 
Jews broken off (hoald be comforred ; but thinks it was matter of com- 
fort to the believing Jews, that in ſtead of infanrs vifible Charchmem- 
berſhip and theit on ſtaring in the national Church Jewiſh, they had 
Chriſt manifeſted in the fleſh 23 a greater mercy, the body in ſtead ot 
the ſhadow, the Sun riſen in ſtead of the Day-ſtar, 
Mr, B. goes on thus. But ler ns confeder a little what is the Charch P 
Is it not the body of Chriſt ? Even alt the Church fuer Adams fall, an 
the making of a new Covenant i one body of Chrift + Even the wiſible 
Church iz bis vifible body, 1 Cer.12, and many Scriptures fully ſhew z 
therefore even the branches not bearing fruit ave ſaid to be in him, that is, 
i» bis viſible body, Joh.14.1,2,3, Now doth Chriſt break of al infants 
from his body, that he may come in the fleſh to be a greater mercy to them 2 
what's that, but to be a greater mercy then himſelf, who is the liſe, and wel- 
fare of the body? 
Anſw. The invifible Church is all one body of Chriſt; the viſible 
hath had ſuch differences, that one part, to wit, choſe who ſeared God 
a prayed continually, Afts 10 2. yet had no communien with the other, 
but were counted unclean, and ſhunned becauſe uncircumciſed, Acts 
11,2,3, The Church of the circumcifed, which was by natural birth, 
1s now broken off upon Chriſts comming; and another Church by 
faith of all nations js raiſed; Ar 10,34,35. in which infants are not till 
they betieve ; who though they are of the invifble Church or body of 
Chrift election, and invlſſble operation of the ſpirir, yet are nut of 
the viſible rilt ey profeſs faith in Chriſt as already come in the fleſh, 
who was the gren mercy prdmiſed th Atraben, Job. 5. 56, in which he 
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-ovced although à great part of his natural ſeed were broken off; and 
yy wn a —— — was before exhibited, although then 
Chriſt was che life and welfare of the body. | 

' Again, ſaich Mr, B.it ſrems by this, My. T. thinks that excommuni- 
cation is 4 great mercy: If all the Jews infants bad been excommunicate 
or call ont. of the Church by God kumſelf, it were no more then Chriſt did 
in mercy, never bringing them into aq other Church in ſtead. 

Arſw. Nothing ſaid by me gives any occaſion to this impuration z 
Excommunication, if juſt, I count a curſe ; but the non taking of 
infants into the viſible Church Chriſtian hath nothing of a cur ſe in it, 
it being onely an act of God according to his Soveraignty, wl. o had li- 
berry. io appoint who ſhould be of his Church, who not. 

Again(1 this (trange fiction, ſaith Mr, B. I argued thus: Tf ordinarily 
God ſhew not ſo great mercy to thoſe out of the Church as to tboſe in it, then 
it is not 4 greater mercy, er for the parties greater good to be put out, then 
to he in: But ordinarily God ſheweth not ſo great mercy io thoſe out of 
the Church as to thoſe in it; Thereſore it 25 not ſor their greater 
good, nor in greater mercy. 18 be put ont, To. this Mr, T. anſwered 
pothing. 

nſw, What need I, when I grant the concluſion? Mr, B. makes 
a.firange fiction of his own, as if I thought excommunication, to be 
caſt out or put out of the Church, a great mercy; and held infants 
were excommunicated, caſt or pur our of the Church: Which is far 
from me, or any thing 1 ſay, who do nct. aſſert them put out by 
any judicial ſentence, but by a tree act of Gods ſoveraignty left our, tor 
reaſons beſt known te himſelf, but in part revealed to us, 

Mr. B. adds, I argued alſo thus 411 thoſe that are out of the Church 
fnce Chriſt, bave ns ſuch promiſe or aſſurance of mercy from bim, as thiſe 
in (be Church bad before Chriſt, then it is not to them a great mercy tobe 
owt of the Church : But thoſe out of the Church ſince Chriſt, have no ſub 
promi ſe or aſſurance of mercy from bim, as theſe in the Church had before 
Chriſt: therefore it cannot be to them a greater mercy. To this Mr. T. an- 
ſwered, that it is a greater mercy to infants ſince Chriſt to be out of the 
Church, then beſore tobe in it; and that they have as n uch aſſarance of 
mercy from Chriſt now, as then, ( be ſhould ſay more.) 

Azſw. This anſwer was right; infants now are in a better caſe, 
though nor viſible Chriſtian churchmembers, then they were when in the 
Jewiſh Church, in which they were circumeiſed and obliged ro Moſes 
law.; and they have as much affurance of mercy from Chriſt, to wit, 
righteouſneſs and life as then; yea, more ( thou;h I need mot fay 
ſo in contradiftion to Mr, Bs, Miner ) then before, (ith Chriſts ex- 
= oy in the fleſh is a greater aſſurance of ſaving mercy then. was 

ore. | | 
To which, ſaith Mr, B. Treplied thus, If thoſe infants which were 
in the Church before chriſt, bad God engaged in an oath and Covenant to be 
their God, axd to take them ſor bis 2 people, and thoſe inſants out of 
the church fince Chriſt bave no ſuch thing; then they beſore Cbriſ in the 
Church had more aſſurance of mercy then thoſe out of the Church ſince Chriſt: 
ES: 92 But 
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But the former is true, as T proved out of Deu. 29. 10, 11, 12. n 
which text, what vain alt ercations there were, and what words were uſed 
again the expreſs Letter of the text, you ſhall ſee in the relation of the Diſ- 
pute, if be called to pabliſh it, 

Anſw, For my part I ſhall not conſent chat Mr. B. publiſh the rela- 
tion of the Liſpute, having found his dealing ſo injurious to me in that 
which he hath already done, and his partiality towards his opinion and 
party, I have looked over two (uch relations of the Diſpute as I could 
get, and I finde in them that I did deny the minor, and when Mr. B. 
alledged Peut. 29. 19, 11, 18. to prove it, I did diſtinguiſh. of being 
God in reſpeR of laving benefits, and thus & od is engaged in Covenant 
to de God to infants now no viſible Churchmembers as he was then, to 
wit to the ele ct onely, or in reſpect of outward advantages, ſuch as were 
peculiar to the na ion of the Jews, as that they ſhould poſſeſs canaan, 
have Gods or ſhip and preſence with them in a more ſpecial manner 
then other people, Chriſt to come out of that people, &c, as Rom, 9. 
4, J. the Apoſtle reckons them, and in this reſpect it was granted that 
infants in the Church before Chriſt had God ſo engaged, and that nei- 
ther infants our of the Church Chriſtian, no nor believers in ir, nonor 
all believers afore Chriſt , fuch as Cornelius had God ſo engaged, and 
that in this ceſpet the oath of God was meant, appeared from v. 13. 
which ſauh thus, that be may eftabliſh thte to day for a people unto hin- 
Jelf, and that he may be unto thee a God as he bath ſaid unto thee , and as 
be bath ſworn unto thy Fathers, to Abraham, to Iſaac, and to Jacob, which 
appears to be meant of their ſetling in Canaan and their proſperous ſtate 
there, as many places evince, where it is mentioned particularly 
Gen, 12. 7. & 13. 15. 15,8. & 175.8. & 22,17, & 16. 3. & 28.13, 
14. Deut. 34, 5, &c. be ſides many other paſſages inthe ſame ſpeech ot 
Moſes, Deut. 29. 16, 41, 23, 24. 27. Deut. 30. 3, J. 9, 10,16, 8. and 
moſt evidently the concluſion ef it Bent. 30. 20. From which paſſages 
it is 4s evident as the light, that the meaning Deut. 29. 10, 11, 12, was 
this, that God did bring into Covenant by Moſes ( the chief ſtanding 
for the reſt ) the whole nation of ſrael, that they might for themſelves 
and their poſterity unborn binde them to obſerve the lawes of Moſes gi- 
ven in Horeb, and thereby be eſtabliſhed s people to God, and he might 
bea God to them in ſerling, keeping and proſpering them in Canaan, 
if they did obey. New Mr. B. afferted that God did covenant with all 
the little ones and others there preſent, to be their God, and that in re- 
ſpect of ſpiritual benefits, and to that end, urged Deut. 30. 6. which he 
made conditional, and to other then the elet, Againſt which I urged, 
that (to circumciſe the heart] is the ſame with writing Gods lawes in 
the heart Heb. 8. 10. which Dr. Twif rightly concludes to be abſolute 
and to the / le ct onely, andthar to aſſett ut to be conditional is Pelagiae 
mſm, and I deſired the Auditors to rake notice of r. Bs. afſertion in 
chat thing: I confeſs ] had not time to collect and to produce the texts 
here mentioned (which was one reaſon why I was ſtill averſe fram ex- 
temporary verbal diſputes ) but this was the ſubſtance of that gi. 'ycation 
which Mr, B. cals vain, and ſaith, words were uſed againſt the exp-oft let: 
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ter of the text, Concerning which, although I will nor underrake to ju: 
mY all I then ſaid, yet the anfiver 1 then ave 1 ſtil avouch as r kr,and 
conceive Mr, Bs, afftrrion of circumciling the heart, to love the ord, co 
belong to othet then the ele, and to be conditional to be very ert o- 
neous, and refer the reader to Mr. Bs, own words in anſwer te Mr, 
Bedford in the Friendly accommodation pag. 361, 362. to diſcern the er- 
rour of it. 

Mr, B. faith, 1 further add out of Epbeſ. 2. 12. Thoſe that were aliens 
to the Commonwealth of Iſrael, were ſtrangers to the Covenant of promiſes, 
and without bope, and without God : and there is no Scriture / peaketh of 
delivering any from this ſad late but Churchmembers , therefore ſure it can 
he no mercy 10 be put out of the Church, 

Anſw. Though the conclufion were granted it hurts not me, who 
do not aſlerr the putting infants out of the Church, who were in, but the 
not taking of them into the viſible Church Chriſtian, However the 
text ſpeaks of the Exheſias: who were uncircumciſed in the fleſh v. i i. but 
doth nor ſay that all that were uncircumciſed, or aliens from the Com- 
monwealth of Iſrael, were without God in the world, For it is certain 
chat Cornelia and many other Proſelytes uncircumciſed, were not with» 
oat God in the werld, and therefore perſons might then have Chriſt, 
though not be viſible Churchmembers z and if Mr, B. ſay, that none 
but viſible members in the Chriftian Church have Chriſt, God, 
hope, he muſt damn all abortives and ſtill born children of bellevers, 
and all thoſe that are cohver ted, (and ſhew it not as dumb perſons) on 
their death- bed, or any other way, ix articulo mort ic. 

Again, ſaith he, God added to the Church [acb as ſhould bee ſaved : 
therefore to be caſt or put aut of the Church is no known way of mercy. 

Anſw. The concluſion is granted, and yet the text proves not that 
all who are added to the Church ſhall be ſaved, or that all that ſhall be 
ſaved, are or ſhall be added to the Church viſible, 

Again, ſalch hee, the Church is the family of Chrifl ( even the viſible 
Charch is called the houſe of God 1 Tim. 3. 15, ) But it is no hnown 

way of mercy tobe out of Gods bouſe aud family, 

Anfw, I grant ir, and yer a perſon may bein Chriſts houſe , anda 
temple to him, and not a viſtble Chur chmember. 

Again, faith he, the church is the pillar and ground of Truth; there. 

fore no mercy to be taken off it. x 

Anſw, 1 grant ir, yer doubt whether the Church be termed ſo, 1 
Tim. z. 15. and not rather either the myſtery of Godlineſs v. 16, as Cant. 
ren de Eccleſ. c. de Eccleſ. durati, & de Eccl, Conſt, or Timothy as Gata- 
her Cinni lib, 2. c. 20. 

Again, ſaith Mr. B. the Church viſible, is the viſible body of Chriſt ; 
but it is no mercy to be ſeparated ſi om Chriſis body. : 

Anſw, True, yet it may be a mercy in teſpect of the yoke of the law 
not to be inthe viſible Church Jewiſh, yea by accident it may be a mer» 

ey to be ſeparated from a vifible Church Chriſtian as when the Church 
is tyrannous in its rule, or unſound in the dod tine taught to it. 

Again, faith he, the Church viſible is Chriſts viſ bie Kingdome ; But 
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it it 8 erty te be out of Chriſts Kjngdome ; therefore it  inato mercy to be 
of the Char cb. | 
Auſw. The ſame whick was made to the former objectien is to 


1 0 faith Mr. B. Do but tada theſe hundred gloriew thinzs that 
are ſpoken of the City of God, ał thaſe bigh praiſes that are given to the 
Jewiſh Church, in Deut. and the Plalms, and ak the Scriptures ( who 
is lite unto thee O Iſrael, &c, ) And then read alt the far more glorious 
things, that are /poken of the Goſpel Church ſince Chriſt ; And if after this 
you 642 ftill believe, that God did in mercy caſt infants out of one Chur ci 
and never take them into the other , aud that Chriſt came in the fleſh to put 
them out of the Church in mercy, as if be could fiilier ſave them out of bis 
Church then in it; I ſay, if aſter reading ibe ſoreſaid paſſages . you can 
believe tha, for my fart 1 give you wp as forlarn, and look upon your under 
fandings in this as forſaken by God, and not onely void of ſpiritual il uni- 
nation, but common reaſon : and pray the Lord to ſave the wndergandings of 
all bis people from ſuch a plague , and to reſcue you's before you go ur- 
ther 


Anſw. | ſay not that God did in mercy caſt infants our of one 
Church, nor that Chriſt came in the fleſh to put them out of the Church 
in mercy, as it he could fitlier ſave them out of his Church then in it; 
but that God never took them into his viſible Church Chriſtian , and 
that Chriſts commiog in the fleſh is a mercy recom — the vifible 
Churchmemberſhip Jewiſh by birth , when God brabe off that people 
from the olive for their unbelief, and that Chriſt can and doth as fitly 
ſave inſants, though nor in the viſible Church Chriſtian, as he did when 
they were in the vifible Church Jewiſh , and yer fear nor Mr, Bs, dire- 
ful omen and ſad deſpair of my underſtanding, but have as good hopes of 
mine and my followers underſtandings in this thing, as of Mr. B. and his 
followers, and leave it to the intelligent to judge, whether we are void 
not one ly of Tpiritual illumination, but common reaſon, I have read 
what is ſaid of Iſrael, and yet think it a mercy now not to beea vi ble 
Churchmember in it, no aot though ic were now as it was inthe beſt ſtare 
under David, Solomon,&c, And I coneeive Mr, B. hach read many hun. 
greds of as glorious things ſpoken of Aoſes Law as of the Church, and 
yer I think Mr, B. counts it a mercy now not to be under it. I finde the 
glorious things ſpoken of the Goſpel Church fince Chriſt, meant all or 
moſt of it, as it contains that part which is the inviſible Church of true 
delievers or elect perſons, And 1 judge God hath dealt mercitully with 
infants, if he put them into the invifible Church, though hee put them 
not into the viſible, if not, either their being in the viſible bene fits them 
not or aggravates their condemnation, , 

Mr. B. proceeds thus, © But let us ſee what Mr. T. anſwers to this in 
* his Sermon, which upon deliberation hee afterward preached to con. 
ute my arguments, and therefore anno lay the blame upon his un- 
** preparedneſs, And truly in my judgement he doth here plainly throw 
down his weapons, and give up the whole cauſe (though not dire ly 
* confefling his errour : he not yer ſo happy : ) I were beſt give you 
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his on words, left I be thought to — him: they are theſe; [4s 
for thoſe petty reaſons, if it be done, it muſt gee in mercy or judge nent, I 
ſay in mercy in reſpe# of the whole Catbolite Church now Chriſt being 
come, and wee having a mere ſpiritual churchſtate then they had; their 
churchflate was more carnal and fleſhly , and agreeable to their time of mi. 
wority : It is in mercy that it is taten awiy, And as ſor that exception, 
It cannot be taken away in mercy, unleſi ſome priviledge be to them in ſtead 
of it ;- we anſwer, It is in merty to the wbole Church, though us pri vil edge 
bt to them] © So far Mt. Ts. words. I confeſs I never heard a cauſe more 
pla inly forſaken, except a man ſhould ſay flatly, I haveerred, or 
*[ recant, 1, He much altereth the terms of my argument, as you may 
t ſeeby it before. The argument is thus; It can be no mercy to any 
to have a mercy taken away from them, except it be to give a greater 
in its ſtead, But here is no greater mercy given to infants in ſtead of 
* Churchmemberſhip ; therefore it can be no mercy to them, that it be 
© revoked, or taken away, To call cheſe [ petty reaſons ] is che onely 
<* ſtrength of Mr. T. his anſwer, For I pray you mark, 1, Hee never 
<« den'ed th: major propoſition ¶ that ir can be no mercy to any to have 
© a mercy taken from them, except they may have a greater in ſtead; } 
* He could nor deny this with any ſhew of reaſon; Por otherwiſe, if it 
ebe a mercy meerly to deprive the creature of mercy , then wee ſhall 
© turn hell into heaven, and make it the greareſt place of mercies , be- 
© cauſe none are deprived of mercy ſo much as they, no nor of this par- 
v ticular mercy ; for none ate further removed from being members of 
* the Church then the damned. 

Anſw. It is true finding cle boaſtings concerning Mr, Bs, diſpute 
FJaxu. 1. 1649. to be many, after my return from Leimſer (to which 
place I was then deſigned and wherel was Jann. 6.) I did though wiche 
out any copy of the diſputation or arguments in writing ( which I could 
nor obtain from Mr, B.) as well as my memory could 1 them away 
in the cloſe ot my Afternoons Sermon, Fax, 13, ar Bewdleſ, recite an 
refure his 2 — in the diſputation, Wherein it is true I was ſomes 
what more delibetate then in the diſpute, yet for want of the arguments 
in writing, I could not then give ſo full and exact an anſwer to his argu- 
ments as had been requiſite, nor perhaps ſhall now to this, becauſe Mf. 
B. doth. not plainly ſer down though requeſted by me what that benefit, 
priviledge, er mercy is, which he conceives annexed to infants vifible 
Churchmember ſhip unrepealed, Bur that either I throw down my wes- 
pons or forſake my cauſe by my anſwer then to this argument , is bur 
Mr. Br. dream, Of what alteration there was of the terms of his argu- 
ment he muſt bear the blame, whe would not give me his arguments io 
writing under his own hand; nor am I tobe blamed for drawing it ſo 
ſhort, being fearful to wrong him by a fuller reciting, And I perceive 1 
had great cauſe ſo to do, when I finde Mr, B. himſelf altering the terws 
of his own mer in a few lines, in the former it [ except it be to give 
a greater in its lead] in the later ¶ except that they may have a greats 
in Bead] which are not the ſame. And for my anſwer. if my terming 
his arguments | perty reaſonings ] had been mine onely anſwer, uu 
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had been 2 good and ſuſfieient anſwer, if this be granted (which I con- 
ceive an evident truth) that of Divine inſtitution, ( and ſuch is this of 
vifibl: Churchmemberſhip ) there is no reaſon can be right bur what is 
from Gods own appointment, though it may ſeem right to us it ſhould 
be ſo, Papiſts argue that if God did not make one cecumenical biſhop 
( as there was one High Prieſt among the Jews ) co preſerve unity, 
von ſatis diſcrete efſet, he ſhould not be diſcreet enough, Now this ſeems 
to our reaſon plaulibie, and yet we juſtly ſay, that in things poſitive 
our reaſon is deceivable, and Gods ay pointment one ly is to be a:rend» 
ed, And ſo it is in this; though this reaſon of Mr. B. ſeem plauſible, 
yet it were no forſaking the cauſe though I cou'd nor anſwer it an y 
othetwiſe chen thus, It is Mr, BY, petty reaſoning from his own conceits 
of what he imagiacs ſi in a matter uf meer inſtitution, concerning wiuch 
it is nevertheleſs manifeſt from the Hiſtory of the New Teſtament, that 
Cod hath 444 — otherwiſe then is Gods way according to his reaſon; 
which indeed is but arrogant preſumption, when it preſcribes 10 God, 
Bur L ſhall anſwer his argument more amply: And though I did not 
deny his major ii the Diſpute or Sermon, I ſay, if it be underſtoud o a 
greater mercy in the ſame kind, and to the ſame perſons, it is not true; 
the believing Jews were deprived of their poſſe ſſi ons in Judea in mercy, 
yet had not a greater me cy in the ſame kind but another in the gifts 
of the ſpirit 3 it was in merey that the Prieſts converted to the taich 
were deprived of their office in the Temple, and their children of the 
2 of the offerings there, which were mercies to them, and yet no 
uch office or portion provided for them and their children, but the be- 
nefit redoun4 dio the Gentiles converted, whoſe converſion wes prayed 
for by David, Iſaiab &c, and was a mercy tot hem, though their poſte- 
rity might be broken off, and the national C hutch diflolyed, 1 conceive 
that Gods ways are ſo free and various in this kind, that Mr By. ma or 
cannot be univerſally true, nor js Mr, Bs, reaſon cogent. For ſuppoſe 
Godannihilare in mercy, there is no greater meicy given, yet Hell is 
not turned into Heaven, and made the greateſt p'ace of mercies, in this 
caſe there is 2 mcer deprivation of mercy in mercy : But the thing is 
more apparent in deprivations of ſome temporal benefits, God may de- 
prive in mercy, that is, not in judgement of ſome remporal benefic 
meerly becauſe he will, out of his freed me to diſyoſe of his own, yer 
give no greatet mercy in ſte:d of it then he ſhould have had if that had 
not been taken away; and that God dath not do ſo, ho can fay ? me 
thinksthe Apoſtles determination, Rom. 1 1. 34. ſhould ſat ia he that he 
doth, And yet Hell ſhould not be the greateſt place of mercies, for 
there is not onely a privation of temporal, but alſo of ſpiritual and 
eternal mercies, and that too with accumulation of totments, which is 
othe tw iſe in the caſe propoſed, And for the particular mei ey of Church- 
memberſhip, the in ant vifible Jewiſh Churchmemberſhip was but a 
temporal mercy, and a comparative mercy in reſpe& of the nations, it 
neither certainly affured cheir eternal, nor preſent welfare; yea, when 
Chr iſt came, onfid:ring bow the nation of the Jews was againſt Chriſt, 
it was then rather their danger then their mercy, and was n 
ccc UL. 
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Acijeatly in being out of chat Church, which conſiſted of a rebellious 
— — — and be ing, though nat viſible Churchmem- 
bers in the Chriſtian ſociety, yet in the families Where rhe ſpirit of Ged 
was given, and Ch iſt known. 2 

Mr*8, 2dds. 2, And obſerve vent, that ws Mr T. demeth not the 
major, ſo here be plainly grams the minor, and ſo yee/ds the whole cauſe, 
Fer the Minor was, ¶ that bere x nogrearer merey urn toinſants in fead 
of Churchme nberſhip ; ] Dath nat Mr. T. achnowledge this > when be 

ſaith twice over; 1. That dt a mercy to the whale catholich Church (40 
have their infants put ont of the Church: ) And ſo if the mercy be onely 
to the catholich Charch, ths they bc none of the Church ( wiſible,) ther it 
is nac to them a mercy: So that he tatet h it to be a mercy onely to others, 
but none to them, according to this anſwer. 2, Tea, be ſaith it more plainly 
the ſecond time, that it 35 in mercy to the whole Church, though no priv- 
ledge ( much leſt a greater mercy ) be to them ( to the infants th. mſelves; ) 
Sp that for my part, 1 thinh I may well break off here, and tale the whole 
cauſe as yteldad. For if is be no meicy to any to be deprived of mercy ex- 
cept that they may have a greater : And if infants have no greater in flead 
of this, but oxely their p ents bave a greater: and both theſe be confeſſed ; 
then it muft ſollow, that it is no mercy to mfaus tobe deprived of this mer. 
cy of their Charchmemberſhip ; and conſequently, God hath not taken it 
from them in mercy ſo! their gvod (which 4s the thing 1 am proving : ) 
And Mr. T. yeeldeth that it is not taten from them im juftice to their 
bart : and ibereſore it is not taten ſrom them at all, And thus you 
fee what is become of the cauſe tbat bath been ariven on with ſuch cen. 
ence. 

Anſw. However Lonely denied the minor in the Diſpute and Ser- 
mon, yer Mr. B. may ſee by the anſwer before, that here I deny his me- 
jor in the firſt argument in this chapter, yea, and that he can prove 
that it is not in juſtice that the Churchmemberthip viſible Jewiſh cea- 
ſed, though I ſtil adhere to it, that it was in mercy ; and of this argue 
mem I have here denied the major, though I did nor ſo before, and am 
ready to ſhew that I have not yeelded the miner, nor any whit of the 
cauſc, and therefore ſuppoſe Mr. B. hath need to manape his weapons 
deter ere he gain this cauſe ; yea, though he ſhould ha ve this argument 
yeelded, yet the cauſe is not gained, for the reaſon before given, But let 
us view his minor, and my anſwer. His minor is [ that here js no greater 
merty gives to infants in ſtead of Churchmembe/ſhip, | my anſwer was, 
Thar in mercy to the whole catholick Church the Jewiſh infant Church- 
memberſhip ceaſed, and therefore the infant viſible Churchmemberſhip 
Jewiſh in mercy ceaſed, To underſtand his minor, it is to be obſerved 
char Mr. B. afferts r, a law or ordinance of infants viſible Church- 
memberſhip amecedent to that of Circumcifien, 2 That this is by 
promiſeand precept. 3. That this infant viſible Churchmemberſhip 
eflentially contains a right to Geds foreraigncy, Chriſts headſhip, la- 
your, protection, proviton, and other bleifings due from ſuch a Sove- 
raign and hend to his members. 4, That this belonged not one ly to 

the infancy of the Jewiſh natien, but alſo of believers In all war a 
t 
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bat chis mercy belanged to the infancs of the believers of the Jeniſh 
— they were made Chriſtians, and ſq could nor be my om 
taken from them, though the nation of the Jews were broken off for 
unbelief, 6. That in mercy it cannat be ſaid to be taken away, whb- 
out a greater mercy to the infancs of believrs in ſtead of it. 7. That 
the comming of Chriſt in the ſleſh, the extent of the Church over the 
world chrough faith, the changiog of Churebmem her ſlup by birch into 
that by faith, and ſo making the Church more ſpiritual, is nat a greater 
mg/cy ta the infancs of Jew believers in ſtead af that vifible Church- 
member nu p. 8, That without viſible Churchmemberſhip io tbe 
Chriſtian Church carhalick, the infants of Jew believers arc in wot ſe 
caſe then they were in the Jewiſh Church national. On the contrary, 
Ideny 1, ſuch a law or ordinance, 2. That the Hebrew infant viſible 
Chur chmembet ſhip was by promiſe and ptecept. 3. That this vibble 
Churchmember ſhip contained eſſentially ſuch à right as Mr. B. aflerts;z 
though it was a merey in —— of the ſtare «f other nations, yer 
thercto was annexed a heavy yoke oi legal impoſitions, rhe deliverance 
frum which was a mercy, and in this reſpe ct it was in mercy not conti- 
tued to believers infancs of the Jewiſh nation, 4. That it 4 to 
any ocher intants then of the Hebrew people, 5, I aſſert that when the 
Jewiſu nation ot Hebrew people were broken off for uabelict la Chtiſt, 
riſible Churchmemberſhip of infants was in juſtice iaken away from 
the whole people, and con ſequently from ihe infants ot Few believers, 
who were one ly vifible Churchmembers as a part of that nation, yet in 
mercy to them Gth ther viſible C hurchmemberſuip in that nation was 
dangerous to them, yea inconſiſtent with Cx iſtianny, the Fewiſp nati- 
on being a rebellious and gainſaying people: as it was a mercy tor Lat 
to be in Sodom, and he was in juſtice to the place outed; and yet in 
mercy to himſelf, when it was to be deſtroyed, 6. Laflert, that it 
might be truly ſaid that the infant Jewiſh viſible Churchmember ſhip 
may be ſaid to be ta ken anay id mercy trom the infants of he lic vers (t 
that nation, though no greater raercy were giveq to choſe particular in» 
farts of the ſame kind barely in Read of ir. 7. T affert, that it cannot 
de (aid to be taken away in juſtice from infants of believing Gentiles 
fth it was never granted to any Gentile nation to be Gods will 
- Church, not were their infanrs viſible Churchmembers, except by pro- 
ſelytiſm they were incorporated into the Jewiſh people. 8. I atlers, 
that the nat taking in of believiog Gentiles infants inte the viſible 
Church Chriſtian was not an ad judiciary of God a3 a Judge, but G 
free ad of ſoveraigaty changing Churchmemberſhip by birch imo 
Churchmemberſhip by faith, 9. I aſſert, chat the comming of Chriſt 
in the fleh, and the conſequents thereof, the breaking down the pattiti- 
on wall, taking in the Gentiles by faith, &c, without raking in infant: 
Into te viſible Church Chriſtian, were greater mei cies tben ihe Neid 
infant C heurchmember ſhip ( whi — with legal burdens, and 
was an imperfect ſtate) and did abundantly countervail che ICh in- 
ſant visible Churchmemberfhip in the beſt flate ot that, and did bring 
4s much benefit £9 infants a4 thas te lation did. x6, That the infants of 
Sc c 2 clieving 
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believing Genciles no members of the viſible Church Chriftian are not 
In warſe but be ter condition, in reſpeR of any real Evangelical blef, 
ling, then the Hebrew infants were with their Churchmemberſhip, x, 
Becauſe the ſpiritual bleſſings of regeneration, in dwelling of the ſpi- 
rit. ju ſtification, temiſſion ef fia, adoption, Gods tzvour, protection, 
proviſion, eternal life, are as much aftured to the:n in infai, cy without 
Viſible Churchmember ſhip, as they were wi hit. 2. They co actually 
enjoy ſooner theſe mercies, if in the inviſible Church ( withont which 
none ever enjoyed them) and in more ample m .nner without Jewiſh 
viſible Churckmnemberſhip, then they did with ir, the ſpirit being now 
more phwred our, the G ſpel cleared, the Ch. rch ent rged, one ly le. 
gal ceremonies, and reſt in Canaan wit proſperity therein being taken 
away,” Mr. B. and the reader hereby may fly underſtand what [ 
deny, and what I'gravt, and how I anfwer this his perry reaſoning 
without yeelding the cauſe; and when he hath tefuted theſe aff rei- 
ons, lec him fing his triumph, and not as he vaialy and infolently derh 
a fore the victoty. 

He adds, tt yet let ws follow it ſurtber. And i. what means Mr. 
T, to _ of mercy to others, when our queſtion is, whether it be a mercy 
to themſelves to be unchurched? 2. y this arguns be may prove any 
thing al moſi in the world 2 mercy ; For all ſhill work together for good to 
them that love God, Rom.8.28, And . if I ſhould aid bim, 
whether it be in mercy to wicked men, that God givelb them over to them. 
ſelves, and at laftl damne ib them, Mr. T. may thus anſwer that it is. for 
it is a mercy to the whole catholith Church, that is, to other men: but 
what is this to tbe damned? So Mr. T. ſaith, Is is a mercy to the 
whole catbolicke Church + But what 3s that to infants who are uns 
cburched ? | 

Anſw. 1. What I mean, he may if he pleaſe diſcern by what is 
here ſaid, and in What ſenſe infanes may be ſaid to be unchurched, and 
how it may be a mercy to them and others, 2. The damos tion of them · 
ſelyes cannot be a mercy to wicked men when it is a bent ũit to the eleR, 
becauſe it never produceth them good: But the mercy to the catholict 
Church is a mercy to believers infants, 1, im that it frees them from 
legal burthens ; 2. in that there is a near capacity and probabjliry of 
o_ beſt good for them renaining in their parents or others godly fa- 
milies. 
Hie e adds, Aud what a ſtrange reaſon is that of Mr. T. to ſay, It is 
4 mercy, becauſe their ChurchRate was tar nal. 119 and agreeable to ther 
minority; but ours is ſpiritual.] what is this te them tbat are put ou of 
#hat carnal ChurchRate, and hept out of this ſpiritual Churchftate tos > If 
they bad been admitted int o this better ſtate ( as no doubt they are ) thenbe 
bad ſaid ſomewbat. Elſe is not this as great a mercy to the poor off cal 
Fews 2 They are pat ont of the carnal Chigrthſtnte tos. But did God giveſs 
many admirable Elogies of the Jews Church z and can Mr. T. yet think 
that it is better to be of no viſible Church, then tobe of theirs > 

Anſw. I alledze the more ſpiritual Churchſtate as one reaſon of 
Gods changing of churchmemberſhip by birth inco 1 —— 
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by faith, and as 2 mercy to the eatholiek Church , For thereby they are 
ſree from the bondage they were in under carnal ordinances, which in. 
lunts are partakers of in a&ual poſſeiſion, and capable of the ſpirit, 
though they be not actually viſible churchmembers; and there ote it 
is not true that by iy doctrine they are kept out of the ſpiritual church- 
ſtare. And Mr, B. doth much miſtake, as it the carnal chur chſtate the 
Jew had when Criſt was come was a priviledge or benebr : For though 
many admirob'e Elogies were ven by God of the Jews Church, yer 
done of them were given of it in Chrifts time, they were « reh ebe llious 
and eainſayivg pes, le, a generation of wipers, denied ibe boly one, and ihe 
ju, and deſired a muribe/tr, made the temple a den of theeves, &c. And 
therefore I verily think it was bettet chen to be of no viſible Church, 
then to be of the is. As for. the Jews who believed not, they were juſt; 
ly put aut of Gads favour, their temple was deſtroyed, and they caſt out 
of cheir land. for denying Chiiſt:; Jet they were not pit out of their car» 
nal churchſtate actually; for they adhere to it unto this day, and it is 
their curſe. F 

4. Soith Mr. Z. And where did Mr. I. learn in Scriſ tare to call the 
Jews church fate carual ? 

. 4nſw. Fiom 1 Cor. 10. 1 8. where the nation of the Jews are cal. 
led 1ſrael after the fleſh, in eontradiſt ind on to the 1/7ael of God or in the 
Siri, Rem. 9.6, Gal, 6.16, From Rom. 2.28,29, where ibere is di- 
Kindion of the t outwardly from, the Few inwardly, of Circumciſion, 
which is outward in the fleſh, from Circumciſion that 33 of the heart in the 
ſpirit, not in the letter. From Gal 4.25,26,33,:9. where Hicraſalim 
that then was is concradiſtingued to Hieraſalem above, and the former 
is is bondage w3th ber chi dren, the lace free, the children of the former 
bern aſter the fleſh, the later after the ſpirit, From Gal. 3.3 where to be 
of fai'h is to begin in the ſpirit, to be of the works of the /aw is to be per- 
fef by the fleſh. From Epbeſ.x.11, waere their circumciſion is rermed 
circumeiſfon in the fleſh made by hands. From Fbulip, 3. 3,4, J. where He- 
brew diſec nt, and churckmem berſhip thereby ate termed the fleſh, From 
Heb, 9. 10, ' where their ordinances: are termed carnal ordinances I 
had — ay this bad been ſo well known to Mr. B. that it needed 
not proof, 

But he ſur ther demands, Or what doth be mean by churchftate > 
* whether the eflential nature of. the Church ic ſejf ? or any carnal or- 
* dinances of worſhip which were accidemal to it 7 Is not this word 
** [ cbarchſtate } like his. former of , church cal] deviſed terms to 
** darken the matter with ambiguities, and fignitying what pleaſcih the 
cc ſpea ker 
Anſw, Neithet the term [ Church ſtate ] nor [ Church call] were 
deviſed by me, but are terms ordinary in the writings of Divines, I 
have ſhewed the uſe of the later before, and proved that the. Church 
bath its denomination and definition from ir, and that according to Mr. 
Z. himſelt: And for the former, me thinks Mr. B. ſhou)d not be igno- 
rant of it. who its likely knows a Book of learned Dr. aſber, intituled, 
De.v3fibilis Excleſi.c ſucte lane & flaty, And to imagine it io be deviſed 
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to darken the matter withambiguities is one of Mr. By. evil ſurmiſes; 
when the word is as appoſite for irs uſc as any term I think Mr. B. can 
give in ſtead of x andit ir ſignifi what pleaſes the ſpeaker,it is fo much 
the better, for that is the uſe of words; and this later accuſation acquits jr 
from darkening the matter with ambiguities, it it fignifie ; fur that 
which Ggnifies the ſpeakers mind doth give hghr, and not darken with 
ambipuitics : So ridiculous is Mr, Bs, accufation, that his later wordy 
eroſs his former. And to help Mr, Bs, underftanding if I can, I tell 
him 1 mean by it neither the efſencial nature of the Church jr ſelf, nor 
any carnal ordinances of worſhip which were accidental to it; but the 
manner of being or qualification incident to it from providence, where« 
by it is denominared flouriſhing or decaying, numerous or ſmall, rich 
in knowledge or poor, carnal or ſpiricual by reaſon of the way of entry 
into it as natural deſecnt or faith, more or leſs of the ſpirir, the promi - 
ſes, miniſtery, rites, © c. irhath, Which term [ late ] comprehends 
innumerable terms, ſuch as are rich and „ Doble or jignoble, fat or 
lean, and many more; which whether they are to be reduced te the 
predicaments of quality, relation, or paſſion, or to be called modi entis 
I leave it to Logicians to determine, I hope this will ſer ve to indoctri- 
nate Mr. B. in the meaning of — — Bur Mr. B. is reſolved to fol. 
low me with more queſtions, which he muſt nor expeR I will anſwer, as 
J have done, after ti is bout. 
5. Saich he, And how long might I walt beſore Mr. T. would 
« prove from Scriprure, that it is, a mercy to the whole eatholick 
* Church to have all infants put ont or unchurched > Thefe are the 
emen thit make their fo'lowers belie ve that we have no Scripture for 
** our cauſe, when themſelves give us hut their magiſte ja) didtates. 
But | wonder whence he ſhould fetch ſuch a Drew. What > are 
** infants ſuch Teads or Vipers in compariſon of men of years, thot 
© it is a mercy to the whole catholicke Church to have them c:ft 
* out ? Are not the aged worſe then they? And were we not once all 
«« infantry 2? | | 
Anſw, I fay not thar all infants are put out ef the eathelick 
Church, and fo need not prove it; nor had IT afferred it was it cither in 
the Diſpute or Sermon my work to ptove what I ſaid by way of anſwer, 
bur for Mr, B. to difprove it, Yet what I aſſort is diftin3ly before ſer 
down, not without fome proof from Serjprure ; and T may wait long 
#fore either I ſhall finde his pretended ordinance of jnfant vifible 
Churchmemberſhip unrepealed proved from Seriptire, or my offerti- 
ons diſproved by any ſolid arguments withour idle queſtions, and vain 
exclamarions, which I reſolve to neg ect. And of the former ſore are the 
que ſſ ions here, which inſinuate #3 if I conceived it were a mercy to the 
catholick Church that infants are nor in the viſible Church Chriftian 28 
members, becauſe they are Toads, Vipers, worſe ien the aged ; where- 
as I onely ſay, that the diflolving of the Jewiſh Church national ( in 
which and by reaſon of which infants were viſible Churchmembers, and 
no otherwiſe ) was in mercy ts the car:olick Church: Which is the ve- 
y doctrine of the Apoſtle, Rem. 11. 17,18. -thar threngb nber full ſalva- 
1108 
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ties ix come to the Gentiles, the fall of them is the riches ef the world, rhe 
dniniſhing, decay or loſt of them the riches of the Gentiles, Which hap- 
pened not through the wickedneſs of infants above other men; but 
tly through the wickedneſs of the Jewiſh people (of which the in- 
ants were a part, and one ly Churchmembers there, and while that na- 
tion were Gods Church;) partly through Gods comrivance, which 
was, that te Gentiles ſhould have their courſe of mercy while rhe 
Jews were broken off, and ar laſt both have mercy in their ſeaſon, 

Mr. 8, goes on in his cavilling vein, If this dofirine be true, why 
may we not expe? to be taught, that infams muſt alſo be caſt aut of heaven, 
ir mercy to the whole catholick Church ? ; 

Anſw. Beca ſe we find no ſuch taught by the Apoſtle as the other 
doctrine of mine concerning the mercy to the catholick Church is by 
breaking ff he Jewiſh Church, 

If 4. be ( faich he) no carnal Churcbſlateto baweirſants in heaven, 
wy wt a carnal Charchſtate which comainetb inſaxts in it on earth ? 

Anſw, That any are infants in heaven its not hxely, 2. If there 
ſhould be, yet being fully ſanct i ed, they ſhonld not be carnal, but (pi- 
ritual, and the Church there onely conſiſt of ſpiritual perfons by (pi- 
titual regenerarion ; whereas if the Church Chriftian ſhould confiſt 
of infant vifible Churchmembers by carnal generation, the ſtare of ir 
would be carnal as the Jewiſh was, and not ſpiritual by faith, as the 
Scriprure makes it, Job. 1. 12,13. & 3.5,6. 64.3. 2627. 

Again, ſalth Mr. B. And if it be no benefit to the Cathbolihe Church to 
bavem/ ants kept out of raven, nor no hurt tothe Church to ſee them there; 
by ſhould it be a benefit to the whole Church to have them kept on earth 2? 
vr am burt to the © burch to ſee them here menbers ? 

Anſw. It were no kurt if God had ſo ordered it; the it non. viſ ble 
Chriſtian Churchmemberſhip is a benefit to the Catholibe Church in 
the manner before ſaid, becauſe God hath ſo ordered it. 

But yet { faith Mr, B. ) let us come alittle nearer ; what ever it may 
be to enemies or to max-baters (ef which ſort the Church hith none) yet 
me thinks to thoſe that are love as God is love, and that are merci. 
ful as their beavenly ſa ber is merciſul , and who are band to receive little 
children in Chriftswame, and who are become as children themſelves ; to 
Tuch it ſhould feem no ſuch mercy to hive all infants unchurched. But ſuch 
are all true members of the church; and therefore to the Church it can be 
vo ſuch mercy, 

Auſw. I with it were true that the viſible Church (of whichwe are 
ſpeaking ) hath no enemies or man-haters, It is not true that wee ate 
bound to receive little children in Chriſts name; nor do / ſay that ir 
s a mercy to have all infants unchurched . or chat they are all unchurch- 
ed; nor do i think ic true thit all true members of the Church viſible, 
are ſuch as Mr, 8. deſcribes, Bur this 1fay, the non. viſible Church» 
memberſhip Chriftian of infant: is ſuch a mercy as I deſcribe, however 
x ſeem to the Church, 

But yer nearer; ſaith Mr. B. Wharſoever it may be to ſtrangers, 
et me thinks roche parents c ſhould frem no fuch mercy to — 
© children 
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*< children pur out of the Church: Hath God naturally plante d ſuch 
© reader affeRions in parents to their children > and deth grace increaſe 
«jr > and the Scripture encourage it) and yet muſt they take jt for a 
© mercy, that their children ate pur our ? when Mr. T. will not ſay it is 
© a mercy to the children, | : 2 

Auſw. To che patents notwithſtanding their natural affect ion, it h a 
mercy , and ought to ſeem a mercy , that God hath difſolved the Jewith 
National viſible Churehmemberſhip, and by conſequent their infant vi- 
ſible Chu:chmember ſhip, and hath treed chem and their infants from the 
legal bondage , and hath out of all nations gathered his Church by 
preaching the Goſpel , without admiſſion ot infants into the viſible 
Church Chriſtian, And ſurely if this reaſon were good, parents might 
complain that theit children are not admitted to the Lords ſupper as the 
Jews children were to the Paſſeover. 

Aet further, ſaith be, why then hath God made ſuch promiſes to 
© the parents for their ſced ? as if much of the parents comfort lay lu the 
ce weltare of che children; if it be a mercy to them that they are ke pt out 
tc of the Church. may not this doQrine teach pateats to give their chil. 
< dren ſuch a bleſſing as the Jews did > His blond be on us and our chil- 
« dren, For their curſe is to be broken off from the Church; and if that 
be a mercy,the Jews are then happier then i take them to be: And how 
© can we then pray, that they 17 graffed in again? 

anſw. 1 find no promiſes in all the New Teſtament, much leſs E- 
yangelical pro »iſes, made to believing parenis for their red, nor any 
whit of the comforrs of parents in the New Teſtament in the welfare of 
their children, but in Chriſt an! in the fellowſhip of the ſpir it, P bil, 2. U. 
Yea, whereas in the Old Teſtament moſt of the promiſes were of in- 
creaſc of children, their proſperi y, reſt and, peace in their dwellings, Oc, 
in tue New Teſtamentan unmart ieg eſtate, if withaur fin, ii rather pre» 
ferred as more happy, « Cor 7,14; and the poor and perſecuted rather 
adj dged bleſſed then the rich and thoſe that live in p see, Math 5. 
4,19. However parents have as much comfort by my doctrine rightly 
underſtood, as they can have by Mr. By, Nor doth it teach parent to 
curſe their children as the Jews did, The curſe of the Jews was nor in 
being broken oF from the e Church national, but in be ing not in 
the Olive, hat is the Church of ttue belic vers, but in the national Church 
Jewiſh ; and that they were not broken off from ir, was their unhappi- 
neſs: and we are to pray, not that they may be graffed in again into 
the national Church Jewiſh, but into the inviſible Church of true belie- 

vers and elect perſons 
6. Saith Mr. B, „But what if all this were true? Suppoſe it were 
da mercy to the whole Church to have jnfants put out; yer it doth nor 
<< tollow that God would doit, He is the God of infants, as well as of 
the aged; and is mercitull to them as well as others; all ſouls are 
his: He can ſhew mercy to the whole Church in an eafier way then 
* by caſting out all their inſans: And his mercy is over all his 

** works. 

Anſw, God is the God of the ſpirits of all fleſh, yet he hach not 
| mercy 


(469) 
mercy on all fleſh ; all ſouls are his, yet he did not take any one nation 
for his people beſides the Jewiſh ; his mercy is ovcr all his works, yer 
he hath broken off the Jews from being his people; he is naturally 
meteifull, yet ſheweth mercy freely as he will, I ſay not, he caſteth out 
all iniantꝭ of the Church out of the Church; yet ſure if it were ſuppo- 
ſeda mercy to the whole Church to have infants put cur, it ſeems to 
foll o that God would do it, fith all things work for their good, and 
with his ſon he gives them all things, Rom. 8. 28.32. 1 Cor.3.22,:3. 

1 will tell you, faith Mr, B. Ar. T. foloweth ibis with exam- 
ples, Heſaith, | that the relraſe of the Fews ſervants, and the cenſecra. 
tien of the Naxarites and firft bern, and the land of Canaan, were all pri- 
viledges, and yet theſe are taken away. | To which I anſwer; There are 
abundance far greater given in their flead ; And what is that then to thoſe 
that have not bing in their cad? Beſides, if Mr. T. think that the mercy 
of Churchmemberſhip is of as low a nature as to be Nazarites, or to have 
Canaan, be is mach miſtaken. 

Anſw, Not onely theſe, but other examples, as namely of the 
Prieſts and Levites children, who were by inheritance to attend at the 
Tabernacle, and to be nouriſhed by the offerings, and to be Pricfts ; 
inſtead of which, Miniſters infants have now no particular mercy, they 
are not viſibly in the order of Pricfts, as the infants of A ens houſe 
were ; Ot the poor, who had tythes and corners ot fields, and ſheaves 
fallen, and other proviſion, and ſo had the ſtranger ; do ſhew, that a 
mercy was taken a y from infants of 1ſrgel, and no particelir mercy 
in the ſame or the like kind given to infants of Chriſtian peop'e or Mi- 
Piſters in their ftcad, When Mr. B. ſhiws what thoſe abundance fat 
greater mercies are, which are given in the ſtead of the rele+ſe of the 
Hebrew ſer vanis even infams, the reſtoring their inheric-nces at the 
year of Jubilee, che conſecration of Necarite; and firft born even infants, 
the reckoning the children of the Priefts a5 beirs to the pricſthood, pro- 
viſien for them. the poor, the ſtrangers ; it is likely the ſame he al- 
ledgeth will ſerve to (hcw how anfants viſible C hurchmemberſhip is re- 
compenſed by the mercies now given to the whole Church and them. 
Nor do I thinł I am miſtaken in coum ing the mercy of infacrs viſible 
Churchmemberſhip to be of as lo a nature as to be conſecrated as Na- 
Writes, or the firſt born male which was to be preſented to God, or to 

e recc«ned by diſcene Prieſts; but am ſure Mr. B. doth over value 
the Zew ſh infant vitibl- Chu: ch ember ſhip, and thereby miſleads him - 
lelf and others ; And therefore I defired lum in tay Letter to fer down 
diſtinctly what was the beuefit and priviledge of infant vifible Church- 
memberſhip which he aſſerted; the refuſal whereof ( when he defired to 
have a copy of my Sermon, that he might (as bis faſhion is) cavil, ra- 
ther then anſwer it) ſhews bis unwillingneſs to have his tenet exami« 
ned, chat truth might appear. 

He adds. But be /aitb that it was a priviledge to the e. 
be owned as Gods people diſtia& from the reſt of the world, while 

*thers were paſſed by, ycr this is repealed in mercy to us Gentiles, ] 
Anſw, In my diflinions beſors you may find bis anſwered. 1. Then it 
D d d d w. ie 
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warn mercy to the Jews you think, but to mw Gentiles : But our queſtion 
is, whether it be 4 mercy to the unchurched infants 2. The fews being a 
c burch and people of God, was a meity ; and this God 100k not from any 
of then, but thoſe that caſt it away: But the reſtradtion of this 18 them, 
aud the exclu' on of the Gentales, was no mercy is them, and this onety 
( with the ceremonial accidents 3 God tate away by the charge of hir 


laws, It would have been vat ber an adai ion to the happincſ of the belie- 
ving Jews, to bave the Gentiles taken in, by taking down the partitzon 
wail; And ſe it will be when the Jews are graffed in again, a both 
made one body. 1 hy elſe doth the Jewiſh Church pray for her litile fiſter that 
bad ne breaſts > And Noah pray, that Gad weuld pe: ſwade Japhe: to dwell 
in the tents of Sem? Though the reſtriclion t hereſo e and the exciuſion 
(which are no werczes to the ems) be taten away, yet no mercyi. tagen 
from them, but what is uE with a far grea er in Chriſt + And though 
they partake nat of the/e, yet twat is becauſe of ther o 173 umhelref, who rejeft 
it, and rot becauſe the new law doth exclude them > For God bath m bis 
new law or Covenaat made a deed of gift of Chri.! and all bis benefits toall 
tha: will recerve bum, whether Few er Gentile, without excluding or ex. 
cepting any. And ſer bis denying to particular perſons the grace of convere 
on, that is nothing to our preſent buſineſi, as belonging to decree, and not 
is any. change inthe laws : And it was denied to many before Chriſt, and 
granted to many thouſands ems fince Chriſt ; and ſhall be at laſt to 
ar more, 
4 Anſw, The vanity of his diſtin&ions is ſhewed before ; the repeal 
of the priviledpe of the Jews mentioned was in mercy to the Jew belie- 
ver, though chicfly ro the Gentiles, and the infants of both, but in juſtice 
to the Jewiſh nation. The Jews being a Church and people of God, 
was a mercy, an to be the onely nation that were Gods people, was an 
agravation of jc: and this God teok away from believers, they weie 
put out of the Jewiſh Church national, Joh. 9. 22. It was a rercy that 
the Jews were the onely nation God rook for his people, and this God 
did take away, not by change of his laws, though that followed, but by 
his ſeverity, R:m.r1.,32, breaking off that nation from the Olive, It 
would have been a happineſ: to the believing Jews, to have had the Gen- 
tiles taken in without diffolving the national Church Jewiſh, if God 
had thought ic good; but he otherwiſe determining, it was a mercy to 
rhe catholiek Church, that they were diſſolved. If no mercy be taken 
ti om them, but what is ſupplied with a far greater in Chriſt ; then Chriſt 
in the fleſh is, inſtead of the Jewiſh Church national, and conſequent- 
ly of the lnfants vifible Charchmemberſhip therein, a far greater met - 
cy, which I ſaid before, and Mr. B. gainſaid, That in Geds new Cove- 
nant there's no deed of gift of Chrif but to the elect, is proved before, 


Mr, E. ends thus, And thus you bave beard aff that Mr. T. upon 
deliberation bath ſaid to this argument, And yet ( would any man thi 
it 2 ) beconcludeth that ¶ that this abundant clear anſwer to all alledg 
from the viſible Churchmemberſhip of the children of the Jews. ] 0 
never let my ſoul be tainted with this errour, which ſo ſtrangely bereaves 
wn of common ingawity | oO | 


Anſw. 
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4nſw. Let my anſwer and Mc. By, argument bo compared, and the 
— jo of our ingenuity, 1 for my pare hope and pray that God 
will never leave me to be carricd away wich ſuch frivolous rea ſoningi as 
theſe of Mr, B. are. 
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Mr. Bs, Argum. from Matth. 23. 37, Revel. 11. 15. for inſants vi/ble 
Churchmemberſhip Ch. 12, 13, are anſwered. . 


| Have anſwered Mr, 8s, 7th, 8th, 9th, toth, 11th, Chapters of the 
firſt part of his Book of Baptiſ in this Review, Part. 1. Set, 6, 7, 
8,9. I think it nor needful as yet to make reply ts the exceptions as 
gainſt my anſwers, and therefore go on to anſwer Mr. Bs, 12th, Chapt. 
which begin: thus. | 
«My 7th, Arg. ſhall be drawn from Matth. 23. 37, 3, 39. From 
« whence I argue thus; If Chriſt were ſo render over Feruſalem that he 
« would have gathered them as a Hen gathereth her Chickens , then 
« ſurely he would net have put them or their infants out of the Church 
© (or repealed the merciful gift and ordinance of their Churchmem- 
* berſhip, But Chriſt was ſo tender of them, that he would have ſo ga- 
* — 11 Therefore ſure hee would not have unchur- 
ce ched their infants, I he antecedent is the words of the Lord Jeſus: 
© | he reaſon and — of the conſequenee lieth here, 1. It is not 
* ſome particular Jews hat Chriſt would have gathered to himſeit (and 
** ſo into his Church as accompliſhed with higher privik-dges then be- 
* fore: } but it was Jeruſalem, whole Jeruſalem (which is uſually put 
*ſorall Judea and the Jewith Nation) now if Jeruſalem were gathe. 
red, then infants muſt needs be gathered, I know nothing of any mo- 
ment that can be ſaid againſt this; but leave it to any tender conſci- 
*ence to judge, whether it be likely that Chriſt ſhould have unchurs 
* ched all their infants, when he would have gathered to himſelf the 
whole nation, er whole Jerufalen, If that contemprible anſwer 
„ ſhould here bee again returned [ thar Chriſt would bave gathered 
< them onely into the invifible Church] I have anſwered it bee; 
* they that are viſib'y or apparently gathered into the inviſible Church, 
ate gathered alſo thoreb into the viſible + And if all Jetuſalem had 
deen gat ered, it had been doubtleſs a viſible gathering : O that 1 
could ſee as clear ev dence for many other controverted truths , as ] 
* ſee in theſe words of the Lord Jeſus, to convince n e, that hee would 
© have gathered all Jeruſalem into his viible Church, and conſ quent- 
Iy nor have unchurched all the't infants : T ſhould tremble ro think 
of refifting ſo plain teſtimonies of God. If Chriſts own words will 
% not ferve , I know not what will, It any ſay , that by Jeruſa. 
f lem is weant onely the aged of Jeruſalem; I anſwer : It is 
vain to call for Scripture if they dare comradiR it at pleaſute; 
dd d : or 
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<< or ſu make ir ſpeak onely what they liſt. It is not fully a nation or 
City wichout the infants, Beſides, Jeruſalem had inchurc'1ed infants 
c hen Chriſt ſo ſpike ; therefore how could his words be ocherwiſe un- 
s Jerſtood by them, unleſs hee had excepred intants. 2, Yet further, 
&« Chriſt dota not in vain uſe the fimilitude of a Hen gathering her 
„ Chickens; The Hen gathereth the youngeſt meſt tenderly : Yea 
© how long will ſh: ſit the very Egs > Now who dare expound thi. thus 
« As a Hen gathereth her young ones under her wings, ſo I would 
© hzve gachercd the aged of you , but none of your young ones vi- 
© Gbly, 3. And doth not chcir leaving of their houſe deſolate 
e mean the «Temple , and fo tine unchurching them , till they ſay, 
c Bleed js hee that commeth in the Name of the Lord: and then 
« Jeruſalem Fand therefore intants ) ſhall bee inchurched again? 
« So CHRIST JE>US himſclf bach made me believe that he 
© would have gathered all Jeruſalem, but uncaurched none of them, 
Anſw. It is not CHRIST JESUS, bot Mr, Bs, own ſhal. 
L wneſs or prejudice that makes him be lie ve that here is 2 1y thing for 
infants viſible Churchmemberſhip, That Zcraſalem is ufualy put for 
all Fudea and the Jewiſh nation, is more- then I fiade, But that by Je- 
ruſalem and her children are not meant infants, is apparent from the 
text, . They ate meant by Zeruſaſem who filled and ſtoned them that 
were ent, but they were not infants, Ergo, 2, Becau e the way where- 
by Chriſt would have gathered Jeruſalem was by preaching the Go- 
ſpel ro them, as is maniteſt 1. in that hee uſed no other way, ». This 
was the way which he often attempted , which is implied in the phraſe, 
bow often would | ? 3. This is the way they refuſed, implicd in the 
phraſe ¶ and ye would not ] that is, a= wou'd not obey my admoniti- 
ons of repentance nor believe the Goſpel; and fo Piſcator annal. le. 
ci ſepiſſims & benigniſſim? d me admoniti , non tamen obtemporare vo. 
luiftis. 4. From ve, 34. 35. where the way by which hee would 
have gathered them ſeems to bee by ſending Propbets , and wiſe men, 
and Scribes or Apoitles Luk. 11, 49. to them, which were not ſent ta 
infants, How oft would 1 bave g thered ? That js ( fay ſome) by 
the external miniſtery of the Propbets ſent unto thee, verſ. 34, 35. 
Trap; on Matth. 23. 37. F. The often attempt of gathering here, is 
the ſame with the viſſt alien, er over ſight Luke 9. 44. as the agree · 
ment of the expreſſions and matter in both p'aces compared e idently 
ſhews, now that was by teaching , Luke 1.78, 79, And thus the New 
Annot. Of thy viſitation ] as if be bad ſaid in thy viſitation , in which 
God manifeſted himſelf in my perſon offering thee mercy, 6. Thus Pro. 
teſtam Divines often expound it, anſwering Arminians and others, in- 
terring hence re ſiſtab. lity of converting grace by mans free will; 2s 
Diedati in his aunot. on Matth. 23, 37, expreſſeth their minde, wee 
muſt of neceſſcy underſtand this to bee meant of the diſ-enſation of outward 
means by the word, exhortatzons, commandments, &. Now it cannot be 
ſaid that Chriſt would have this way gathered the infants of Feruſalem, 
for h:e hadſ1id heoften by his own, and Prophets and Apoſtles preach. 
ing would or attempted to do it, But this he would not nor attempred 
| to 
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o do to infants , Ergo , they are not meant under the term [ Zeruſa* 
lem, } 3. This is proved alſo (rom the end of his gathering, which 
was, that they might bee Ii: Diſciples, but hee never would or did 
ather any inſants to him as his Diſciples, Ergo. 4. It is proved alſo 
thus, Thoſe onely are meant by Jeruſalem, whum Chriſt would bave 
gatherea but they would vot ; But thie cannot be ſaid of infants , thar 
they woald not, there was no nilling of Conyerfion in them, Ergo, 
5. They ac mca .t by Jcruſalem who ate meant by the City Luk. 19. 
41, and chere th ey are meant, who v, 4z. might bave known in that 
their day the things belonging to their peace , but then they were bjd from 
their eyes, bo knew not the time of their viſitation, v. 44 But this is net 
meant of infants, Ergo. 
Inanſwer therefore to Mr. Bs, argument altering the rermes | jus 
out, unchu ch, which my docti ine doth nor-afſert ] into | re;cal the 
ordinance of infants viſible Churchmember ſhip. or leave out of his viſi- 
ble Church] I deny the conſequence of his major, and deny that 
which he alle daeth for proot of it, that by Jeruſalem is mean all the 
people of Jer«ſalem,even the infants, And to his wiſh, I returna with, © 
that I Could ſee a+ clear evidence for many other controverted tru bs,as I 
ſee in theſe words to convince me that Chriſt means not infan's by thoſe 
he would have gathered unto him, and though I would not have Mr, B. 
of any man to turn Luaker, yer ! think he thould rather treu ble a: rhe 
allegation of this text ſv impei tinent to bis purpoſe, and not underſtand 
by { Jeraſalew: ] Synec.'ochicaly-the perſons of years, Nor would this 
be any more to contradict the Scripture at plerſure , er to make it ſpeak 
onely what we lift , then for him to underſtand by [ Jeruſalem ] Sy- 
necdochically (as be doth) the Jewiſh nation, or by [ Jeruſalem] to 
underſtand meronymically the people, even the infants of the ( ity, To 
make the inte i preting of ſpeeches by tropes a contradicting them, or 
making them ſpeak what they liſt is ſucha ſoolery, as I ſhould rather have 
imagined to have come from ſome woman or Lay-preacher, then from a 
man of ſuch magnified learning as Mr. B. is, had I not found it printed 
in his Book, As for what he ſaith, it is nt fully a nation or city without 
infants, though it were true (as it is not) yetthat proves not that infants 
are meant in every ſpeech cf a nation or city, any more then Math, 24.7. 
infants ſhall riſe againſt infants, becauſe nation ſhak riſe againſt nation, 
or Matt. 21. 10. infants were moved ſaying,who is this? becauſe the whole 
city was moved, ſaying,who i this ? And hereby it may be ſeen hon eaſily 
Chriſt might be underſtood without including infants, and ſo much the 
more eaſily, becauſe though infant: were in the Jewiſh Church, yet Chriſt 
who pa e not of gathering into the Jews Church, but to bimſel/( in whoſe 
Viſible Church were ne infants) might be the more readily conceived to 
except inſant, yea if he had meant infants could no: be well underſiood 
bythem, And for bis challenge, I anſwer, 1 dare thus expound his ga- 
rhering, of gathering one ly the aged into his vifible Church, it Mr. B. 
imagine (as he deth) the ſimilitude of a Hen to be uſed in vain if infants 
de not meant, becauſe the Hen gathereth the youngeſt , by this rea- 
fon Chriſt ſhould uſe the ſimilitude in vain it he would gather any 
other 
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other then infants, (ich the hen gathereth not hens and old cocks under 
her wings, but onely little chickens. Me thinks by leaving their houſe 
deſolate, Mr,B.hould nor mean che unchurching them, For then it will 
follow, that all the Jewiſh natios were unchurched (for ſo he will have 
meant by Feruſalem ) which will overthrow many of his conceits about 
making 7ew:/h and Gentile Chur ches one body, the ſame. the Church 
not b,oken off, &c, and prove afore he is aware the repeal of his pre · 
rended ordinance of infants viſible Churchmemberſhip, But enough of 
the filly inſipid arguings ( if I may uſe his language) of this Chapter, 
let's ſee whether the next have any better. 

„Ch. 13. My Sck. arg. faith Mr. B. is from Rev. 11. 15, If the 
Kingdoms of this world,ci:her are or ſhal be the Kingdoms of the Loid 
© and his Chriſt ; chen infants alſo muſt be members ct his Kingdom + 
*(ani conſequently the gift and ordinance for their churchmemberſhjp 
< js not repealed, ) But the antecedent is the words of the text. What 
© ca.1 be ſaid againſt this that is ſenſe or reaſon ? If they (ay, that by 
© [Kingdoms] is meant [ſome part of the Kingdoms J excluding all in. 
© fants: Iſay ſuch men need not look into the Scriprure fir the ir faith: 
They may make their on Creed on theſe terms, let Scripture ſay what 
© jt will: I xnow ſome places of Scripture may be produced, where the 
© word Kingdom and Jeruſalem, is taken for a part: but if wee 
c muſt take words always impropeRy, becauſe they are ſo taken ſome. 
*rime , then wee ſhall not know how to nnde ſtand any Scripture, 
e and humane language will become uſelefs ; and by this any man may 
put by any Teſtimony of deripture, though ir were to prove the moſt 
fundamental truth: As the ian put off all teſti vonĩes for the God. 
c head of Chriſt, becauſe Magiſtrates are called Gods, But the circum- 
«ſtances of this text ds evince to us, that Chriſt ſpeaketh properly 
© of whole Jeruſalem and whole Kingdoms, and nor improperly of any 
part onely, | 

« ,, It they ſay, that [ by Kingdom of Chrift ] is not meant the 
“ Church of Chriſt, they then ſpeak 2gainft the conſtant phraſe of the 
« Scripture ; w ich cals Chriſts Kingdom his Church and Converſim: 
« Chriſt is King and Saviour of the ſame ſociety, What is Chriſts 
<« Kingdom but his Church > I know the Kingdome of Chriſt js more 
« large and more ſpecial: but here it cannot be meant of his Kingdom in 
« the larger ſenſe, as he is de jure, onely King (in regard of velunta- 
«ry obedient ſubje&s ) nor as hee orer ruleth common ſocieties and 
ce things : Por ſo the Kingdoms of the world were ever the Kingdoms cf 
te the Lord and his Chriſt, and it could not be ſaid that now they are 
become ſo, So that for any thing I can ſee, this text alone were ſuf. 
« {cient to decide the controverſie, whether infants muſt bte Church. 
« members, 

Anſw 1, I think this may bee ſaid with ſenſe and reaſon , yea and 
clear evidence out of the text, that by{ Kingdoms of the world. Kingdoms 
of our Lord and his Ch iſt, or as ſome copies have ir, the Kingdom of 
the world is become ] is not meant the men or members of either King- 
domꝰ, and ſo neither infant, nor adult perſons, but the dominion, _ 
rule 
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rule it ſelf which the men of the world had uſurped, chiefly Antichriſt, 
. which was Chriſts before of right, but not till then beceme bis by act u- 
al, full, and peaceable poflefſion, his enemies or the chief of them being 
not till then ſubdued, bur tyranizing over his ſubjzets., And though 
conſeſ. the term connotes men over whom Chriſt ſhould have wie, yer 
the perſons ov.r whom Chriſt ſhould rule ten, we re not onely the 
Church, but alſo his enemies, whom he ſhould ſubdue, and keep under, 
and judge, Reve/,z :6,27, That by [ Kingdome ] is meant Rule, is 
maniteſt from many places, Mieth. 6. 10, 13. Jobs 18.36. Heb.1.8. fo 
Revel. 17.178. And that this is the meaning here, ſeems to me to be 
manifeſt, t. from that which is adde], and be ſhall reign ſor ever and 
ever ; which being the conſequent ot the Kingdome or Kingdomes of 
the world becomming our Lords and hi Chriſt, it ſhews, that the Ring- 
domes note the rule or dominion whereby he reigns, not the perſons 
over whom he reigns, 2. The ſame js confirmed from v.17, where 
the ſame thing is ex pte ſſed in thoſe werds, we give thee thanks, O Lord 
God almighty, which art, and waſt, and art ts come, becauſe thou baſt ta- 

len to thee thy great power, and bail reigned: And wh: rein that is, is 
expteſſed v.18, in judging all, rewarging his ſervancs, deftroyiog the 
corrupters of the earth, 3. From c<,12.10, where again the ſame or 
like thing is expreſſed rus, Now i come ſal va ion and flrength oy power 
andthe Kingdome of our God, and the fewer or authority of bis C hriſt; for 
the accyſer of our brethren us caſt down: Where Kingdome and jower 
are put together, to ſhew, that by the Kingdome is not meant the perſons 
over whom the rule is, but the rule it ſelf. 4. It is ſa to be under ſtood 
where ic is mentioned as | conceive in the ſenſe meant Nevel. f. 15. 
25.namely 1 Cor.15.24. 2 Tin. 4.1. and other places, 5, Thus Dio- 
dati in his 4nnot. on Revel. 11.1 5. The Kingdomes | that is ts ſay, Nuw 
God reigneih with bis on, and that abſolutely having ſubdued all bis ene- 

mics, 1 Cer. 15. 24. that I omicothers, 6. I his ſenſe is the more con- 
firmed, it it be read as ſome copies have it, the Kingdome of this world 

# brcoms, On the other fide Mr, Bs, interpretation ſeems to me either 

not ſenſe, or not true. For then it ſhould be thus, All the Kingdomas 
of the wor ld, that is every perſon in the world, ſhould be Chriſts 
Church, that is, a ſociety of perſons ſeparated ſrom the world to God, or 
called out of the world, &c, as he defines the Church, of Faptiſm, pag, 
82, Now can this be god ſenſe to be all the world, the Kingdemes of 
the world, and to be called or ſepatated from or out of the world > Can 
all che world be ſeparated frem the world ! And there is no truth in 
this interpretation, fith it never was nor ſhall be, that the kingdomes 
of the world, that is, every perſon old and young in all the kingdomes 
of the world, hall become Chriſts Church, For then Chriſt hould 
have no enemies to remove eur of his Kingdome, contrary to the Pa- 
rable, Matth.13,30, expounded v.38.39,40,41,4:, Now if this de 
the ſenſe, then ir makes neching for infants vitible Churchmemberſhip, 
nor by [ kingdomes ] is all the members if a kingdome meant, and fo 
mans , but both the conſequenee of Mr. BY, major is juſtly denied, 
and the jnference from the conſequent of ir, For if it be mom of 
tits 
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Chriſts rule ( as the texts ſhew ) though it connote the perſons over 
whom the rule is, yer they are not thereby proved Churchmembers ; for 
in the ſenſe there meant, the rule or reign is over ene mies as well as ſub. 
jects: Yea, if the reign were over ſubjects, and intanes comprehended, 
yet ſith the reign over them is one ly inviſible, this cannot prove intanty 
viſible Chu:chmembers, | 

Nor are Mr, Bs. reaſons of any force to prove that Revel.11.15, by 
the kingdome of Chriſt muſt be meant the Church. For it is not true, 
tha: the conſtant phraſe of Scri;ture calls Chrifls Ningdome his Church 
and Converſim. For though I deny not that the Church is termed the 
kingaome of Chriſt, yet I deny this is the conſtant I hraſe of Scripture 
to call the kingdome of Chriſt the Church, much le is Converſim. I he 
places alledged betore, with many more, do evince the contrary ; yea, 
there appear to me but few places whercin the Church 1s termed the 
kingdome of Chriſt, 1 am not yet fully reſolved, that it is any where 
ſo meant, except in that Matth. 13. 41. though I deny not the fairneſs of 
the expreſſion, _ 

Nor doth his reaſ:n hold, that here it cannot be meant of Chrifis 
Kingdome in ibe largeſt ſenſe,as he over. vuleth common ſocicties and things; 
For though it be true, that in ſome ſort ſo the Kingdomes of the world 
were ever bis, that is, he did always ſo orderchem, that they paſlively 
did his will; yet it is eettain, that in the teiga of Antichriſt the king. 
domes of the world, that is, the rule which was exerciſcd was not 
aRively for God or Chriſt, bur as it is expreſly ſaid, Revel 13.4. i bey 
worſhipped the Dragon who gave power to the beaF, blaſpbemed God, made 
war with the ſaints, overcame them; the beaft bad power over al kindred; 
and tongues and nat ons, ſo that all that dwelt on the earth ſhiuld worſhip 
him, whoſe names were not written in the Lambs book of life: and ſo they 
gave their Kingdome to the beaſt, evel. 19. 12,1314, 7. though they did 
Gods will Bur after the Lamb overcame them, v. 14. and the King- 
domes of the world were his, when the Kings did bate the whore, and make 
ber defolute, &c. So that this may well be expounded tus, e Ring- 
domes of the world, that is, the rule which the Kings of the world have 
exeiciſed for the Whore (all be fo changed, that whether out of re- 
venge of the miſchiefs the Whore hath dene them, or out of love to 
Chriſt, taey ſhall hate her, and execute Chriſts doom upon her, which 
was not always done, And it ſeems a piece of inconſtancy in Mr, B. 
who would not have the kingdomes of the world tiken for 'a part 
in the forepart of this chapter, and yet denies it to be taken in the 
largeſt ſenſe in the later part, And how the infant Churchmeniber- 
ſhip of Chriſtians can be gathered from the terme, Kingdomes of 
the _—_ becomming Chriſts, more then any c:hers, I ſce nor, But I 

roceed. 
d 2. Suppoſe ir were gtanred, that by the Kizgdomes of chriſi were 
meant men, and the Church of Chriſt, Revel. 11. 15. yer ſure iris far 
more likely that by the Kingdone of ( hriſt mould be meant the inviſible, 
rhen the viſible Church, For the inviſible Church either ſolcly or chief- 
ly is called the kingdome of Chriſt, and he is ſtiled the Kiog of — 
Red el. 
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Rev, 15. 3. and Mr, B. ſalch here, Chriſt is King and Saviour of the ſame 
ſociety. But in this ſenſe I ould grant the concluſion , that 3nſants 
muſt be members of Chriſts Kingdome, And ſure y the viable Church. 
members who are not true believers, have hot Chriſt to rule over them, 
but ate enemies io Chriſt, and Satans ſubjects, and therefore not truly 
but putative ly onely in Chi ĩſts k iagdome, nor they any part of ir, 1 hey 
ate not children of the hinzdome, Maiih, 3. 38. 

3. But weile it grante i that Revel. 11, 15, is meant the viſible 
Church, yer that therefore infants muſt bee a part of it, becauſe they 
area part of a Kingdeme follows not, for Mr. B. ſaith, 1 know ſome 
elaces of Scripture may be produc: d where the word Kingdome ana Feru- 
ſalem, & c. is raken ſer a tat. Which js enough to thew that the argu- 
ment is not good which he uſerh , For it muſt reſt on this propefirion, 
where Jeruſalem is mentioned there all Jeruſalem is meant, where 
Kingdomes are mea t whole Kingdomes are meant, and therefore in- 
fants ; which p:opcfitions are co radited by Mr. B. himſelf, arid 
therctore it the whole controverlie were referred to theſe two texts 
Matth. 25. 7. Rev. 11. 35, to decide, Mr, B8. cauſe would be loſt fer 
want of proof, even from his own confeti.en, Nor doth Nr B. pro- 
duce any thing to prove that by { k ingdonis Revel, 11. 15, ) is meant 
the whole o a Kingdome even the infanis, bur one ly prattles that which 
we thinks a leai ned man ſhould be a lamed of. For there is no colour 
of reaſon to charge them who expound | Kingdom ] by a Synecdoche cf 
the whole for a part, with making their own Creed wikbout Script are, 
taking words alwayes in an improzer ſenſe, making bumane language uſe. 
left, putting Ly any Scriptare ſuch as are produced ſor Chiifts God. 
bead, when he himſelſ faith it is ſomerioves in Scripture ſo taken , and 
gives no proof of its being taken otherwiſe here. Vea, by te jecting ſuch 
expoſtion without rea on Mr. E. may be more truely ſaid to make bis 
own Ci eed without Scr jprure, to make the Scripenre uninte ligible, hu- 
mane language uſcleſs, to fortifie Bidd/e à d other deecive's, in their 
groſs opinions of the Antbropomerphites, and others, infomuch that 1 
think it the A ians were refured n better then Mr, x. doth here the ex. 
pounding of Kingdoms and Jeruſalem ſynecdochically, 4riamſm weuld 
quickly prevail, and ertouts eaſily :ak-, eſpecially with > chollers, 

4. Laſtly, were ic g tamed tl a by [ Kingdoms | were meant the vi ſi- 
ble Church; and thit infants were a part of the Kingdem thus meant, 
yet this very text, and that according o Mr Bs, own reaſoning. would 
prove the repeal of their Churchmemberſhip till the accompliſhment 
of the thing mcant Rev.1i,r5 which whether ic be jet, or ſhall be till the 
day of jud ment is very uncertain, For Mr. B. here reaſons thus, it can. 
not be meant of  briſts kingdom in the larger / enſe. ſor ſo the kingdoms of the 
world were ever the gin doms of the Lord and hu Chriſt, and it could not be 
ſaid that now they are become ſs In like u anner I way ſay, it the viſible 
Churchnemb.r thip of infants were meant Rev, 11,15, then it was not ſo 
before the 7th, trumpet ſounded, for it is ſaid, then the kingdoms of the 
world were becometbe kingdoms of C briſt, if they were then become they 
were nat before, and conſequently infants viſible churchmemberſhip nat 
(are, Ecce Now 
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Mow when the 7th, crumpet ſounded is uncertuin; Mr. F right max makes 
ic to begin at Qu, Elizabeths reign , the New Annotations when mie 
chriſt is weakened, Mr, Mede at the zmperial reign of Chit in 1be great 
day of judgement which v. 17, 18. do fayour, And it infants be not vilible 
Churchmembers till then, when perhaps there ſhall be no infants at all, 
Mr. 3 will have but « very cold ſuit of it, it the deciding ot the whole con. 
trovet ſie, vhethe infants muſt be Churchmembers , be referred to this 
text alone, But enough, it not tos much of cheſe i ĩdiculous though cone 
fidenc allegations of Mr, B. ; 
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Mr, Bs, oth, 1oth, 11 Arg. concerning inſants better condition in the N. 
T. ix hy 14th, 1th, 16th, Chapters part. 1, of Bapt. to prove their 
viſble Charchmemberſhip, are anſwe ed. 


66 C Hap. 14. ſaith Mr, 3. my gth. arg. is this: If the bel; ving Jews 
F cuildren (and conſequently the patents in point of comfort) be not 
in a worſe condition ſince Chriſt, then they were before „ then their 
children ought ſtill to be Churchmembers, (And conſequently the gift 
and ordinance is not repealed, ) But certainly the believing Jewes 
children (and conſcquently the parents in point of cemfort ) are not 
in a worſe condition unce Chriſt then they were before; Therefore 
their children ought ſtill to bee Churchmembers, The antecedent ! 
© {caxce take him tor a Chriſtian that will deny, Chriſt did not come 
to make believers or their children miſerable, or ro undo them, or to 
bring them into a worſe condition, T his were to make Chriſt a de- 
*© troyer, and nota Saviour, Hee that came not to deſtroy mens lives 
but ro ſave them, came not deſtroy mens happireſs but to recover 
them, He that would not aecuſe the adulterous woman, will not caſt 
< out all infants without accuſation, 2. The conſequence a man weuld 
think ſhould be out of doubt: If ir be nor, I prove it thus: it is a far 
s worſe condition to be out of the viible Church then to be in it: there. 
fore if the believing Jews ct ildien be caſt out of the Church then: 
are in a fac worſe condition then they were before: (and ſo Chri 
* and faith ſhould do them a miſchief , which were blaſphemy to i- 
«© magine. ) 

Anſw, If Mr. 8. bad ſet down, as I deſired him in my Letter, 
what the benefit, or priviledge is of infant viſible Churchmember ſhip 
which he aſſerts unrepealed, and what infants loſe by not being in the 
Chriftian Church vibble, the Reader with my ſelf might have confidered 
this argument more exactly: But till that be done, no man can exact iy 
tell how to compare their Comer and later conditions wherein they are 
better or worſe, nor how from the equall goodneſs of their condition 
their Charchmembarſhip js interred, And for my part; I think ſuch 
kind of arguingsas theſe, to infer things that onely are by Divine in- 

| © (ſtrut; 
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ſiution, are meer devices of mens wit, and Mr. B. in uſing them (as 
indeed they are his onely ſtrength he bath in this point, for all the tex1s 
hee brings are quite from the matter, and ſome ſo manifeſtly imper ti- 
nent, that a good text man would bee aſhamed ever to preduce them 
a5 hee doth ) doth but ſhew that he reſts more on popular arguments 
which moves mens affe&ions then Scripture proofs , though molt 
deceitfully like an Impoſtor he entitle his Book, Plain Scripture proof of 
inſants Churchmemberſhip and Bajtiſm , when there is net a text that 
is plain for it , fcarce any that hath any ſhew of ir, Bur leſt this argu- 
ment be thovght unanſwerable, I ſhall examine it. A worſe of a bet» 
tet condition are comparative terms, and as Ariſlotle ſaith in his Ca- 
reg, 7i%i mw6s nothing is ſaid ts bee great or ſmall by it ſelf, but 

4 compared with another , ſo nothing is better or worſe by it ſelf, but 
as compared with another, It is neceſlary then that we examine the e- 
ſtare of b. licving ewes children before and ſince Chriſts comming: 
IThe eſtate of the believing Zewes children before Chriſt, may be con- 
ceived to bee either in actual poſſe ſſions or in promiſes, In actual poſ- 
ſeſſions they had this priviledge, that they were a part of that nation 
which was then Gods people, ſeparared from other people by Cir. 
cumcifion, lawes, temple, inherirance in Canaan, dar = and the 
children of the prieſts had this priviledge, that the males were to ſuc- 
ceed in the prieſthood, and their children to be ncuriſhed of the tithes, 
offerings, fr ſt fruits, the poor by a tithe and other wayes. Ihe promiſes 
were either of ſpccial priviledge, as that Chriſt ſhould come out ot that 
nation, or of temporal bleſſings , as that while they kept Gods laws 
they ſhould dwell in Canaen and proſper there , cr of ſaving bleſſings, 
Theſe did belong onely ro ſome believing Hebrews children, net to 
all, io Iſaac not to Iſhmael, to Jacob not to Eſau, the reſt were onely 
temporal benefits , and were accompanied with a yoke of lawes and 
rites iutollerable. The children of believing Jewes condition fince 
Chriſt, is either in reſpect of ſaving bleſſings, and ſo it is cither the 
ſame which was before , or better in reſpett of the eaſier way of com- 
ming to the knowled-c of Chriſt , in reſpe& of the temporals, So it is 
in ſome reſyect worſe , they ate liable more to per ſecution with their 
parents, in ſo ne teſpects better, in that they with their patents gie 
exempt from the legal bon age, which they and their parents as patt 
of that nat ion ot viſi le Church were obnoxious to, So that in ſome 
ſenſe the antecedent or minor is granted, in ſome ſenſe deuied, wich- 
out fear of ſor ie ĩting my Chriſtianity, 

And to Mr, Bs, proofs I anſwer , Chriſt did come to make Jew be- 
lievers chi'dren in ſomereſpe&, that is, of their temporal enj»yments 
in Canaan miſerable, or under perſecution, and fo in a worſe conditi- 
on, and yet he is thereby no deſtroyer of mans happineſs , but a Savi- 
our of them, this worſe condition working for their eternal good. 
Nor is it any abſurdity to ſay, be that would not accuſe the adulterous 
woman, would leave our of his viſible Church Chriſtian all infants 
without accuſation , (cb this leaving out was onely an act of Soveraigr.» 
ty 438 Kefer, not of punitive juſtice as a Judge. 
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But the conſequence is that which I denied before and now alſo, 

and to his proof I yive the ſame anſwer, which he thus exagirates, 

Can you imagine what ſuiſt is left againfi this plain truth » 1 

wi tell you all that Mr. T. could ſay ( before many thouſand witneſſes 
I thizk )) and thit is this, He ſaith plainly , That it is a better condition 
to inſants to be out of the Church now, then in it then which ' thought 4 
Chriftian could ſca'ſe have believed, 1. Are al thoſe glorious things ſro. 
zen of the City of God , and itt now better tobe out of any Church then 
in it? 

Anſw, It is no ſhift but a plain truth, which if there had been ma- 
ny more witnefſes, | ſhoul4 ti 1 avuuch as parc of my faith, aud mee 
thinbs if Mc, B. be a Chri lan, and nora Jew, hee ſhould believe it 
too. For were not the 7ews infan.s by their vifible Churchinember- 
ſhip bound to be circumci'ed, and to keep Meſes Law > was nut thi an 
h-avie and intollerable yore ? Is Jr not a mercy ty be freed from it» What 
real Evangelical promiſeor bleTrg do intan's of believing Jews now 
loſe, by not being Chriſtian viſible Chur chmember: l challenge Mc, B. 
to ſhew me any one particular real Evangelical bleſſing, which doth not 
2. well come to an jn'ant of a believer uni aptiz d, or non-admicred to 
viſible C hurchme nberſhip as ro the baptized , or admitted , or any 
true cauſe of diſconfure to parents by my doctt ine, which is not by his 
own, Dare he ſay , that the promiſes of ſavi g grace, or protection, 
or other bleſſings , are not belonging to them b:cauſe unbaptized, 
not admitted viſible Churchmeo bers > If he dare not, let him forbear 
to calumniare my dectrine as unchriſtian, and tragicafly to repreſent it 
a cruel, and uncomfortable to parents, and ſo not like a ſolid diſputant 
or judicious Divine cleer truth, but like an O ratour raiſe paſſion withs 
1 „and end. avour to make me and that which is a plain 
truth odious, which courſe will at laſt redound to his ſhame, if ir do 
not pierce his conſcie ce, I faid not as Mr, Bs, queſtion intimates, 
that it is now bettet to be our of any Church then it, dur that it is a 
bettet condition ro infants to bee out of the Church now, then to be 
in it then, mea ning that nonvifible Churchmemberſhip to infant: now is 
a better condition then vifible Churchmemberſhip was to them then, 
And for that paſſage, that glorious things are ſpo ten of the City of God, 
to prove the contrary it is ridiculouſly alledged; For that ſpeech is meant 
of Feruſalem ,, or Sion preferred before all the dwellings of Facob , Pſal, 
$7.1, 2, 3. not of all the Jewiſh Church , and to it may be well oppoſed 
chat of the Apoſtle Gal. 4. 25. Hieruſaſem which is now in bondage with 
ber children, which proves my peficion, 

Mr. B. adds, 2. Then the Gentiles, Pagans infants now, are bappier 
then the Fews were then; for the Pagans and their infants are out of 
the Church > a 

Anſw. It follows not from my poſition , which was of Chriſtian be- 
lie vers infants wich :hoſe promiſes and probabilities they have, and 
from thence followes not that Pagans infants out of the Church without 
thoſe promifes and probabilities Chriſtian believers infants have, are 
happiet then the ems were then, . bY £ 
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But, faith he, 1 werebefi to argue it 4 little further, 3. If it be a 
better condition to be in that Covenant with God wherein be bindet h bin- 
ſelf to be their God, and taketbthem to be his peculiar people, then to be out 
of that Covenant, then it us a better condition to be in the Church as it was 
then, then to be out of that and hu too; But it is @ better condition tobe 
in the aforeſaid Covenant with God, then out of it + Therefore it is better 
to be in the Church as then to be in neitber. The antecedent is undeniable ? 
The conſequence is clear in theſe two concluſions , 1, That ihe inchurched 
Jews were then all in ſuch a Covenant with God : Thu I troved, Deut. 
19. 1,11. hat Air, I. vainly ſaith againſt the plain words of this Text, 
you may ſce in the ind, 2. There is to thoſe that are now out of tbe Church 
no ſuch covenant aſſurance, or merty auſwerabie, If there be, let ſome body 
ew it: which I could never get Mr. T. to ds Nay be [cemeth 10 confeſ 
in bis Sermon, that inſants now bave no priviledge at all in ſled oſibeir 
cbuſchme mb ei ſp. 

Anſw, it the Covenant be meant ( a> I have proved before, ſc, 
64, it is) of the Covenant of the Law concerning ſetling them in C. 
nan it they kept the law of Moſes, then the antecedent is not undenia- 
ble; but it is moſt tiue, that the condition of believers and their chil» 
dren now with the ex! ibition of Chriſt, the promiſes ard probabilities 
they have of ſaving knowledge ot Chriſt and ſalvation by him, is bet er 
out of the aforeſaid Covenant with God then in it, Bur the conſequence 
was alſo denied, becauſe Mr, B. means the Covenant of grace; Ard if 
it be meant of the Covenant of Evangelical grace, neither of his con- 
clugons are ttue; nor js the former proved trom Peu. 29. 11,12. For 
it it were true, that all that did ſtand there before the Lord dia enter 
into covenant, yet they were not therefore in the covenant wherein 
God bindeth himſelf to be their God, Their entring into covenant 
was by their promiſe to obey God, which they might do, and yer nor 
be in the covenant wherein God bindeth himſelt to be their Cod, fi.h 
Gods promiſe is not to them that enter into covenant, but to them that 
keep it; yea, if it were that they were in that covenant, yet that cove- 
nant did not put any into a happy condition but thoſe that kept Gods 
haws, it being made conditionally, and ſo not all the inchurched Jews 
were in that covenant wherein God bindeth himſelf to be their Cod. 
Yea, if it wete as Mr, B. would have it, that the promiſe of being their 
God were meant of Evangelical grace; yet according to his Doctrine 
it is upon condition of faith, and ſo it is either univerſal to all in or out 
of the Church, or to none but thoſe who are believers, who we'e not all 
the inchurched Jews, Nor is the ſecond concluſion true; there is the 
ſame covenant of Evangelical grace made to infants who are nuw 
no viſible churchmembers as was then, to the ele now as was then, 
to whem alone it was made then and now. And as for mercy an- 
— to viſible ei urchmembetſliip of infants, enough is ſaid here, 

64. 

M.. B. adds, 4. 1 argue from Rom. 3. T. What advantage hath th 
Jem, and what profit the circumciſion? nach every way, &c. If the Jew® 
circumciſed inchurched infans bad mb advantage every way, and — 
Reg wo e ; wit bon 
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without the Churth have none; then it is better be in their Church then 
without the church: But the former is plain in the Text; therefore the 
later is certain. 

An w. The advantage the Jew had, was when they were the peo. 
ple of God above them who were heathen inhidels, not above Chriſtian 
believers: Now iti; true, that it was bitte: to be in their Church, then 
to be withont the Church, as heathen infidels and their children were, 
But this doth not prove what is to be proved, that the condition of Jews 
infants in their Church viſible, is better then of Chriſtian believers in. 
fants now no viſible Churchmembers, Nevertheleſs the ſpecch of the 
Apoſtle is not meant ot Jew infants ; for the inſtance he gives of com. 
mitting to them the Oracles of God, is not true of the infants ; and there. 
fore it is denied, that Mr, Bs, antecedent is plain in the text in reſpeR 
of the forepart of it: And ic is falſe alſo, that the infants of Chriſtians, 
though nor Chriſtian viſible churchmemberſhip, have no ſuch advan. 
tage as the Jews had; For in this thing the advan:age of the Chriſtians 
infant is more then of che Jews, ſich the Scriptutes being now more 
common and better cleared, they may ſooner know them then the Jews 
infants could 

5. Saith he, Again from Rom. 9.4. I argue thus: If then to the 
Jews pertained the adoption, the covenants, the promiſes, &c. but no ſuch 
thing to them without the Church; then it is worſe 10 be ont of the Church, 
then to be in it as they were: But the former is the werds of the Holy Ghoſt, 
thereſore the conſequent is cert ain. 

Anſw, The conſequence is denied, For if this were true, it woald 
as well prove ir to have been a better condition to be in the viſible 
Church Jewiſh then, then to be in the Chriſtian Church viſible now, 
For now-thoſe things expreſſed Rom. 9. 4, J. belong not to them who 
are in the viſible Church Chriſtian; yea, it is now Chriſt js come the 
benefit of the Church to be freed from them, I mean ſome of them, as 
the ſervices which were io ſacrifices, &c, the glory which was the 
Ark, the Covenant, to wit, the Tables of ſtone, the adoption which ex- 
cluded the Gentiles from being Gods people ; and concerning the 
other three, the giving of the Law, diſcent trom the Fathers, Chriſts 
conſanguinity, they are ſuch as cannot be to any other, and are all te- 
compenſed abundantly by the comming of Chriſt, the gift of the Spirit, 
preaching of the Goſpel, without infants vilble churchmemberſhip. 
And therefore though there be no ſuch thing as thoſe things mention» 
ed, Rom. 9.4, 5. to them that are out or in the viſible Church Chriſti- 
an, yet there are beter things to Chriſtians, which make their condi- 
tion, and che r infant? not actually viſible churchmembe rs, better then 
the Jewiſh churchſtate at the beſt, 

6. Saith he, it be bettter to be in Gods bouſe and ſamily then out, 
and in bis viſible Kingdome then aut; then it is better to be in the church 
( though bat as the Jews were) then out + But the ſormer is evident; 
therefore the later. 

_ It is true, it Is better to be in Gods houſe and family then out, 
and ſo infarcts may be though they be not in the Chiiſtian Church vib- 
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We; and tlough they be not in Chriſts vi6ble K ingdome, yer they 
may be in his invibble, which is moſt truly his Kigdome and houſe, 
and this eſtate is better then to be in the Jewiſh CLurch vigble, But 
iz was not bettet with infants by vertue of their vifible ehurchmember- 
ſhip, then it 15 with believers infants withour it, ſith they are freed from 
the yoke ot bondage the Jews were under, and hive equal portion, if 
not more of F vangelical grace then they had, and therefore the conſe. 
quence is denicd. 

7. Saith r. B. If it be better to be a ſanfified peculiar people of God, 
then to be none ſuch (but an excluded common unc'ean people; F thew it 1 
better to be in the Church ( though but as the Jews were) then ont of the 
Church : But the ſormer is moſt certain; theyeſore the Liter, The conſe- 

aence 15 lain, in that all the church, both Jews and Gentiles are properly 

a peculiar people ſeparated or ſauftified to God ; and ſo ave they till cated 
in the Old eſlament and New + And therefore thoſe without the Church 
muſt needs be an excluded people (c ven as eleftion of ſome implicth paſſing 
by or rejefling of others z ) and ibereſore are called common and unclean 
ſreguen ty. 

Anſw. This being underſtood of the viſible Church, it is falſe that 
thoſe without the Church vihble muſt needs be an excluded people from 
God; for then all abortives, and ſtill. born children, x erſ-n+ dying 
without figns ſenſible of faith and repentance though before God be- 
lievers, excommunicate perſons ſhould b- excluded from Gud, And 
as for Mr. Bs. proof, that the Church are proper ly a peculiar people ſepa» 
rated or ſan: fied to God, this cannot be true in reality ( which muſt 
make their condition bettet) but onely of thoſe who are of the inviſible 
alſo, of which intants may be, though not of che viſible z of the reſt ic 
3s true onely in appearance, which makes their condition not better in 
the Church, but worſe then of thoſe without, ſith the odiouſneſs of their 
hypoeriſie provokes God againſt them the more, though cloaked from 
men by their fair profeſſion, 

8. Sai h he. If God do nor uſually beſtow ſo many or greater 
©« mercies our of his Church, as he doth in it; then it is worſe to be out 
« of the Church, then to be in it (though but as the Jews were: ) But 
certainly God uſeth not to beſtow ſo many or greater mercies out of 
the Church, az in it; therefore it is worſe to be out then in (though 
© bur as the Jews, ) 

Anſw. Mr, B. ſhould prove the miner (which I deny) that God 
doth not beſtow uſually ſo many or greater mercies to inſants now not 
viſible Chriſtian churchmembers, as he did to infants in the Jewiſh 
Church viſible ; ( For ſo muſt his minor be, if bis concluſion oppoſe my 
pofition ; ) which ſith he proves not, my denial is ſufficient anſwer, 

9. Saith he, If Chriſt have made larger promiſes to his Chu:ch 
© viſible, chen to any in the world that are not of the Church, ( nay, if 
** there be no ſpecial promiſe at all, nor ſcarce common, to any without 
the Church, but the conditional, upon their comming in,) then is it 
© worſe to be out of the Church then to be ſo im it: But the former is 
true, rherefore the later, 
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Anſw, Mr. B. brings no proof for his minor, and therefore it 7s 
enough for me to deny it, as being falſe concerning abortives, till. born, 
infant children elect, and others, 

10, Saith be, If Chriſt have promiſed his preſence to his Church 
to the end ot the world, and to walk among his golden canoleſticks, 
« and take p'caſure in her; bur not ſo to thoſe without the Church; 
< then it i better being with.n ( chough bit as the Jews ) then withour, 
„ Bur the former is true; therefore the latter. Did I not refolye on 
© hre vi y, it were eaſier to cite multitudes of texts for all theſe, 

anſw. Mr. B. ſhould prove his minor, that Chriſt hath promiſed 
theſe things to infants in the viſible Chureh Jewiſh, and not to infants of 
believers, who are not viſible churchmembers Chriſtian ; for which 
though he talk of multitudes of texts, yet I ſhall not believe he hath any 
till he produce them. 

He adds, © Bur upon this much I ſay to the contrary minded as 
<« 7oſhua in another caſe, chooſe yuu of what ſociety you will be of ; but 
as for me and my houſhold, we will be of the Church of God. 

Anw. And ſo lay I, it I can prevail with them, or for them. 

Mr. B. adds, And bad I children, 1 ſhould be loth God ſhould 
* ſhur th m our, Anſw. Soſiyl, 

Again Mr, B, © For without are dogs, extorcioners, liars, &c. 
« Even Chriſt calls the woman of Canaan that was without, a dog; 
© though when he had admitted her inte his Church, the became a 
daughter.“ 

Anſw. The words, Revel. 22.1 J. without are dogs, the verſe fore. 
going ſhews to be meant of being withcut che city where the bleſſed 
enter; and ir being compared with Rev. 21.8. thence appears, that 
they that are withou! are caſſ into the lake burning with fire and brimfone, 
which is the ſecond death: Which if he ſay (as his words intimate) of 
all that ate not viſible churchinembers, he pronounceth a bloudy ſer. 
rence ag inſt millions that are in heaven, and muſt be a hundred times 
more uncomforr3ble io parents concerning their abortive ftill-born 
children, then any thing I ever held. And his abuſe of Che iſts werds, 
Mat tb. 5. 26. Mark 7 27. is yer more groſs, in alledging them after 
that, Rev 22.1 5. as if dogs, Matih.15.26, were of the ſame ſenſe wi h 
dogs in the other, whereas Ncb. 11 11. it is 4e, and doth note 
ſuch as rend them that give holy things to them, Math. 7. 6. but Matth, 
15,26, Mark 7.27. it is rb #uvai «4, little dogy and doth not note 
perſons ſo called from their profane, n iſehjevous, impious behaviour, 
but in oppolicion to chiſdren, that is Jews, ſuch a; were of Gentile diſ- 
cent, and therefore accounted unclean And the application of them is 
as bad, as if the not ma ing infants Chriſtian viſible churchmembers, 
made them dogs in either ſenſe ; Whereas to make the n ace 5, as Kev, 
22.15, is meant, is not onely to make them non. viſible churchmembers, 
bur alſo of moſt wicked manners and dimaed wretches ; and the term 
dogs, as uſed Ma'tb.15 26, might be applicd as well to viſible church- 
members not Jewiſh, ſuch as Cornelixe, Acts 10.2, as to thoſe out of it. 
Nor doth it appear that our Lord Chriſt either adinitted the woman of 
Canaan 
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cas into his Church or termed her daughter { as Mr. f. words inti- 
mate) but woman afrer her manifeſtation of faith, So that Mr. B. as 
his wont is, doth prophanely abuſe the Scripture, to make his adver« 
ſarios tenet appear odious without cauſe, What he adds, I ſay there- 
fore as Peter whithe/ we go, f we forſake the Church ? It is good ſor 
us to be bere: thoſe that wik needs think it better ts be out of the Church 
then in ie, let them go they need na Anathema , nor excommunication, 
ſeting they think it ſuch a mercy ts bee without the Church , I will not ſay 
of it as Paul of bis ſhip, except ye abideinit, ye cannot tee ſaved , and 
jo 1 conclude , Chriſt did not come to believers burt , by nnchurcbing 
their children, doth but ſhew his malignant diſpoſition to ſpit as much 
venome as hee can againſt his antegoniſts and their doQrine , ca- 
lumniating ic as rending to forſaking the Ct.urch , thinking it better to 
de out of the Church then in it, thinking it a mercy to bee without 
the Church, Chriſt did come to believers hurt by unchurehing their 
children, none of which followes from my tenet, but the charging of 
them en it ſhew ing Mr, 8s, ſpightſulaeſs towards mee, and the truth, 
which the Lord forgive him. 

la the ſame vein of ſeribling, Mr. B. procceds thus ch. 15. My 
roth. arg is this from Heb, 8.6. [ Jeſus is the mediator of a better 
Covenant eftabliſhed on bet ter promi es. Heb. 7. 22. And the Autbor of 4 
batter teſtament. Rom. 5. 4, 1, 20. Where ſin abounded grace much more 4- 
bounded E pheſ. 3. 19, 20. That ye may comprebend the height, and breadth, 
and length, and 7 aud hnow the love of ( hriſt which paſſeth knowledy } 
wich a hundred the like places; from whence I argue thus, If the Church of 
Cbriſt be not in a wo ſe fate now ( in regard of their childrens bappineſt and 
ther parents comfort therein) then it was before Chriſts comming , then 
our children ought to bee Churchmembers + (and conſequently that od. 
nance and —_ giſt is no: repealed, ) But all the ſuid texts and ma- 
m more ſhew tbat the Church of Chriſt is not in a worſe condition now 
then it was then (but unconcei vabiy better ; ) therefore our children 
ought to bee Churchmembers , 4 well as theirs was then. I bave 
before proved that it is worſe to bee out of ebe Church thes in 
it 3 and then nothing elſe can bee ſaid againft this argument that I 
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Anſw, That Mr, B, hath not proved any thing he ſhould have — 
ved in cont / adi ction to my tenet is before ſhewed. To the argument here 
made [ anſwer, 1. by denying the ſyllog ſm to be rigbr'in form for wane 
of putting in the minor, thoſe words (in regard of their childrens happi- 
neſt and Ibeir parents comfort thereis ) and adding in the minor thoſe 
words (but unconceivably better) which were not in the major, where- 
dy the lyllogiſu is monſtrous confiſting of four or five terms, 2. Let. 
ung that paſs I deny the conſequeuce of the major, and aver that 
though eur infancs be not viſible Chut chmembets now, yet the Church 
of Chriſt is not in a worſe ſiate now (in regard of their childrens 
Mppineſs ,and their parents (comforts therein) chen i was-befcre 
Ctrifts com ning, bot uncorceivably bettet, in regard ot the comming 
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3. Thar none of the texts ſpeak any thing for Mr, BY, purpoſe , but ra- 
ther againſt it In che firſt it is faidrie Covenant of which Chriſt is me- 
diatot᷑ js better then that ot wbich Moſes or Aaron were mediators, and 
that i is eſtabliſhed on beiter promiſes, the former containing for the 
moſt part promi ſes of carihly bleflings in Canaan, and that promiſe which 
was of righteouſneſs, was upon the condition ot keeping the Law; h- 
ou: pt omiſe ot the ſpirit; now the new Covenant pronvies righteouſneſs, 
forgiveneſs of all ſins through faith in Chriſt, with a promilc ofthe ſpi- 
rite, But theſe promiſes belong not to the Church as it is vifible, but ag 
it contains the e lect, of which ſort infants may be — they be not vi. 
ſible Churchmembers , there's not a word of promite that the viſible 
Church ſhall eonſiſt ot a whole nation, of all forts of people in a nation 
infants and elder , much leis ſhall conſiſt of more ſorts of people then 
were in the Jewiſh Church, buc of more ample mercies ſpiritual to the 
elect, who were all of the inviſible Church though nat of the viſible, and 
amen them infants, abortives,ſtil. born chi drch, which could not be of 
the vilible ; and therefore to ſpeak truth, parents have more comfer: by 
this Covenant both for themſelves and children, in that it allures more 
ample grace, aud that tomotethen viſtble members under the New Te- 
ſtament. The (ame a ſwer is to be given to Heb, 7, 22. though ihe word 
be not as Mc. B. here reads it | author ]bur | ſurety, ] Ihe next text ſpeaks 
of the abound ing of grace by Chriſt beyond cke evil of fn by Adams 
tranſgreſſion, noching at all ofthe enlargement of the vifible Church 
ſince Chriſts comming ia re ſpect of the ſorts of members, over that 
which the viſible Charch Jewiſh had, Yea ſuch a poſition as it hath net 
the leaſt ſootiug in the text, ſo would it not ſtand with Mr, Bs, and o. 
ther Pædobap iſts .ofriae, that the viable churchmemberſhip is a pri. 
viledge of believers children: but in reſpect of extent of perſons, it was 
better with the viſible Church then, ſith it com prehended ſerva ts, and the 
bought children of ſtrangers, And for the laſt rext, to imagine that the 
love of Chriſt is every whit the leſs if intants be not v ſible churchmem- 
bers, is ſuch a conceit as | judge a meer dotage. But there is more of it 
in that which follows. . \ 
* Farther, ſaigh Mr. 8, I might prove ii ant of E pheſ. 2. 12, They that 
are out of the Church are ſaid to be ſtrangers to the Covenant, and without 
bope, and without God in the world, in compariſon with thoſe within the 
Church, O bow little then do they apf rebend tbat height and depth! &c. 
or know that love of Gbrift that paſſeth knowledge , wbo think that Chriff 
will anchurch ad the inſants of believers now, that took them in ſo tendtt« 
ly in the time of Moſes > How inſenſible du they aper to be of the glori. 
ous tiches of the Goſpel, and the free abundant grace of Chriſt, who bave 
(ſuch unwoꝛ thy thoughts of bim, as if he would put all our children out of bi 
Church? How little know they the difference between Chriſt and Moſes, 
thes think they might then be churchwembers and not now 3. And yet (0h the 
blindneſs . ) theſe men do this undey prezence of magnifying the [perituality 
of the Goſpel priviled est As if to he a member of Corifts Church "mere 2 
Carnal tbiug s or as if the viſible Church were wot the objeft and recipient of 
ſriritunl s ri a common mercies | 1 Fr 
Anſp, 
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Anſw, The Apoſtle doth not ſay they that are out of the Church 
any more then they that are uncircumciſed are without hope, without 
God, nor doch he ſpeak comparatively but abſolutely, Nor duth he ſpeak 
gniverſally of all without the Church, but particularly of the Epheſrans, 
nor of them as out of the Church univerſal bur Jewiſh , nx this as they 
were merely negatively or privatively eut for want of not raking on them 
the yoke ot Moſes Law, bur as they walked after the cout ſe of the 
world v. 2, 3. So chat cheſe things are nor ſaid of them barely as non- 
rifble churchmembers then in the Jewiſh Church as infants are now in 
the Chriſtian(ſer then theſe things might have bin ſaid of cernelim and 
his houſe as well as of chem, who were uncircumciſed , nor in the Com- 
monwealth of Ire) bur as they were idolaters, alienated from the life 
of God, and ſo were neither members of the Church viſible, nor inviſible 
ot true believers at that time. Therefore rochirge us with making the 
eſtate of infants of believers by our doctt ine as the eſtate of thoſe 
mentioned Epbeſ. 2, x2, is a nicer ca'uminy tending to nothing elſe 
dit indirectly to crPte prejudice in men againſt the truth. And of the 
lane kinde is that which followes, which jnſinvates as if by deny» 
ing infants viſible churchmemberſhip , we /eſiexed Cbrafts love, weie 
inſenſible of it, and the glorieus riches of the Goſpel, made Chriſt leſs t en- 
dr now of infants of belie vers then in Moſes time, and had ſuch umwor- 
thy thoughts of Chriſt, as if be would put all our childrens out of bis 
Church, and knew not t be difference between Chrifl aud Moſes, all which 
are meer flams and trivolous falſe accuſations , fit to take with ſhallow 
Pzdobapriſts, who ate caught with flouriſhes of Rhecorick rather then 
ſolid reaſen, And for that which hee cenſures as my blindneſs, I 
may rather admire his in not diſcerning it, For however to be a mem- 
ber of Chriſts Church may be more then a carnal thing, yer to bee 
viſible Churchmember by natural difcent without faith is bur a car- 
nal thing, and in this refpeR the Church Jewiſh was more carnal chen 
the Chriſtian Church, as the Scriptmes intimate, though they wers 
the object and recipient of ſpiritual as well a: common mercies, I he 
reſt that follows js in the ſame ca lumniating vein , for wee fay as the 
Apoſtle Gal. 4. x7. that is, that the new Covenant or Gentile Church 
hath more children chen the Jewiſh , in that there were mere belie- 
vers in the world on the preaching of the Goſpel as is faid Revel. 5. 
. chen in the na tional Church Jewiſh , nor du wee, at Mr. B. belies 
us. mee all ut any of tbe bid en of the new Coygnanr ot Gentile 
Cbunch aaſt ont , for tt ey one)y are thuſe who are by promiſe , born 
«ter the ſpirit, ibat h, true belicycrs v. 27 29. and not as ,' 
end fondty Mr. B. imagines all the intant chüdren of Gem ile be lie- 
vers. Nor do wee by our dactrina contradict the A puſtles words Hep. 
1. 40. whick xc ridieutouſly applied ta intants whble Churchmem- 
berhip. Bor the bert er thing provided:for'm:is that which the belie vert 
afore Chriſt received nat , hich is by ſoh conceived to bee heaven , 
due generally Proceſtare Divides ubderſtand it of che exhilirion of 
Crit in the fie(h, and the clear knowledge'ot him, which it true, proves 
What ] av; r that. Chr iſts exhibicionin the fleſh , the gift of ihe you 
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and therevelation of the Goſpel, and the tak ing in of the Getniles, are 
in bad of tut viſible Churchmemberſhip the Jewes had, and all the 
priviled /etannexed.. However it cannot bee infants viſible Church. 
memberſhip as Mfr. B. makes it; far that they had as Mr, B. aſſerts, and 
there fare the denying ot ic by me, makes not us in fo much worſe a con« 
dirjdn then they. Nor do wee by denying infants viſible Churchmem - 
berſhip aver the partition wall taken down Epbeſ. 2. 14. by Chriſt 
to be in part ſtanding, For — — wa.l ts clearly meant of the 
body of Ceremonies, and neceſfitie of ' repairing to the Temple and 
raking the yoke of Moſes Law on them, which kept the Gentiles from 
joyning wich the Jewes in the worſhip: of the ſame God, which I keep 
not up in any ſort, much Jeſs p/ach wp the wall of the Church or vine- 
yard it ſelf, and as for our children ts lay all waffe to the wilder, 
zeſt, dut Mr. B. by maintaining a national Church or viſihle Church. 
member ſhip by natural difcene ,: doth keep up the partition wall in true 
conſſruction, ſith the way of pulling down the paxtj ion wall by God, 
ha h been by making all one body through fai the ſucceſſion of 
which in the place of Circumcifion and the Jewiſh Churchmember- 
— is the doctrine of the A poſt e Gal, 3. and elicwhere, as is ſhewed 

ore, 

Mr, B, continues the ſame prattle ch 15, thus, - © My 11, arg. i⸗ 
this, It che children of believers be now put out of the Church, « 
© they are ina worſecondicien then the very children of the Geneifes 
<** were before che comming of Chriſt ; But that were moſt abſurd'and 
<« falſe'; therefore fo is the antecedent, Thie conſequent would plainly 
< follow; if the antecedent were true, as is evident thus: Before Chriſts 
v comming any Gentile in the world without exception, if hee would 
* might have his children to be members of the vifible'C harch + But 
* new (according to Mr; T.) no Gentile may have his child a member 
* of the Church; there ſote according to this doctt ine, the very Gentiles 
5 as well as the Jews, are in a worſe condition now: and Chriſt ſhould 
< come to be a deſtroyer , and do hurt to all the word, — is mo} 
vile dogrine.) That the Gentiles might have thelr children Church- 
© members betore, it they would come in themſelves, Is not denied nor 
indeed can bee: For it is the expreſs leiter of Gods law, that any 
*©.trangor that would eome in might bring his children, and all beecir« 
« cumciſed and admitted members of the Jews Church: This was the eaſe 
© of any chat would be full — z God in providence did deny to 
* give the knowledge ot his laws te the Gentiles, as be did to the Jews 
gut he excepred no man out of the mercy of his Covenant, that would 
« come in and take it (except ſome few that were deſtinared to wrath for 
«the height of their wickedneſs , whom he commanded rar 67 yu 
« utrerly to deſtrey.) If any ſay that the Gentiles were admitted wi 
« their infants into no Church, but the particular Church of the Jews, I 
ce ſhall anſwer him 1. Thar jr is falſe; for they were admitted into the 
« yifible univerſal Church, as 1 fhall ſhew more fully afterward, 
« . Ifit were ſo, yet the Church of the Jewes was a happy Church 
24% God , in a chouſand fold bener tare , then choſe vibe 
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go that he that will be of the faith of our eppoſers, you ſce, muſt be- 
« lieve that Chriſt hath come to deny the very Gentiles that priviledge 
« which for their children they had before. Yea, that you may ſee it 
« waz not tied to the Jews onely, or ibe ſeed of Abrabam, even when 
&«& Abrahams own family was circumciſed, ( and as Mr, T. thinks, then 
ce firſt admitted all into the Chu ch : ) there was but one of the feed of 
“Abraham circumciſed at that time ( for be had no one but 1ſhmae! ) 
but of ſervants that were not of his ſeed, there were admitted or Cir- 
te cumciſed 318. trained men- ſervanis that fought for hum. Gen. 14.14, 
tc and how many hundred women and children and all he had, you may 
tc con jecture. And all theſe were then of the Church, and but one of 
Abrahams ſeed, and that one Iſþmaeb Therefore certainly though the 
« preateſt priviledges were reſer ved for ade and his ſeed, of whom 
« Chriſt was to come, yet not the pr. viledge of ſole churchmembei ſhip; 
«for the very children of Abrabams ſervants were churchmembers; 
« And ſo I think this is pla in enough, 

Anſw. It is moſt vile doctt ine, to ſay, Chr iſt came to be a deſtroy. 
er, and to do hurt to all the world 3 and it is moſt vile doctrine which 
Mr. 8. inſinuates, as if the denying of infants viſible c hurchmemberſhip 
did infer their deſtruction: which is moſt palpably falſe, fich neither 
were all churchmembers viſible faved, as v, g. 1ſhmatl, Eſas ; nor all 
non · viſible churchmembers damned, as v. g. abortives, ſtill-borns. 
And therefore Mr. B. by theſe inſinustions diſcovers nothing bur his 
own vituleney, and I can juſtly deny the conſequence of his argument 
till he ſhew me what benefit the infancs of believers now do loſe by not 
being Chriſtian viſible churchmembers which rends to their deſtructi- 
on, and what is the benefic of infant viſible Chi iftian churchmember. 
ſhip which is for their ſalvation, which they have not though they be not: 
viſible churchmembers, I mean real and not meer putative benefit, For 
9 — 1. I think RjH that infants were not admitted into any viſible 
Church but the Jews, and their being of the univerſal was onely in that 
they were of the Jewifh, 2. I think ir is a benefit not to be of the 
Cburch Jewiſh, in which men were entred by circumciſion, and bound 
to keep the law; and that Cernelius, and fuch other as were nat full 

roſelytes, were is as good 2 cafe as the full ptoſelytes; and that it is 

t vain talk of Mr. I. that the Church of the Jews was a happy Church 
of God, in a thouſand fold better eſtate then theſe withour unely as pro. 
ſelytes of the 3. That though there were in the Jewiſh Church 
other then Abrabams ſeed, yet they were all of the Hebrew: Common 
wealth. 4. That many of theſe churchmembers had no part in any of 
the promiſes made to Abrabam. And I think this argument of Mr, 3. 
— with them who ſuperßcially look into the thing, as Mr, 2; 
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My. Bs, i 2th, arg, ch. 1 7. part 1. of Baptiſm, ſrom Deut. 29.10, 1 f, 13. is 
arſwered, and my anſwers vindicated. 


CH.17. he proceeds thus. My 12th, Arg. is from the foremention- 
«ed Text, Deat.29,10,11,1:, where all the Jews, with all their lit. 
< tle ones were entred into Covenant with God, From whence l ar- 
* guechus, If cho Covenant which thoſe infants who were then chure k. 
© members were entred into wich God was a Covenant of grace (ot a 
© Goſpel Covenant ) then it is not repealed, (and conſequently their 
© churchmemberſhip is not repealed, as being built on the Covenant, or 
* inſeparably conjunct:) But the faid Covenant which the infants who 
© were then churchmembers did paſs into, was a Covenant of grace, 
(as diſtind from the law, which was repealed; ) therefore neither 
© ic nor their churchmemberſhip is repealed. Here I ſhall prove, 1. 
That all the infants did paſs into this Covenant. 2. That they were 
© churchmembers that did ſo, 3. That ic was ſuch a Covenant of grace, 
4. And then it will follow that it is not repealed, 
Anſw The argument from this Text was urged very hotly by Mr, 
B. in the Diſpute at Bewalley, Jan 1. 1649. bur in another manner, as 
I gather from two copies of rhe Diſpute, which though imperfect, yet 
both agree, that the argument then was this, They who ſolemnly entred 
into Covenant-with God were vifible churefunembers: Bur the infanes 
of the Jews in the wilderneſs uncircumeiſcd did fo, Ergo. Mr, B. him- 
felf in his cerredti ve, ſect. 9. The Text in Deur,29; was brought ta 
that God entred into Covenant with infants to tak them for by people, and 
20 be theis God, and ronſeque#'y made them chavehmembers, The form 
hero uſed doth vary the concluſion, and the mediam and particularly 
the term ¶ who ſolemnly entred into Covenant with God | into this | were 
entred into Covenant with Gd] and in his Cerreſt /e.5. into this [God 
entrad into Covenant with inſents to take them for bis teopit, and to betheiv 
God] between which thete is ſo great a difference, thut as the argument 
was framed in the iſpure, 1 hould not deny the war; but as there it 
is-framed, I hould deny rhe conſequence, it being certain God may 
enter into Covenant wich ſome to take them ſor his peopte, and to be 
thei» God, who neither are nor ever ſhalt be viſible churchmembers ; 
as elect pe ſons dying wich death-bed tcpentance net manifeſted, ge, 
Bur I ſhall keep to the formas it is hese uſed, And . I grant cbt ue 
churchmemberſhip of the infants which did paſs into Covenanr, Doux. 
29,10,11,12, is not repealed 2: For it being an judividual accident can 
neither in congruous ſenſe be faid to be repealed, nor it being non ens 
now is it capable of repeal if the ſpeech were right, 2, 1 prant alſo that 
Gods Covenant of grace, or his Goſpel covenant is not repealed, that 
is, changed into another Covenant, 3, I granc alſo that WO 
chur 
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chu chmemberſhip is built on the Covenant oi grace, or the Goſpel 
covenant, or i laſeparably conjundꝭ with it. But this I deny 1, that 
any law of infants viſible churchmemberſhip untopea led is contained in 
Dink. 29, 10, 11, 12, 2+ That the mutual Covenant entred znto there 
was the Goff pel covenanr af grace, 3. 1 fay, thar if it were, yet it fol- 
lows not that infant yifible churchmember ſhip is nor ceaſed, or in Mr. 
ks, diet repealed, Bur let us view Mr. Bs, proof 
r. Saich he, My, T. denied lang together in the face of many thin 
ſand people, that the infants were ent y ed into any ſuch Covmant, again 
the plain letter of the Text : Tet he perfified to deny it without any reaſon 
as you may ſee in the Diſ ute, if out.) I plain Scripture will not ſatiſ- 
e theſe men, why then do they call for Scripture ? The words are, Te fland 
this day all of you before the Lord your God, "ou Captains of your Tribes, 
your Officers, Elders, and al the men of Iſrael, your liitte ones, your wives, 
aud the (ranger that à in thy camp, ſrom the hewer of thy wood unt the 
drawer of thy wat er, that thou fhouldeft enter into Covenant with the Lord 
thy Gad, and into bis Oath which the Lord thy God maketh with thee this 
day, that be may eflabliſh thee to day for 4 people unto himſelf, and that he 
waybe to ther a God, &&c, He that ſaith inſants did not paſs into this Co- 
venent, I queſtion whether be helit us this to be the ward of G: For hem 
ſhould it be [poten painter? 

An/w | he thing which I denied was, that infants did viſibly and 
ſolemnly enter into Covenant, which Mr. B. affirmed, and I gave the 
reaſon, beciuſe they did by no viſible fign declare their aſſent to the 
Covenant: And when Mr. I. replied, that the parents did it for them, 
T anſwered, the parents act for them might bind tber, bur yet it is not 
their act, nor chat which makes a viſible churchmember ; and ſure had 
L conceived his minor ſo meant [ that the infants did by their parents vi- 
foi and ſolemnly enter into Covenant | | ſhould have granted it, and de- 
nied his major | They who viſibly and ſolemnly enived into Covenant with 
God by their parents ac for them, were viſible churchmembers ] New this 
anſwering of mine be endeavoured then and fince to repreſent with as 
much diſparagement as might be to me, though what ever impcrfefion 
there were in my anſwer ( which 1 do not deprehend to have been ſuch 
as Mr, E. hath made it) ir was in a great part from Mr, Bs, ambiguous 
uſe of words, and his captious raking 2 from my words, and 
net explaining his own, which made me anſwer ſomewhat per plexedly. 
Bur the matter being now in print, let's view the Diſpute as ic ſtands in 
the Books, I had ſaid in my Sermon, and after in my Antidote, ſe. 5, 
that C thou] v. i a. doth not neceſſarily comprehend the little ones, To 
this Mr, B. in his C orve#. pag. 249. replies, 1. that he either ſets a low 
value on my conſtience, or judgement ; which is net worth anfwering, 
2. Do you not know, ſaith he, that hen] is a collective term, uſually 
#hrongh the Books of Moſes ſpoken of al the people, except any be particye 
larly excepted > Anſw, I do know it is # colleRive term, yer often uſed 
with exception of infants by the matter of the ſpeech, though got pirri- 
cularly, And for this I need go no further then Heut. 29. , J, 4, J. Deut. 
30.1, 2,6, 7, $,9,10,11,13,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20, And in ** 
theſe, 


(492) 
theſe, v. 1. thou and thy children, v. 6, thine beart and the heart of 2 
ſetd, v. 19. thou and thy ſeed, Deut. 29.1% us and our children, are (0 
exprefly diſtinguiſhed, that I am much confirmed that [ thou] Dent. 29. 
12, doth not comprekerd the little ones, Þ.11, 

3. Saith be, Are not little ones bere named? and yet are they excluded 

Anſw, Ticyare named, v. 11, yet not meant by [tbou] v. 13. 

4. Salch he, why ſhould Moſes ſay, bere ſtand your Maren and 
wives, that not they but you might enter into Covenant? 

Anſw, 1, Why ſhould the ſtrangers ſtand there, v. 11. and yer 4 
braham, Iſaac, and Facob not their fathers F v.13. 2, I conccive God 
would have a general appearance tor the more ſol: mnity of the thing, 
but that ſome ſhould a4 in the name of che whole people, and therefore 
men. ion of all, v.11. yet the act of covenanting which was perſonal, 
v. 12. reſtrained onely to the repreſentatives, 

5. Doth not Mr, T. conſeſs that the Jews infants were in Covenant > 
why elſe were they — which is the ſeal of the Covenant ? 

Auſw, 1. Circumciſion is no where called in Scripture the Seal of 
the Covenant, and how far I allow it, may be ſeen ſeF,31, 2, Infants 
were ch cumciſed, not becauſe they were in Covenant, thoſe who were 
not in Covenant were to be circumciſed, 3. The Jews infants were 
inthe poli:ica] or domeſtical Covenant made ro Abrabam, all of them 
upon condition of their obedience to the law, ſome ot them in the Co- 
venant or promiſe of ſaying grace made to the ele, none of them in the 
Covenant by their own perſonal ad of coven inting or promifing, which 
is that alone which I deny, and which makes viſible churchmembers in 
the Chriſtian Church, 

6. Saith Mr, B. I deſire no means to convince any man of your ſtrange 
abuſe of the Text, but oncly that be will read it, ¶ Ye ſtand this day all of 
you, &e. and that be may be to thie a God | He that can confider ately be- 
lieve Mr. T. that the word | then] v. 2. doth wet neceſſari y comprebend 
the lurle ones, if I \new bim, I would tell him, tht I will not undertake 
by Scripture to convince him of any thing at all. And 1 ſay again in (on 
ety. that if the P apifts bad as plain Scripture for their Religion as it differ? 
from ours, I wd not a weth, but would turn Papi, &c. 

Anſw. Mr. Bs, words onely expreſs his confidence in his conceir, 
which in this and many more things I conceive to come from his haſty 
determinations, without weizhing all objeRions to the contrary, But 
I defire both him and che Reader to let me know whar that entring into 
Covenant is which may be rermed the infants aR, afore he cenſure my 
interpretation of [thou] as nat comprehending little one: nece ſlatily, but 
as noting ſome inſtead of the reſt, as a ſtrange abuſe of the Text; ſure 
it was No aR ef words or fign ſhewing any conſent or aſſent to the Co- 
venant or Oath of God: And it, as Fi/catsr conceives in his ſcbole, it 
were by paſſing tbrongb ( 2s the word in the Hebrew is) the / arts of the 
divided lsving creatures in teflimony of the covenant, I ſay again, ſurely 
neither little ones, nor all the reſt did piſs betwees the parts of the 
the beaſts divided, bur ſome in ſtead of the reſt, - T thin they will por 
Ky, ir was their bare preſence which was the entring into Corus 

| or 
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for their ſtanding there was before it, and the entt ing into Covenant # 
eonſcquent of it. I do not acenſe him, as he knows who hath done, of 
being a Papiſt; nor dare I abſolve Mr, . trom yeelding too much in 
ſome of his writings for Papifts, Arminians, and Socinians advantage, 
in ſ.cking ts avoid Antinomianiſm and Anabaptiſm, But I hopc both 
Mr, B. and his Reader will be more ſober and wiſe then to go over to 
the Papiſts upon this declaration of Mr, B. who if be did not ſuggeſt to 
the people as if it were ny impudence to deny it at the Diſpure, 1 way 
miſtaken, and ſo were others, and I intreat him to pardon my miſtake, 
But Mr. B, adds, 

where be ſaith, that | you] v.14. is diftinguiſhed from ¶ them that 
fad, e.] | anſwer : 1, Ithink not; but ſrom them that were abſent: 
q, 4 not whib you onely, but ( both ) with him that is here (that is you ) 
and him that is not here. 

Anſw, 1 find ne interpreter who doth not render N v.15, by the 
adveiſarive, and the Tigurtne Divines render it ſed et but alio, which 
ws plain diſtinRion of C you, v. 14. ] from bim that ſtandeth here 
with us this day before the Lord our God; and if I unterſtand any thing 
In this kind, Mr. Br. expoſition is not good ſenſe, to expound net 
with you onely, but with bim that is bere with ws that is %. For v. 
15, bin that flandeth bere is oppoſed to you, v, 14. and you one'y be- 
ing an excluGve terme, muſt exclude the reſt, and when it is ſaid 
[ with #s ] meaning bi vſelſe, and [ you] v. 14. it is meete non- 
ſenſe to expound it thus, him that ſtandeth wich us, if us compre» 
hend him that Randers there, as it doth according to Mr, Bs, ex- 
p*Gtion, Beſides, the different numbers of [ bim that ſtandem here 
with 1] and [ you ] do ſhew that they are not the ſame, And I 
thiake I may lay as Mr. B, I defite ne meanes to convince any 
_ of Mr, Bs, range expoſition, but onely that hee will read the 

ext, | 
gut he faith, 2. were it otherwiſe, yet it were onely from the people 
of ather nations thas flood among them. 

Anſw 1. It Mr. B. mean thy ſtranger which is in thy Camp, v. 
11, I expet ſome reaſon why { you one'y ] v. 14. ſhouldexcinde 
them more then the little ones and wives ; rather me thinks [ you ne- 
ly ] thould include thoſe mentioned v. 10. and him that ſtandeh with 
us here this day ſhould mean thoſe v. 11. And the plain ſenſe ſeems to 
de this, that though che Caprains, Elders, Officers, men of I/rael who 
were to enter into Co enant, did by themſelves onely covenant, yet Mo- 
ſtr in Gods ſtead did make that Covenant and Oath not onely wich 
them, to whom his ſpeech was directed, but alſo with the reſt, v. 21, 
2. Ifhe mean the rangers not of that congregation or Church of 1/74» 
&, ſurely the Covenant was not made with them, as here Meſes ſaich ir 
was With kim chat ſtandeth here with us this day, 

Me. 8. adds of me. where be ſaith ¶ ſome entred into Covenant in 
deb. F of thereft] 1 anſwer + 1. God entred into Covenant on bis part 
— er by Moſes the Mediatowr with them al, and not with ſome 
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Auſw. Be it fo, yet on the other pare ſome ettred into Cove: 
nant in behalf of the reſt, and ſo [ then] v. 1. comprebends not 
lictle ones, v. 11. for ſure if in behalf of any ſome enixed into Co- 
venant, and ¶ they ] comprehend not them, them they were the lit. 
tle ones, | | 
2. Saith he, I doubt nat bit the parents entred their children into Cam 
venant, and uot theinfants themſelves ; which ſyrws, 1141 Ged bath gi. 
ven parents this intereft and autbority, 
nſw, 7, I his is a confeſſion of what I aver, and of which Mr, B. 
and his followers have made ſuch exclama ions againſt me, For it 
tha v.12, ] entred themſelves into Covenant, and infants entre d not 
themſelves iur2 Covenant, then infants are not conprehended under 
[ thex, v.12, ] But ſo it is. Ergo, The canſequeuce is plain of it ſelf, 
the minor is for the firſt part the words ot the J ext, unleſs Mr. B. will 
ſay, that thou ſhouldeſt enter into Covenaut is hot, that thou ſhouldeſt 
enter into Covenant thy ſelf, which is a groſs abſurdity ; and the other 
paitis Mr. Bs, own: and thus Mr. B. bath juſtified me in that which 
he counted ſo ſtrange an abuſe of the Text. 2. For my pare, I doubt 
whether the patents entred che children into Covenant, and do rather 
conceive chat the Captains, Elders, Officers, v. 10. did enter into Co- 
venant by ſeme ſolemn a8 of paſſing between the parts of a beaſt divi- 
ded, or otherwiſe in ſtead of the chi dren, wires, and ſervants, v. 11. 
and net the parents for the infarcts, 1. becauſe the diſtint mention of 
thoſe, v. 18. under rhe ticles there uſed, do intimate that they were 
repreſentatives of thoſe v.11, now v. 10 perſons are not expreſſed 
under the tile of parents, but under other relations: 2. Becauſe it be · 
ing a national covenanting, it ſeems moſt ſuitable to the end of it, that 
ic was done by national Officers: 3. If there were any other then thoſe 
22 the ſolt mnity could not be likely done with decency, the num- 
er being ſo great as could not hear Moſes, nor do ſuch acts as might 
6gnifie the covenaming : 4, Becauſe it was ſs at other times, Exod. ig. 
7. Foſb. 9. 18, 19. which if true, this place proves not that G od had gi 
ven parents the intereſt and authority te covenant for theit children: 
5. The wives were parents as well as the hu, bands, but it is not pro- 
bable that the wives did covenant for the children, therefore not the pa- 
rents as parents, but under ſerie other conſideration, 
3. Saieh Mr. B. But that any other that bad the we of reaſon ſhowd 
aut enter their own conſent is a fiton not to be admitted: And yet 
Mr. T. in bis confutation Sermon, excludeth the wives from a jerſout 
covenanting, 4s well as the infauts; but barely on bis own authority: 
Ney, be ſaith, it was onely the captains and Officers, though the Covenant 
ks wade with the reſt. 
Anſw. I have given my reaſons for what I conceive, I impoſe them 
not on others, it is ſufficient for preſent that I have vindicated my after 
tion ſo — againſt by Mr. B. that [thou] v. 12. doth not 
neceflarily nd jnfancs, | V 
2. Saith Mr. B. Mr, T. denied zu our Dilpute, that thefe infants 
nere viſible churchmembers ; for when hee had — That 
2 — 2 ˙» dr Com 
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« none were churchmembers but thoſe char were circumciſed ] and 
«chat { chuxchmemberſhip was not then without circumciſion ] I told 
« him, that the infants for 40, years in the wilderneſs were not circ um- 
« ciſed, and +1 were churehmembers, and proved it from this Cove- 
« nanty yet did ha te ſolutely deny it, that the infants were church. 
members: Whereupon ſceing he waſted time in wrangling, I was 
« bold to ſay, I did verily believe that (contrary to out fir ft agreement) 
« be diſputed againſt his own conſcience, ſeeing he could not believe 
« himſelf, ti at che infants then were no churchmembers, and that none 
« but the circumciſed were churchmembers : But he took it ill, that [ 
« ſhould ſo charge him to go againſt conſcience ; and yet when I told 
bim, that women were churchmembers, though not jrcumciſed, he 
« conteſſed all, and yeelded that the intants were ſo too. And indeed 
«elſe God had no Church, or almeſt none in the wilderneſs, when all 
hut cal h and Joſhua were dead of the old ſtock; and all of ferty years 
te old were uncircumciſed ;z yet Steven calls it the Church in the wilder - 
« neſs, Acts 7.38, But I think it vain to prove that thoſe were chutch- 
© membe:s that entred ſuch a Covenant. He that wiil deny this, is ſcarce 
« to be diſputed with, 

Anſw, I do confeſs there was much time waſted in the Diſpute, and 
that my anſwers were varied according to my ſeveral apprehenſions of 
Mr, Bs, meaning, which by reaſon of his ambiguities and uacertdin ex- 
preſſions I could not be atlured of, not would he be brought to explain 
any thing to me, but what | could force him to by diſt ind ĩon, which 
yet hee ſhifted off, that I might be till at a loſs what to determine. 
Ficſt hee aſſerted a law of a — infants viſible churchmembers 
unrepea led, which I conceived was that of circumcifion, and there- 
upon denied infants in the wilderneſs to have beene viſible church - 
members, meaning ſolemnly admitted, in which ſenſe | meant that 
church nemberſhip was not then withour Circumciſion, - Bur when 
hee denied, hee meam Cire vmciſon, I preſſed him to tell what ather 
law there was, which hee then did not, but went to prove them church- 
members, which I confefled, it not undetſtood as io admitted, but 
as part of that peop'e as the women were. Secondly, when 1 fcund 
hee uſed net the term viſible churchmembers as it is taken by Pro. 
teſtant writers for thoſe that profe ſled the Chriſtian faich, I denied 
infants were churchmembers viſible by the way wich made them ſuch 
in the Chriſtjen Church, though they were yilible churchmembers ac» 
cording to the way of conſtitution of the Jewiſh Church, which was 
a Commonwealth, of which all that wete members were church- 
members, This is the true ſumme of what paſt between us in that 
time Mr, B. ſpeakes of, in which nothing was ſpoken againſt my 
conſcience ( as hee unbtother like charged mee, ) and ſuch alter ca- 
tion as was, was neceſſitated on my part by his avere fs from 
— youy- his meaning, which I inſtantly preſſed him to, but 
ſtill hee pus by with ene flirt or another at mee, that hee might 
drive mec o ſpeake ſomething, which hee might fepreſent (as hee 
Rill did) in the moſt edious manner bee could to the auduors, 
Geege x vihich 
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which injurious way hath been that which hath confirmed his party, 
though thereby they are abuſed by him, For prefenc I grant the infancs 
Dent. 19. 11. were then vifible churchmembers, but not by that Co. 
venanr, 

Agzinft this Mr, B. in his correct. ſect. 5. faith thus, © 2, He ſai h, 
© Moſes made that Covenant with him that wa not there chat day, that 
< js, their poſterity not yet born; ſhall it therefore be ſai, that they 
c were viſible members > &,] I aniwer, t. it 1s evident the Cove. 
ena it ſpoke de preſents to thoſe that were : bu de future onely of thoſe 
© that were not in being, but future: They that were not, could 
« not bee members yifib.e or inviſible. As they had a being, fo 
ce they had a memberſhip ; that is in poſſe, & inſutuitione, non is efe, 
« By vertue of this deed uf pift they mould be born churchnembers, 
< If a Landlord do by leaſe make over any land to y u, and your chil. 
© drens children, paying ſo much rent; doth it follow that your chil. 
©: dren (who are born) are none of this mans tenants, becauſe your 
*© childrens children (who are uaborn ) arc not his tenants actually, 
but potentially? Or, if a King be let over us, and out children, and 
e childrens children ( by compact.) doth j: follow, that our chi'drenin 
being are not his ſubje&s in being bet anſe our childrens children in 
« poſſe are not ſubjecis in eſſe but in poſſe onely? Ah here is good ar- 
«c uin | . 

N tw, I find Moſes ſp:aking of Go.!s Covenant, but not the Co- 
venant ſpeaking, nor is that expreſſion good ſenſe ; nor was che ſpeech 
to any other then were there, though it was of what ſhould be after, and 
that as well what Chould b: after to them that were preſent, as to them 
that were to be after, v.13, and I think it true, that they which were 
not could not be members vifible, though if the znvifible Church be ſv 
from election, a> moſt Proreſtant Diviaes ſay, they might be members 
inviable, And it is true, that as they had a being ſo they had member. 
ſhip (visible) not in being bur polſibility and futur ion. But this is 
no anſwer to my reaſon but a ſtrengthening of it, For whereas the 
the reaſon was this, That Covenant doth not make aRually viſible 
churchmembers, which is made with them who are not actually visible 
churchmembers; But that Covenant was made with them that were not 
actually viſible churchmember?, for it was made with the unborn, who 
are conſe ſſed not ts be adually viſible churchnembers by Mr. B. him- 
ſelf; Ergo, The major is plain from the rule in Logick, The ſame a 
the ſame doth always the ſame. And for Mr, Bs. inſtances, it is true, 
that it follows not, the children born are not tenants or ſubjects actually 
becauſe the unborn are not; but it follows, the leaſe and compact of 
themſelves do not make actually tenants or ſubjects, becauſe if they did 
they would do ſo the unborn as well as the born; ſo in this point, though 
tho arguing be not good, the unborn are not actually viſible churchmem- 
bers, therefore the born are not; yer this ( which was my arguing ) 
was good, By the Covenant which was made with the unborn they 
were not _— viſible churchmembers, therefore by the ſame Co. 
venant of it ſelf, without any other cauſe, neither were che Lay 
ants 
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fans a dually viſible churchmembers ; and confeouently Mr, B. cannot 
from the making of this Covenant prove the Jewiſh infants actually viſi. 
ble churchmembers. 

To my ſaying, that an entring into Covenant by parents doth nor 
make a vihble member in the Chriftian Church however (not as Mr, 
B prints it though) it did in the Jewiſh, he ſaith much in the compaſs 
of a few lines, all which is an{wered before in ſeveral ſeqtiens, chic fly 
go,11,53,57, Bur he ſaith, 3. That this was « Covenant of grace is all: 
the queſtion, To whieti I ſay, though it be a queſtion between us, yet it 
is not all the queſtion. For both in che Diſpute, and in all my writings, 
[ cenicd that the Covenant of — doth make vifible churchmembers; 
ind therefore Mr, B. if he would have made good his argument, he ſhould 
have proved that viſible churchmemberſhip and cha Covenant of grace 
ate inſepacably conjunct, which Mr, B. failing to do, fails in proving 
the chlel point of his argumenc, But let's view what he ſaich, Corref. 

ag. 251. 

« You add, ſaith be, ¶ this proves not the Covenant a pure Goſ- 
« pel-covenanc, not including pecubar benefits to the Jewiſh nation, } 
«MFanſwer, if by ¶ pure ] yon mean that iti» not one ly a Goſpel cove- 
e nant, but that and more, it yee ldeth as much as I needy for it it be a 
« Goſpel covenant, no matter though there be more. Bur if you 
«mean, that it is not efſentially a Covenant of grace, I could heap u 
&« abund nce of arguments againſt you; you may find many in Mr. Pal 
«of the Covenant, 1 add: I har Cerenant wherein God taketh them 
« to be his people, and engageth humſelſ to be their God, is « Cove» 
e nant of grace: ( for ũnce the fall God entrech bimſclt into no ſuch 
Covenant with any but in Clxiſt, and upon terms ol prace,) But ſuch 
&« i; this Coyenant made with the Iſraelites and their little ones ; there» 
© fore this was a Covenant of grace, 

Anſw, I mean by pure Goſpel Covenant, that Goſpel Covenant 
which was without mixture of domeſtick or polh ical benefits proper to 
Abrabams ſeed inheriting, which is ſer down Heb. B. 10, 17,12. outof 
Fer.31.33. and | ſay, that though there is perhaps an Evangelical pro- 
miſe or to intermixed in the enlargement of Moſes his diſcourſe, yet 
Deut. 29.13, 14, 15. the Oath or Covenant there made was no. purely: 
Evangelical. or efſentially a Goſpel Covenant, but a political, legal, 
national Covenant, ſuch as God doth not enter into now with all thoſe 
to whom he vouchſafes Goſpel grace, Ard I prove it thus. 1, Thar 
Covenant whichconta ins promiſes of the land of Canaen, the inheritance 
of it, and proſperity therein, is nor effentially a Goſpel Covenant, or a 

re Goſpel Covenant. But ſo dech that, Deut.29.13,14 15, Ergo. 
major is manifeſt ; For the Goſpel Covenant duch nor promiſe 
thoſe things. I he mincy is plain from the words [ as be bath ſworn unt o 
tby ſathers Abrabam, Iſaac, and Facob.] But that was a proa iſe of Ca- 
naan, as appears from Gen. 12.7. C 13.15, & 15.8, $17.8, & 22.17 
26.3. & 18. 13, 14, Deut. 34. f. and many paſſages in Moſes his 
ſpeech, Dent. 29.16, 2113,24, 27. Dent. 30. 2,9, 0,16. 189. and moſt 
evidently the conclufion of it, Deut. 30. 20. & 8.11. 2, Ihe Cove- 
mant 
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fant and Oath ma de then, was the ſame which was ſaid to them before 
Deut. 19. 13. But that was the Covenant of the law in Hordb, Deus. 29. 1. 
Now thit was not efſentjally the Covenant of grace, as is proved before, 
ſe#.43. 3. That Oath and Covenant which was of being God to them 

upon condition of their obedience to his laws. giren by Moſes, that is 
not a pure Goſpel covenant, but a legal, Rem. 0. 5. Gal. 3. 13. But 
ſuch is this, Deut. 19.9. & 39.3,8,10,11,14,16, Where the judleisl 
and ceremonial are meant as well as the moral. 4. That Oath and 
Coy nant which bad the legal threatnings annexed to it, was not a pure 
Goſpel covenant, or eſſenti: ly the Covenant of grace, Gal.3.10, Bus 
ſuch was this, as appears from Dent. 29. 20% ,. & 30. 18,1. Erg. 

What Mr. Ball bath written to prove Mr, Bs. poſition, I omit, 1. He- 
cauſe Mr, B. hath not ſet down the place. 2. Becauſe | conceive Mr, B. 

hath predu:ed the chief. To the firſt, I anſwer by denying the major, 
and the proof of it; and aver, that ſince the tall God did enter inte 

a Covenant with the Jews which was not in Chriſt upon terms of Gol. 

pel grace, The miner is true, buy God co venagted to bo their God 

upon condition of theit obedience te the law of Moſes, as the words 

Dent. 19. 13, imply, that ke may eſtabliſh thee to day for a. people 
ro himſelf by keeping the laws according to the Covenant they entred 
into. | F 

He adds, 2. That Covenant wherein the Lord promiſeib to eirtum. 
eiſe theit hearts, and the hearts of their ſeed to love the Lord their God 
with all their heart, and with all their ſoul, that they may /ive, was a Co- 
venant of grace; ( fot the Apoſile to the Hebrews, cb. 0. 16,17. /e de. 
ſeries it:) Bat this was ſuch « Covenant, as us Written Deut. 30.6. 
Thereſore this was a Covenant of grace. 

Anſw, Beſides the exceptions tollowing, it ſhould be proved, that 
the promiſe, Pent,z0,6, was the Oath or Covenant mentioned Deut. 
29.13,14, and not rather an imeflocutory promiſe on 2 ſpecial eccaſi- 
on, to erect their hearts in ex pectation of mercy upon their return from 
captivity. 

1 3. Stich Mr. 3. That which St. Paul mates the words of the wighte- 
euſnefs of faith, was the Covenant of grace: But this u ſuch, as is evident 
by comparing Rom.10.6,7,8, with Deut. 30. 12, 13,14. But to this you 
give two ſorry anſwers, being reſel ved to ſay ſomewbat, 1, | 1t is ſpoken 
of the command. | Auw. 1. And is bt not alſo of the promiſe fortgoing ? 
2. And is not this from 45 great a miſtake as the other, to think that Gods 
command is no part of bis Covenant ? That ¶ be will be their God | is bis 
promiſe : but in that all the Covenant > That | they ſhall be bis people, and 
ſo tahe bim for their God, andrefign themſelves to him] this is both com. 
manded by bim, and cevenanted by them, oy” 

Anſw, The anſwer was right that the ſpeech of Moſes, Deut. 30. 
1:,13,14. however accommodated by Paul to another purpoſe, is 
meant ot the word of the law, the commandments, and ſtatutes which 
were written in that very book of the law, v. 10. which Moſes deliver. 
ed, and it was nigh to them that they might hear it and do it: Which 
cannot be meant thus, Who ſhall aſcend into heaven to bring Chtiſt 

from 
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from abore, or who ſhall! deſcend into the deep, that is to bt lag Chrift 
again from the dead, thatwe may hear Chrift thus brought down and up 
nad do ir, it were not good lenſe, nor any way congruous to the ſ peech 
of Moſes, Ani to Mr, Bs, reply, 1. Ifay it is net ſpoken of the pro- 
mife, for that is not © thing for us to heat and do, hut for God, 2. 
Though che command may be a part of the Covenam in a large ſenſe, 
as ic includes all that pertains to a Covenant, yet in ſtrict and exact 
ſenſe, a Covenan: being an aggregate of promiſes, the command is not 

rt of che Covenant. 3. However it is no part of the Covenant and 
Oath which God ſw:re Dext.:9.13. For what God ſwarc was that 
which he would do, not what he appointed them to do, and conſequent. 
Jy no part of the Covenant of grace, for that is of what Gud will do 
for us; our faith, rhoug') it be the condition of the thing promiſed, yer 
i N; not the Cuvenant + grace, 4. The werd, Deut. 30 14, cannot be 
meant of che Covenant of grace, fith the condition is the hearing and 
doing of all the law of Moſes, that they might heep God's commandments, 
and bis flatutes, and his judgements, ( which reach to judicial, and c re- 
movial preceprs, at well as moral) that dhe wayeſt live and multiply, and 
the bird thy God ſhat'' bteft thee im the land, whither thou goeſt ro poſſe 
it, Locus ille indubitanter de obedtent a tetine legis log uitur. David PA. 
rem caſlig Befarm, tom. 4. degra:. & lib. arb. J. 5. c. 6. 
2. Satch Mr. B. You anſwer [ it is frequent with the Apoſtle to 
« aecommodare words to his purpoſe that have à different ſenſe in the 
« places whence they were taken, from that to which the Apoſtle appli. 
« eththem, as Rom. 10. 18.] Auſw. A man would think here you 
«plainly mean, that it is frequent with the Apoſtte to wreſt and per- 
« vert the Set ipture to his own ends from its true ſenſe ; and you can 
©* mean no better, except you mean that he alludeth to the words, ma- 
xing uſe of the meer phraſe without the ſenſe z and indeed thar is uſu. 
al in common ſpeech : and fuch is that, Rom. 0. 18. Bur that he doth 
© not barely allude ro this in Heut. 30. is leſt undeniable. . He bring. 
*eth it in, v6, as Gods deſcription of the righteoufneſs of faith, &. 
© having before ſaid, Moſes deſeribeth the righreouſnefs which is of the 
© law, Cc. 2. He addeth the very expoſition to every ſentence: [who 
< ſhall aſcend into — *. is, faith he, to bring Chriſt down om 
above? And who ſhall deſcend iato the deep] that is to bring Chriſt 
© apain from the dead ? 3. He fully expreflerbit v. 8, But what ſauh 
it 7 The word is nigh thee, ct. that is, the word of faith which 

© we preach, that if thou confeſs wich thy month, r. Is not here a 

*full diſcovery, chat the Apoſtle expoundeth, and not onely alludech 

* to theſe words? Name mee one place in the New Teſtament, 

that more cvidemly ſpeaks in an expoſitory way of any Text in 

* the Old? 

Anſw, As much js ſaid by the moſt god ly and learned Proteſtant 
interpreters of this place as by me, and therefore if I be chargeable with 
aecufing the Apoſtle of wreſting and perverzing the Scripture to his own 
ends from irs true ſenſe, they are likewiſe ſo chargeable. Bega axney. 


«4 Rem. 10.8. By this term [ the word] Moſes under ſtandeth * — 
* hi 
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which God by bit veyte publiſhed, all his people bearing, ſo that : ig bt 
pretend no — the bad the tables of it deſcribed, and ſo — 
8very ore recite it out of their moutb, and might have it within as it were 
engraven in their knowledge and mind. But what Moſcs ſpake of the law, 
all that Paul accommodates to the Gap el by alluſion : that at length by thy 
Goſpel be way teach ws to enjoy that indeed which the aw promiſeth, and 
be feed ſrom that which it threatneth, Diadat i annet. on Rom. 10 6. St, 
Paul ma{cib uſe of this paſſage tbougb ſpoken in another ſenſe. The new 
Annot, on Nom 10.8. Fy the word, Best. 30. 4. oſes anderfiood the lam 
which the Lord publiſhed with bur own voce, and Paul applies it to the 
preaching of the Goſpel, wbich was the perſect ian of the Law, On v. 18. 
1 bis place is taten out of Pſal.19,4, and is properly mean: of that hnow- 
ledge of God, which all men may bave by contemplation of the heavens, and 
the c eatures therein; yet it 31 by the Apoſile very fr applied to the ſound 
of the werd preached by the Aroſiles.. I rapp an Ro. 10.8, Moſes meant 
it of the Law, but it more fitly agreeth to the Goſpel Piſcater analyſ, Pau- 
lus akudit ad verba Moſis, Deut. 0.14. Willet on Rem. 10. qu.10, Some 
think that Moſes in that place, Deut. 30. 12. direftly ſpetheth of the law 
according to theliteral ſenſe ; and St Paul by a certain alluſion ajplieth 
tha! unto faith, which vioſes uttereth of the law. So Theodoret, Chryſs. 
ſtome, Occumenius. Likewiſe Teſtatus upon the place, Paul by a certain 
2824 nent bath tranſlated this place, and applied it ante faith, Vatablu 
alſo ſaith, tbat Paul followeth not Moſes ſenſe, but ſume words. Tet Pa. 
reus inclineth to think St. Paul bere uſeth but an allnfiox 10 that place of 
Moſes, dub.6, Danicl Heinſins, Exercit. ſacr. in Rom 10.6,7, E Rom, 
10.19 patet rerum eſſe q od non ſemel alibi monuimus, ſed & a magnit 
obſervatum Theologis, in cpiſtolam præſertim ad Hebraos, mei ; 10. 
vi fadeiris ſeripiores-verba veteris & eleganter & venuſt © non ſemel alid 
tran'ſerre, Qued tam uſitatum eſt mic K, wt vi wins fir Homeri vere 
us ci us verba non #.utato ſenſu uſurpentur. In his autem quod Mattbeus; 
c. 2. v.18. e Jerem.31.15, (4% & B. Hierenymus vult ) uſurpavit, 
neque pauc a ſunt in pſalmir que pro inflituto ſuo F aulus maxima cum ve- 
vu ate uſurpat. Quid nec mirum eſt, cum utrobique idem ſpiritus, qui tan. 
quam propria ac ſus, ante dicta uſurpavit, And yet none of theſe Au- 
thors did canceive Paul to have wrefied and perverted the Scripture to bis 
own ends from its true ſenſe; nor doth my ſpeech infer any ſuch accu- 
ſation, Nor do I mean that Paul 2#udeth to the words, making je of 
the mcer phraſe without the ſenſe; but that be accommodates wo.ds to 
his purpoſe, that have a diffcrent ſenſe in the places whence they ate 
ten, from.that to which the Apoſtle applieth them, which is no wreſt- 
ing of them. o the reaſon of Mr, B. I anſwer, Tothe firſt, thar I do 
not find that the Apoſſle v. 6. brings it in as Gods deſcripion of che 
righteouſneſs of faith, but by a proſoropeia the righreouneſs of faith is 
brought in as direct ing the believer. To the lecond, it is true Paul ad- 
deth the very expoſition to every ſentence, bu not an ex poli jon of ile 
Text in Deut. 30.12, 13,14. but an expoſition of the word, of therighte- 
ouſneſs of faith as ihey are applied thence by the Apoſtle to his puypeſe, 
And yet plain Texts which ate not fa accomodaied I cannot ſo put off 
as I will, Tour 
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Your laſt anſwcy, ſaith Mr. . 4 the worfi of all. You ſoy, if 
the Covenant did contain promiſes purely Evanzclical, yet the Covenant 
zu reſpect of them cannot bee meaut of all and every of the 1fraclites, 
that God would bee 4 God ts them, that is, ſanctiſie, juſtiße, ad opt 
them to bec beirs of eternal life.] Anſw, 1, God ſaith. you fland alt bere, 
xc. to ener into the Covenant, and oath, &e. And you ſay, it cannot be al, 
whom ſhall we believe God or you ? 

Anſw. Bob, ſor we ſay in this point the ſame, that ſome in the name 
of all did enter into Covenant, and his oath to be a God in them, and 
jet he nct be a God to them all that entred into the Covenant, but to 
to them onely that ke pt the Covenant: 

2, Saith hee, Ton 2 miſ-inrerpret the promiſe, to bee te them 
4 God, as if it were [nth as could bee werafied to none but the elef, 
God bath p omiſed 10 others to bee their God, who are ner cle, as is 
undeniable in the text. Therefore in a larger ſenſe, as I bave before im due 
place fully explained it. 

Anſw, It is ſure foul language to tell me I toully mif interpret the 
promil. to be to them a God, when ]>incerprer not at alte promile 
Deal, 29, 13. but onely infer from Mt. I. incerpretaticn of it a pute- 
I Evangelical (which I count falſe ) (hat then it in reſpeR of proa i- 
{cy purely Evangelical ſhould be meant onely of the elect, which 1 agree 
with him to be abſurd, Nor is the mat ter ſalved by telling me that God 
hath promſed to others to be thr God who are not elct, For however hee 
hath not promiſed to be a God in reſpect of promiſes purely Evangelical 
to be a God by ſanctifying, juſtifying, adopting to crerffal lite, to any 
dur the elekt. Yer Mr. B. asks 
Aud why may net God promiſe juſtification. adoption (and ſand if cation 
in theſeuſe az Divine, and Scripture moſt uſe it, for the work following 
faith) and eternal lift and all on the condition of ſantb,and this to more th 
bf cleft ? and bath be net done ſo} But of this and of inſants conditila 

oe 

Anſw, 1. By ſanctity ng I meant the fanRifying by which faith is 
produced, which is the ſam with regeneration,writing the lawes in the 
heart, Heb. 10, x6, and ii uſ:d ſo 1 cer. 1. 30. & 6, 11, Cc. and thus 
he ſanRikerh one ly the elect, Epheſ, 1 4. 2 Theſ. 2. 13. and l ſuppoſed 
Mr. B. had meant the ſame by circumcifion of the heart. to love the 
Lord, Deat, 30. 6. and that hee included it in the promiſe of being 
2 God ts them, Deut. 29.13 and this ſure is proper to theeleR, it 
Mr. B. ſay true, Friendly accommod. p.362. Cor novum is given te the 
ele onely, And ſure if Mr. B. did not mean this, be did not mean the 
Covenant f grace, or the Goſpel covenant, in which this is the 
firſt premiſe, Heb.10.16, 2. But let after ·ſanctification be onely meant, 
and juſtification condition ef faith, yer I think the promiſe is made 
of theſe to none bur the elect, firh none are believers but they. 
An offcr may bee made to others by men, but no promiſe by 
which God is bound, and will performe jt to any other. 3 If the 
Covenant bee on condition of faith, chen je is not made to in- 
tants , for they believe not. Nor is the promiſe made to infanrs 
Hhhh on 
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on condition of parents faith, .for though. Mr. J. dream ſo, yet the Scri. 
prure fairh not ſo,nor is it true. For 2; the promiſe ſhonld then be made 
to Eſan us well as to Jacob in inſa hey, which the Apoſtle refurcs Nom. 
9,11, 1, 13. 2. [f the promiſe were made to ihfüntt upon thelr pa. 
rents faith, then God ls engaged to fanctiſie them iu infaney, and it ſe 
he dotſi it, and if he do; ether holineſs by ſahEifeation ot the ſpi- 
ric may bee loſt, or elſe they muſt 411 go e heaven, for all holy 
ones go thither, 3. The promiſe co the father js upon conduion of his 
own taith, therefore ſo is the ptomiſe to the child, for there is not # dif- 
ferent promiſe tothe father and the child upon diſ erent conditions, But 
T haſten, ,n 

He adds. Tou wohld [air Jay Dmewbnt 10 bo that Deut. $0. 6. but 
like the re, 1. Ton conſt it is x promiſe of ſpiritual grace, but 
to the rwe dfitr their captivitie, „ td en chnditron of obe. 
fence,” 3. And not performed to al their A, but onely to the elef, | 
Anſw.1.But did God promiſe ſpiritual grace tothe Jews aftertbe captivity 
and not before 1 | 

Rejt, The promiſe Deut, 30. C. is to the Iſraelites to do it for them 
onely after their cavtivity, I ſaid not after the captivity as Mr. B. ſpeaks, 

nas not ibe promiſe, ſaitn he, nude to them that then were ? 

Repl. It was, | | 

n re kot they, faith he; captivated oft in the time of the Fadget, and 
ſo it might at leaſſ be made govu then ? 

ak I grant it. 12 

od, lab he world do ns #kth for them before they f@rſook bin, 
and brake the Covenant by rebekion 4 be won do umu when thty 
repbnred then be woxid cirtumti /r their beart 3 'biſvre 45 well il aſter + Buc 
the _— tre, beriet d Hate. 

v7, I prabcir; yet th proves nt che promiſe is it is there Dent. 

30. — be male to them bf Nh¹ GV youll vs for thetn àfore their 
Ccaptiy ty, , , ' : p 
. Sith het; ##d if it Ne on chaifition of obedivnch , theh you tobe 
(hire ard chnuirioiul hk and then it 24 made to more W e 
* A(t. I deny the conſequence, | 
3. Saith hee, Vit were not performed to any but the elect, no wonder, 
hen it wits atonditional promiſe, and the reſt perſormed not the conditi. 
On ; which Bod will cauſe the ele to jerſorm. _ 

Aiſw. Surt It wat nor promiſed tb any bur to Whom God performs 
it. For thduah Jr ere on a cendition of theirs, yet it was ſuch a con- 
dition #3 was to be wrought and was promiſed by him, which hee did 
6fiely'ro the elect. And thus Mr. B. may ſee my Vindication ot my de- 
icant on rhis text, and rhe Reader perhaps will wonder at ihe vanity and 
witfylneſs of Mr, By, exceptions againſt it, 
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SECT, LXVIJ1,. 
nude {rom Row, $.1 1. nor by other r24{pn bath My. B. proved, eh. 18, 


19. part. 1, #f Baptiſm, That Infaut Churchmember ſhid Was partly 
— partly grounded 98 the 1227 Grace and Faith. 


CH. 18, Mr. B. writes thus, © My x ry arg. is from m. 4, almoſt 

all be Chapter, wherein the Apoſtle fully ſneweth, that the pro- 
©« miſe (upon which his priv iledges were grounded) was not made to 
« Abrabam upon legal greunds , but upon tic ground of fauh : 
„From whence I might draw many arganents, but for brevity, I 
« defire you to peruſe the Chapter; anely from the clyventh yerſe: 
And hee received, c. From whence I thus argue, It infants then 
« uſually were entred and engaged Churchmembers by that Circum- 
* ciſion which was a ſeal of the rightequſneſs of faith, and was nor 
60 given on legal grounds; then that Churchmemberſbip of in- 
4 tants is not repealed : ( as becing built on grovnds of Go. 
« ſpel, and not Law, and ſcaled with a durab'e ſeal, that is, the 
" 6a! of the righecouſneſs of faith.) But the gntecedent is plain in 
©* the text. : 

Anſy It is true Row, 4. 13, 14,16, 20, 21. there. is mention of 
Gods promiſe to Alrabham, andin particular a ſpzeches are ched v. 
17, Gen u. g. I have wade thee g ſarber of many naten (which implies. 
promiſe) & v. 8. Sen, 5.5. So ſhalthy ſeed be, & it is true the privile 'ges 
of juſtification hy taith, of the tather of believers, of heir of the world, 
Aich, and che romiſe, hut that his viſible. Churchmemher ſhip 
jafants was:by prowiſe is nor ſaid, not is there, a worg in that 
rt elfewhaore, o prove that Chyrcmemberſhip. of in ants Was 
bui grounds of -Goſpel and not Law, oc that. it was ſealed, or 
chat the feal was durable which was termed the [tal of the rigbteouſ- 
1 faith, or that the Circumcikog of any perſon behides Abra- 
bam was a ſeal of the rightequſneſs of faith , An theretore I deny 
dhe minor, which hee termes the antecegent,. 3 d the .cooſequence of 
he wajor alfa. For A bis reaſon, were good, I might by tre Tame 
nadn thus argue, If bat Gircomeihon by, which infancy were u- 
ally then fad and engige Chyrchmepbers was a (cal of the 
righteauſpeſs ef faith, and was not gaven'gn legal graunds then that 
Circumcilien ot inſante is not repealed , Bat the antecedent js 
plain jn:the Text, Ego, What anſwer Mr. B. Pad to this argument 
will alſo anſwer his own, ad I preſume be wil Apt hold Cucumeion 


unrepealed, which, bee muſt af his argument be good... * 

Mr. 8. addes, urged this an Mr, T. many years 3g „ Id 
all his anſmer was , that Abrahams Circumcibgn was a ſcal ro o- 
„bers that ſhould come after, of the unt ighteouſdeſs of - b14bams 
"bd no oiherviſe, A firange TTY and very bald]! I, hear that 

2 
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e fince he anſwereth, that it was onely ſach a ſeal of Abrabams righte- 
< ouſneſs by faith, but not of others afterward. 

Anſw. I am ſure Mr, z. in this ( as he doth almoſt in every thing I 
have ſpoken, written or done, which he hath had occafion to mention) 
doth miſ· report me, my an wer to him and others was not as he and 
they repreſent jr, This js my anſwer, 1, Thar Rom. 4. 11, no other 
perſons Circumciſion but Abrahams is termed the ſeal of the 12 
of ſaith 2. That to Abrabam his Circumciſion was a ſeal of thit vigbte. 
ouſneſi by faith, which hee bad afore hee was ei cumciſed. 3. That Aera. 
bams perſonal Circumciſion is a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith to all 
that believe as he did, and to no other. 4. l hat the uſu l Cir cu cifion 
of infanrs, was not a ſeal of the righteouſnels of fairh or ef the Cove» 
nant of grace to every circumciſed pet ſon, 

<« But, ſaith Mr. B. 1. The Text ſeem to ſpeak of che nature and uſe of 
C ircumeiſſon, and the end of irs inftirntjon : as being ordained ar fiſt 
daf God to ſeal onely a Goſpel righteouſneſs of faith , and not a legal 
© righ:eouſneſs of works or ceremonies, 

Anſw. 1. If Circumciſion were at firſt ordained of Ged to ſeal a 
Goſp:i righteouſneſs of faith, then jr did nor ſeal vifible Churchmem. 
ber thip ot infants ( for that is not a Goſpel righteouſneſs of faich , fith 
it may bee without Goſpel righ eouſneſs ur faich, and theſe may bee 
without it) as Mr. 8. faith in this Chapter. 2, The natute, uſe and 
end of Circumciſion in others, js not at all exprefſed Rom, 4, 1+, but 
one ly of Abrabams. 3. The uſe and end of Circumciſion was at firſt to 
ſigniſie that Covenant God entered into with Abrabam, Gen. 17, after to 
binde the circumciſed to obſerve the law of Moſes, as the Apoſtle concei- 
ved it Gal. 5. 3. 

2. Saith be, Doth God inftiture a ſtanding ordinance to endure 
c till Chriſt, to have ene end for him to hem it was firſt given gh" 
te another to all others > Is not tbe nature, end, and uſe of >a 
ot baly engagirig ſigns and ſeals, the ſame to all! > though the gui be 
« not alway the ſame, Theſe are poor ſhifts againſt-a manitefMruth, 
c which deſerve not anſwer. | 

Anſw, 1. Doth not Mr, . of baptiſm p. 2. ch. 2. hinſelf anſwer, chat 
hiptiſm, which he terms a Sacrament or holy engaging ſigne and ſal, 
bath more ends and uſes then one, and that the infanc is capable of ſome, 
though not of others: yea though he make the end to be in the definiti» 
on of Sacramehrs chat it is of their nature to be figns , and ſo no Sacra. 
ments but what do fignifie ; yet hee will have baptiſm to bee a Sacra- 
ment to an infant to whom ir never is any ſigne or ſig ißes any thing, 
for the bapriſed ivfant either never ſaw it, ' or never ſao it as a ſigne 
of the enpager ne Mr, B. ſpeaks of, and ſo it is never 'a ſigne to 
the baptiſed, che Baptiſm leaving ne viſible impreſſion on the bo- 
dy as Circumcifiondid, to ſignific to the infant when hee comes to 
age. Whence 1 infer, 1. That according to Mr, Bs, own dogrine, the 
Sacrament of Baptifm hath one end ro thoſe to whom it was firſt gi- 
ven to vit, to ſigniſie their owning of Chriſt as their Lord, and another 
end to almoſt alſ others, to vit, inff nts, to ſeal them Gods ä — 

their 
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their perſonal owning of Chrilt, 2. That according to him, the na- 
ture, end, anduſe of Sacraments, or holy engaging ſigus and ſeals is 
nec the ſame to all; for Baptiſm is no holy engaging ſign to an infant, 
who doth neither ſignifie by it, nor hath an thing sed to it by it, 
no nor is naturally capable of ir, and — uently it is vo Sacrament 
to it, ſith ir js not either actually or potentially a A to the infant, no 
not when — up of any thing fignified by it. 2. Doth not Mr. B. 
acknowledge, that Abrabamy Circumcifion did ſeal the —— of 
ſaub whico be bad — yet uncircumciſed? ſure he will not deny this, 
which ihe A peſtle expreſly teac heth. Bur ſure it had not ti at end in all 
others, therefore he muſt acknow edge one end of Circume, Gon for 4 
brabam which to all others it bad Not 3. About the nature, end, and 
uſe of Sacraments, I have expreſſed in part my mind before, ſec ;1. 
Nor either there or here do ] uſe any ſhifis againſt a manifeſt truth, but 
Mr, B. ha h levied 2 company of poor feeble arguments, which but for 
the ſhallowneſs of prejudice of Px 1ubaptiſts,delerved not an anſwer, 

Ch.19. he faith thus, My 14th, arg. a this: If the lam of inſants 
churchmember ſhip were no part of the ceremonial or meer ij judicial law, nor 
yet of the law of works, then it is not repealed. But it was 10 part of the ce. 
remonial lam, nor meerly judicoal , ner part of the law of works ( as ſuch. ) 
thereſo1e-it is not repealed, The conſequence is evident, ſeeing uc other 
laws are repeaitd, The antecedent | E in ita parts, -1, None will ſay 
it was part of the law of works . for that hnows no mercy to thoſe who bat t 
once o fende: Fut charchmembe! ſhip was @ mercy. 

Anſw, 1, Mr. B. ſhould have ficſt proved any ſÞch law at al:{whitch 
he bach gat proved yet) diſtin from the law of Ci: cumcigen; and 
this is my anſwer to this argument, that there is no ſuch law ar all, and 
this is enough Yer I :dd, 2. If his pretended law of infants viſible 
ehurchmemberſhip be no part of the law of works, then it is not of the 
law of nature, which before and after he aſſerts ; for the law and Cove. 
nant of nature, is the law and Covenant of works, which 1 think Mr. B. 
wil not deny, ſurely it is not of grace in Chriſt; Ergo, That is not of grace 
in Chriſt which was afore the fall; bur ſuch is the law of nature, Ergo, 
3. That the law of works knows no, merey to thoſe who have once offen- 
ded, js a dictate of Divines,which needs proof, That the law at mount 
Sinai was a law of works, is proved before, ſecf. 43. But that yeelded 
ſome mercy, Levis, 4.2, % 6, 31,45. Numb. 15.12,:3,24,28, Ergo. 
4. How far, and in whit manner viſiblechurchmemberſhip of infancs 
was amercy,; and how. it is otherwiſe now, is ſnewed before, ſeſt. 64,66. 

2. Saith Mr. 2. 1f it were part of the ceremogial law, then 1. let 
them (hew what it was a type ef, and what is the ant itype t hat bath ſuccec- 
ded it, and prove it to be ſo, if they can. 

Anſw. 1, I do not take every thing typical to have been ceremo- 
nialz not every ceremonial thing to be typical: Or if ir be ſo, yer 1 
am ſure, of every thing ceremonial which was typical, Mr, B. cannot ſhew 
what was the ant ity pe in pacticular, at leaſt he cannot prove it, When 
Mr. B. hath ſhewed and proved what was the antitype ta all the diſhes, 
bowls, ſnuffers; and other utenſils about the rabernacle, and oſevety 
thing 
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ching appointed conceraing them, their colour, faſhion, mertal, &c. 
and of every rute preſcribed 1ſrae! by Moſes, there may be ſome equky 
in Mr. Bs, task. Hut till then it is enough to tell him, that to it with 
other thiags ty pißed, Chriſt, Col, 2. 17. ſuceceded. The churchmem. 
berſhip by birch hath had clkurchmemberſhip by faith to ſucceed it, as 
is before proved from-Gal 3. and if that be not enough, let Mr. B. an. 
ſwer, and not flight what Mr. Samuel Fiſber writes in his Baby baptiſm 
weer Babiſm, about the ceremonial hol ine is ofrhe Jews infants, pag. 112. 
11351 14,111 16, &c. 

2. Saith he, If the very materials of the Church were a ceremony, 
then the Chinch it ſe!f ſhould be but « ceremony, And ſo the Church in 
Abrahams family ſhoald be more vile then the Church in the family of 
Noah, Melchizedech, Sem, job, Lot, tr. which were more then ger» 
Manes. | 

Anſw, The Levitical pt iĩeſthood was ceremonial, and yet not the 
materials, that Is the men, a ceremony, fo churchmemberſhip might be 
a ceremony, yet not che chur etunembeis. But I do not term either the 
one or che other a ceremony, it is ſufflↄient that ic was a meer politive 
thing alterable and that it v8 Altered. 

3. Saith he, And that it was no part of the meeriy judicial law, 49. 
pears thus, 1, As was lail ſaid, then alſs the Church in Abrahams fami- 
ly ſhoald be more vile then the aforeſaid , for their oburchmemberſhig was 
not « fiece of meer policy, as we call the judicial s. 

Anſw. It it we ebyany law that infants were Chirchmembers, it 
is more likely to be by a judicial Jaw then any other of the htet ſorts of 
the Moſaical laws, which Divines do fo diſtinguiſh. And to tlie argument 
I ſay, 1. By making iatants Churchnemberſhip to be by a mixt or meer 
judicial law in 4brabams family, it is nt made a piece of meer civil po. 
licy not Recle ſisſtical, for the Jew, Commonwealth was a holy policy, 
and the members of the State were members of che Church and conſe» 
quently, it is rather made more excellent by referring it to che meer ja 
dicial laws, as the canfticucion of the Sanbed-in and other things are, 
ani the admitting of the proſelytes and their children was by che E- 
ders of the Jews, 2, How to ſay concerning the families of Noab, &c. 
we cannot reſol ve, ch we find little or nothing of them, no men. ĩon of 
Noahs infants, or Melchi xadecs, Sems, Jobs, or Lots except Ammarantd 
Moab, nothing ſaid of their Churthniemberfhip, or of the government 
of the families, what it was, or by what law. Ko 1 

2. Szith he, It cannot be ſhewa that it hath anything of the nature of 
a meer judicial law in it (except we way cal the moral law er Goſpel 
promiſes judicial, uon whith meer judicials are baiit:) by i it wot as 
much of the judicial law te hade women Churchmembirs as cbitdren ? yet 
who dare ſay that this is meer iy judicial ? „„. 

' Anſw; k can be ſhewn, that if t here be ſuch 4 law, it is a meet ju. 
dicial law, becauſe it belonged to the ordet ing of the Commonwealth 
or policy of Iſratl, as it is termed, Epbeſ, 2.12, and the entring of profe- 
lytes was to be done by the elderſhip of the people, and not by te 
prieſts, And this we dale ſay of the womens viſible Churchmemberſhip 

2s 


(507) 
24 well us the infaries, and that neither of them were by a moral lt of 
Goſpel promiſe as Mr, . fancies. 

4. Sal h he, I? i of the vity law of nature to have infants is be part of 
# Kingdome , and the Kings ue. Avi Mr. T. bath told me bis jndge- 
ent, tbat-the Jews Church and Commonwealth was all ene: therefore 
attording 10 My. J. bis grounds, it muſt weeds be requiſite er en natu- 
rally that i- fund ſhould then be Churehmembers. I thixke this i paſt 


al. 

| A»ſw. Kingdomes themſelves are not of the law of nature no nor 
of the law of nations, if they were, all other government then of Kings 
were againſt the ſe laws, much leſe canir be 0: the law of nature to have 
inſantꝭ to be part of a K ingdome, and the Kings ſubjects. Accot ding to 
my judgment, theJews Church and Commonwesleh were not all one na- 
turally, but by inſtiturion; and therefore, according to my grounds, it 
is not requiſite even natutally that infants ſhuuldchen be Chut chan m- 
ders, So that I find none o theſe things paſt denial, 

4. Saithhe, The promiſe that test ibem in, andthe Jea! were both 
trounded ds rightoouſ neſ of ſaith, as proved beſere; thereſore not a 
Meer uckcial. a 0 

gw . Nether wett they taken ia by promiſe, hor was the pro- 
miſe or the ſeal grounded, that is, made or given by reaſon of the righ- 
teouſneſs of faith, to or ia thoſe to whom they were made or given. 
Nor is any ſuch thing before proved by Mr, B. 

5, Saith he, /n/ants were Churchmembers long before the time of 
Moſes, when the Jews wyte formed into a Commonwealth, and the udi- 
cial laws given them, And as the Afoſtle argues, the law which was na- 
ij bundred years uber, could not make void the promiſe, and ſoit could net 
be that this was part of the meerdy judicial law. 

Anſw. The Jews were formed into a Commenmealth, and judi- 
cial laws given, as may appear by the appointment of Onan and Shelab 
to uke their brothers wife, Gen.38 $. and che ſentence of Fudab con- 
cerning Tamar, v. 16. betore Afoſes time, though then boch were com- 
plemed, Though the law mabes not void the protniſe, yer the law of 
infencs vifible Chuichmemberſhip, if there were any ſuch, might be 

meerly judicial, | 

6. Sach he, That it ir neither a mer judicial, nor proper to the Fei 

thus. That which was proper to the Jews, was given to them onc* 
ty; thatis, onetyto l ſaac und bis ſted, on whom the Jewiſhpriviledges 
were intanted, But many bundreds were cireumciſed xs Churchmentbers 
( «Wong them many mfants ) in Abraham fiemly, beſore ever Ifanc was 
born; and all the profutyees with#beirinfents ter ward that would come 
in, The chilarta f Ketuteh and their childyen, and the children of Th» 
mae l, wc, wert ones all 'Churchmembers ; ter any ſhew when they weve 
wichurched , except when they unchurched Themſelves by their withcencf ; 
vy tet wy dem that the ſane ſons of Keturab, who malt circumciſe the v 
fs as Charth members while they were in Abrahams family, I leave 
them uneiy cumciſtd and unchurcheu when they were remove um that 
family. Did God ebange laws, mne. 
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the ſeed of Abraham, weerly becauſe of their removing from bis bouſe, and 
change of place > who dare believe ſuch ſancies, without one word of Scrip. 
ture? Remember therefore, that it is here plainly proved, that infants 
Churchmemberfhip was not proper to the Fewer, 

An[w. 1 hat which was proper to the Jews was not proper to Iſaac 
onely and his ſeed, but common to Abrabam, Iſaac, and Jacobs family, 
or the people tha: cither by birth or proſelytiſm were Hebrews : When 
Iſhmael was caſt out, and the ſons of Keturah ſent away from Iſaac, Gen, 
25.6, they were ot Churchmembers, nor their Children, no more then 
the circumciſed children of the Jews by ſtiange wives when they were 
ſeparared from ihe holy ſeed, EN 10, & Neben 13, Which the Lod 
did tor that reaſon which he judged hr, however it leem to us. Nor is 
this conceit a fancy, but plain trom thoſe Scriprures named and others, 
wich till reckon the 1ſhmacli es, Edomiles, Ketyreans, and poſterity of 
Jews by prohibited women and ſepirared trom the congregaci n of If. 
rael, as a protane paople, an.i ſo not Churchmembers. Nor do I think 
they were buund to citcumciſe their infants as Churchmembers, or did 
it when ſeparated from the Hebrew people, 80 that Mr, f. hath not 
yet proved, that infants Churchmemberſhip was not proper to the 
Jews, but that it is payily natural, and partly grounded on the law of grace 
and faith, as he ſpeaks, 


— 
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SECT. LXIX. 


Mr. B. ch, 20, by bis ttb. arg, from infants being once men bers in the 
amuerſal viſible Church, bath no: proved their 2 * Churchmemberſhip 
unreapealed. 


CH. 20. © My 15th, arg ſaith be, is this; If all infant who were 
members of any particular Church, were alſo members of the uni- 
© yerſal viſible — — was never taken down ; ) then certain. 
* ly their Churebmemberſhip is not repealed : But all infants, iht 
*© were membets of any particular Church, were alſo members of the 
* unjverſal vifible Church; therefore their Churchmemaberſhip is not 
*repcaled. The conſequence is beyond diſpute, becauſe the univer- 
* ſai Church never ceaſeth here. And in my judgement, the whole 
argument is ſo clear, that were there no more it were ſufficient. 
Anſw, The very concluſions ſo palpably falſe, that no man that 
underſtands it but will wonder that Mr. B. ſhould ſhe hi-nſclt ſe be. 
ſorred, as to prove ſo induſtrioafly a thing contrary to ſenſe, that the 
vifible Cburchmemberſhip of no infants who were members of any parti» 
cular Church is repealed, that is, ceaſeth. For who knows not that 
Iſaac, Jacob, Moſes, David, wich milliom more are dead, and are now 
no members in any vifible Church ? If it be ſid, that Mr. B. means 
the ſpecies of infants, I reply, then he ſpeaks non-ſenſe and falſe. For 
ahe ſpecies is hut one, and therefore to term the ſpecies which is bat 2 
a 
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Call inſantt] in the plural number is non Teaſe And falſe for the 
ſpecies was never a member of any paniculac Church, tor members 
are individuals, nor js the univerſal viſible Church tetum univerſale, 
which may bee thus divided into adult and infants is into wwe forts 
of Churches, but totum integrale, an integral whole cenſifting of 
parts exifting, and when the parts ceaſed ro exiſt then they were 
not members viſible, and the whole Church viſible muſt need> ceaſe 
when all the members exiſtent are deceaſed. It is talſe alſo that the 
ſpecies an be rermed viſible ; Fer that is viſible which may be diſcerned 
by ſenſe, bur ſenſe diſcernerh not ſpecies, but individuals, If ir be ſaid 
that Mr, B. means that the univerſal vinble Church is as a fluent body, 
2 U river whi.h con inues the ſame from a ſucce ſſion of cther wartet in 
the ſame channel, neither will this tee for his purpoſe, For 1, in that 
ſenſe the infants that were me 1 bers ceaſe, and other infants ſucceed ; 
2.itis manifeſt that the viſible Church is not now among thoſe people,ts 
wit the Jews, w. o had hererofore jnfants viſible churchmembers, they 
ace broken off tron being Gods viſible Church, and ſs the ſucceſf on at 
c\urchmembers in t at people ceaſeth, and it is that which is denied 
t at in the other channel, te wit the viſible Chriftian Church, infancs 
do ot qught to be taken co ſucceed in the place of the deceaſed Jewith 
infant, and if the ſenſe be thus, the whole a1gumentis this; If infancs 
viſible churchmemberſhip be and cught to be taken to be in the Chriſti · 
an viſtble Church as in the Jewi h, then it is not repealed, But infant: 
viſtble churchmemberſhip is and ought to be taken to be in the cht iſtian 
viſible Church as in the ſewitd, ergo. of which I ſhould deny the minor, 
But this hath no likelihood to be Mr, Bs. meaning, whoſe werds im 
port plainly that which | coant non-ſenſe and falſe, And therefore I 
anſwer to his argument, it the parentheſis ( which was never taken 
down) be a part of the antecedent in the major, and the ſenſe be this[and 
the univerſal viſible Church exiſtent in the age wherein infants were 
members of a particular Church was never taken down or ceaſed not] 
and this be ſupplicd in the minor, I d ny the minor, it it be not ſupplied 
I deny the iy[logiſm to be g od, as nor having the whole wediam jn the 
miner which was in the major, if it be underfiood inanother ſenſe(which 
I coutc non-ſenſe ) rebar the ſpecies of infants in the Fewiſh particular 
Cburch were members of the univerſa! viſible Church Chriftian, rhe 
minor is to bee proved, As for what Mr. B. ſaith, the univerſal Church 
never ceaſeth bere, if it be meant of the univerſal viſible Charch defi 
nite of that age ( in whichalvne ifants viſible members of apareicular 
Church are members) it jv falſe, if of an univ rſal Church v liable inde- 
finite, ſo as that the ſenſe be, ſome or other univerſal Church viſtble ne- 
Ver ceaſech, or an univerſal viſible Church in ſome age or other ceaſeth 
not infant members inthe particular Chuzeh are not members in ſuch an 
univerſal,. but in the d' finite of one age, and the miner of Mr. Bs. 
argument in that ſenſe is falſe 5; Or if the ſenſe bee (as it ſee- 
meth by what followes ) That the nature of the univerſal viſi- 
ble Church ceaſeth not beere, I deny the cenſe.,uence of the major 
in Mr, Bs. ſyllogiſm ;' And ſay , Thar it is non-ſenſe to term che 
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nature of the uni verſal viſible Churen the univerſal viſible Church, as it 
is to term humanity or manhond a man, or Peter humanity or the hy- 
mane nature All know that underſtand the Metaphyſicks, that hat- 
ever the difference bee whether formal or modal or ſome other, yet 
the one is not righuly predicaced or faid of the other: no man faith 
the cilence of a thing ( which i all ene with the nature) is rhe , 
bu: that by which it is, In like manner it is non-ſenſe to ſay infant: 
were members of the nature of the univerſal Church vifible, For 
membe: ſhip hath relation to an integral whole not t. an eſlental, 
no man makes infants a part of the definition of the univerſal vi- 
üble Church, but of the compleatacfs of it. But let's view Mr, By, 
roof, 
: 1, Saith he, © Thar there is a univerſa! vifib'e Church, Mr. Rutherford 
<« and others have largely proved: They of New England indeed deny 
© a unive ſal yifiole governing or political Church; but not this that [ 
«© ſpeak ot (as you may ſee in Mr, Sbepheard and Mr. Allens anſwer to 
Mr. Ball ) But leſt any ſhould deny it, I wi lb ing one proof cr ra- 
© ther many in one, 1 cer 12,13, We areall baptiſed by one ſpi i in- 
to one body, whether Jews or Gentiles, Here you ſee it is ene and the 
<< ſame body that all are baptiſed into + Now that this is the viſtble 
Church I prove thus, 1. I hat one body that hath diſtin viſible mem- 
< bers with variety ot gifts is the viſible body: But this is ſuch.. 1. That 
© one body which is viſible in ſuffering and rejoycing is the viſible bo- 
dy. But this is ſuch v. 27,6. 3. That body which is capable of ſchiſm, 
and muſt be admoniſhed not o adm ut ir, is the viſible body; But 
* this is ſuch v. 25. 4. That body which had the viſible ſeals of Bap» 
tiſm and the Lords Supper was the viſtble body; Bur this was ſuch v. 
z. F. That one body which had viſible univerſal officers was the viſt 
ble univerſal Church or body; But this was ſuch: Therefore, &. 
Anſw. I liſt not to jincerpoſe my judgement in the conttoverſies be. 
tween Mr. Ball and Mr, Rutherford, and Mr, Hudſon on the one ſide, 
and Mr. Alles, Mr. Sbepbegd, and Mr, Hooker on the other ſide, 
which reſt much on the meaning of the term { Church] in ſuch paſſa- 
ns theſe 1 Cor, 12, 28. & 10, 32, AfHr8, 2. Gal, 1, r3, &. und 
Logick nocions of an uniyerial and integral whole, of a ſimilar 
and diſſi mila whole, the diſſ inction of a Church entitive and organi- 
cal, and ihe like. Nevertheleſs becauſe it concerns the preſent point 
that I ſhould fay ſomewhat in this thing, I ſhall thus far expreſs my 
eonceiss, 1. Ithink by the word church in none of the places a'ledged 
by Mr, Hadſon vindic. ch.. a particular fixed congregation organized is 
meant except the laſt, 3. Fob. 0. where 1 conceive the caſting out could 
be — ont of chat particular Church where Diotrepbes did Lord it, and 
where alone he did and could forbid thoſt that would receive the brethrin, 
though 2 rhe effect might extend further, Nor do I think on the o- 
ther ſide, that in any one of them by [ the Cbarch] is meant the univerſal 
viſible erganical political Church coliectively taken, which Mr, Hadſin 
aſſer / not At. 8.3. Gd. 1. 1 3. For Saal did not make havock, perſecu- 
ol of deen the whole Church fo taken. ner only the particular Church 


P 


41 


| (511) 

of Jeruſalem, but the ward{ Church] there is taken without quantity, an 
ſo veither notes the univerſal nor particular all nor ſome, but indefinite » 
ly in genere confuſo, the diſcaples of Chrifh, or any of that mey, Als 9. 1 
2. them that betteved on Ci, Act: 32.19. them that called an hu name, 
Acts 9.14. the Saints, Acts 26. 10, whereſoever bee could teach them. 
And in the ſame ſenſe it is taken 4d 2. 47. 1 Cor. 10. 33.1 Tin 3. 15. 
and I think the ſenſe is the ſame Epb, 3. 16, whether ( by the church] be 
meant of what was dune to or on the Chureb, that is the believets called 
out of the Gentiles, to whom hee gave his ſpirit manifeſtly as on Corne- 
liz, or by the teachers in the Church, eſpesially of the wo; der ful my. 
ſeries which were revealed in the exercite of gitts then given, Matith 16, 
18, It is true, is meaat the viſible Church, but not the univerſal or. 
ganical collectively talen, nor any particular Congregation organized, 
but the viſible in refpeR of the part which is inviſible, againſt which the 
gates of the grave or death ſhall not prevail, to — them in, but they 
thall be raiſed up again to e vei laſting life at the laſt day. Nor is it 
ſaid that the keyes ſheuld bee given to the Church but to Peter, the 
uſe of which was to bee in the calling of the Church effedually. The 
other rext 1 cer. 11. 28, cannot be meant of the Church viſible univer- 
ſal organical eolle&ive, nor of a particular Congre gation, not this lat- 
ter for reaſons given by Mr, Hud en, nor the former, for the Apoiiles, 
Prophets, Teachers, are diſtin& from the Church there taken: bur they 
ate not fo from the Church univerſal vilible organical collective, Ergo, 
Therefore I conceive Apoſtles, &c. are not ſaid to be ſer in the Church 
colleRively taken as 2 #0tum integrale orgenicum, but in the Church 
diſtributively raven, that is, in ti ſeversl Churches where they were 
imployed, as Peter among thoſe of the Circumcifion, Paul among the 
Gentiles, To which the term g. bath ſet, gives me occaſion to en- 
Cline, which I conecive to bre the ſame with r gave, Epb. 4. 12, 
and it notes not a ſetting, by way of law conſtituting ſuch to be in the 
Church, bur a ſerring or diſpoting by way of providence in ſeveral 
Churches for their profit, as he ſaw good, 3. I] conceive the term Ca- 
tholike or aniverfal Church (berween which Mr, N. Coven ſealcd pag. 
155, faith Divincs — ) is ſometimes taken in con radiſtincti- 
en to the Jewiſh National Church, ſometimes as comprehending both 
the bolievers before and fince the incarnation of Chriſt, and in both ſen- 
ſes I conceive it notes the jovifible Church. ar the Church of the fir ft bore 
which ave written in heaven, Heb, 1 2.23. who are felow beirs of the ſame 
body and pertahers tozetber of the promiſe of Chrift through the Goſpel, E- 
pheſ. 3, & and this is the Catholike Church in the ApoRl-s Creed, which 
we believe though we ſee ic nor, 3. 1 acknowledge a Catholike viſible 
Church both before and after Chriſts incarnation entitive, though 1 
think not erganical fince Chrifts aſcenfion and the Apoſtles deceaſe, and 
chat this Catho'ike vifible Church conſiſts of all the vigble Church- 
members and Chnrehes particular viſible in all the world and that chis 
viſible onely in che ſeveral parts, which exiſt, and becauſe theſe parts 
are influx as a City, Army, Commonwealth, there are ſometimes more 

imes fewer, ſometimes the ſame perſons may be vifible Church- 
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members and ſometimes not, ſome parts may be formed after ons man. 
ner ſome after another, the ſame ſort of perſons may be (as infants) in 
a Church v. ſible of one conſtitution and not in ano. her, he may bee a 
member (as Corxelius) in one Church that is not in another, So that the 
Church unijyerfal viſible which I acknowledge is not uniform, and is 
onely as in numbring a total ſum of many particulars caſt up, 4. I col. 
ceive the text Mr. B. alledgeth ſerveth not his purpoſe, For theugh [ 
think it is me int of rhe Church villble, yer not in reſpect of all thc parts 
of the Church viſible, but thoſe that are fo viſible as that hey are alſo 
of the inviſible Church, to wit, true believers, 1, Becauſe it is ſaid that 
th y are by one ſpirit baptiſed into one body, and made 10 drmh into one ſpi- 
rit, now this muſt b: underſtood of that unity of ſpirit which unites to 
Chriſt, not barely in reſpect of common pitrs to the ſan+tified and un. 
fantified, But this cannot bee ſaid of all the vi ble menibers of the 
viſible Church, therefore jt is nat meant of them. 2. Becauſe the ma- 
ny members,termed ene body are termed chriſt, v. 22. which can bee 
meant of Chriſt myſtical onely, for thoſe that are onely Chriſt by 
proſe ſſion are not terme Chriſt, but thoſe who are ſpiritualiy uni. ed 
to him no thoſe ate one ſpirit, 1 Cor, 6. 17. new creatures, 2 cer. 5.17. 
to whom there is 10 condemnation, Rom. 8. 1. of bis fleſh and of his bones, 
Epbeſ. 5. 30, 31, 2. And to his realons L anſwer, that though they prove 
the body meant 1 cor 12.13, was viſible, yer they prove not that all 
parts of the viſible Church are compr chended in chat body, but onely 
fuch as were alſo of the inviſible, = 
2. Saich Mr. B. That the Fews infants were members of thi uni ver. 

fal viſible Church, I prove thus: There is but one viſible aniverſal Church 
or body: therefore they muſt needs be of this one, or be uuchuiched, Sec Gd. 
3.16, Epbeſ. 4 4, 1 Cor. 11. 11. 

anſw. The unity there aſcrived is not viſible but jnvifible, to 
wir, by the union ct the ſame ſpirit, and the body though viſible in 
reſpe& of ſome parts, yet js not ſaid to bee one in reſp & of 
but thoſe who are inviſibly alſo joyned ro that hrdy, or fer their ſake, 
as Mr, B. paz, 340 If Chriſt Gel, 3. 16. bee bot meant of Chriſt per- 
ſonal, it is certain it is meant of no more then Chriſt mà˖ ſtical, or the 
Church inviſible, and ſo 1 cer. 12. 12. the like is to be ſaid, And that it 
is ſo Epheſ. 4. 6. appears from the words where theſe are joyned one body 
and one ſpirit, Therefore 1 deny that thoſe texts are meant of the uni- 
verſal viſible Church as viſible, but onely ef that part of the univerſal vi. 
fible Church of that time which was alſo of rhe inviſible, which is one 
by unity of the ſame ſpirit, As for the univerſal viſible Church it can · 
not bee ſaid to bee one in ſeveral ages numerically, tor ir is dut the 
total of all the members then exiſtent ( for if they bee not exiſtent a- 
mong the living they are not viſible) and they art ſomerimes the ſame, 
ſometimes others (kee chat is now of the viſible Church may ceaſe by 
death or apoſtaſie to be ſo to mortow) ſometimes more ſometime fewer, 
bur they are one in reſpe ct of profeſſion of the ſame faith, or in ſome o- 
ther viſible appearance to be of Gods people, Now the infants. of che 
Jews might be members of the viſible Church univerſal of a former "Me, 
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but were not of the univerſal viſible Church of that age, which was not 
ene numerically with the univerſal viſible Church of a former age, nor 
meant to beſo, 1 Cor. 1 2. 13. 

1. Saith he, Every one that is a thamber of the particular, muſt needs 
he a member of the univerſal ; elſe one might be a part of the pat, and yet 
not 4 part of the whole, 

* Anſw, lr is true of the univerſal made up of thoſe parts, but he 
may be a member of the particular Church of uncircamciſed, as Corneti- 
, who is not a member of the particular Church of the circumciſed ; 
and he ray be a member of the univerſal viſible of one time, who is 
nat a member of the univerſal viſib e of asother time. A Jew before the 
offer of Chriſt might be a member of the Jewiſh Church national, as 
the Phariſces, to who. Jobs Baptiſt, Ch iſt, nd his Apoſtles preached 3 
yer were not members of the nnives ſal Church viſible when they te ject- 
ed i e offer of Chriſt. Infancs were members of the vigble univerſal 
Jewiſh Church, who were nor ſo of the univerſal vifble Chriſtiao in 
another ge. Mr. gt miſtake is i conceiye in this, that he thinks the uni- 
ver ſil viũble Church is one and the fame in every age, which is a-groſs 
miſta+e, 

But he faith, This is all beyond diſpute; and Mr. T. denied none of it, 
when I urged it on him, be conſcſſeth, 1. There is a univerſal church viſi- 
ble, 2. That the Jews Church was not the whole univerſal, 3. That every 
one that isa member of a particular Church, is alſo a member of the unver- 
ſal. 4. And that the Jews infants were members of the univerſal, 3. And this 
univerſal Church is not diflolved. 

Arſw, I have made ſome ſcarch whether ever I confefled that this 
univerſal Church viſible of which the Jews infants were members is rot 
difſolved,and do not remember or find that ever I did fo; if I ſho'ud, I do 
revoke it,as being moſt falſe ; and I rather think( ii I did yeeld any thing 
that ſcemed like it) that what I confeſſed was, that the nature or eſſentials 
of the church are not diſſolved, in ſtead of which (as | gl.cſs by what fol. 
lows) Mr, B. put this as my conſe ſſion. He adds, 

i bat then remains to be denied > Why this is all that be ſaith to the 
whole ¶ that their memberſhip in the univerſal Church was oncly by reaſon of 
tbeir membe ſhip in the particular; and thereſore ceaſed with it.] And 
bow is ibis proved ? why Mr. T. ſaith it is ſo, and that is the beſt proof,aud 
al that I cold get. | 

Auſw. It was enough when I was 2 reſpondent that I ſaid ſo, it had 
been Mr. a. part to have diſproved it: Bur I did then think,anddo ſtill 
think ir ſo plain, that ĩt neede dnot proof; and (as very a wrangler as 
Mr. B. is) Ithink Mr, B. grants as much when he ſaith,that every one that 
is a member of a part is a member of the whole, and that the individual: 
church that then wer, wa broken off for unbelief ; and I know no viſible 
Church but an individual. Me thinks it is all one as if I had ſaid,the fin- 
ger is onely a member of the whole body in that it is a part of the hand, 
and when the hand ce i ſeth to be a part of the body, the finger ceaſeth ro 
he a member. But yet BI. B. will ij whether bee can diſprove this any better. 
7. Saich he, 1 ebonk Ehave [«ffciently proved, that even the m_ x 
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of the Jews Church war not repealed, but onely the accidental ceremonies 
and the individual Church th at then was, is broken off for unbelief; bus the 
olive ſtill remained, 

Anſw. The vifible Church Jewiſh could be no ather then the in; 
dividual Church Jewiſh, which if broken off, thaugh the nature of the 
Jews Church was not repealed, and the Olive ſtill remained, yer the in- 
tant Church1.ecmberſhip which came onely in with che Jewith national 
Church, might and aid ceaſe. 

2, Saich he. If the Jews Church were repealed, yet he that will af. 
fi n that the whole ſpecies of infants are caft out of the univerſal viſible 
Charch, muſt prove is well: For if I find that they were once in it, I need 
no more proof that they remain in, till ſome one ſhew me where ut 4 revoked, 
which is not yet done by any that I (now of. 

Anſw, | he repealing of the nature of the Jews Church, and of 
the Jews Church (which intimate that the nature of the Jews Church 
and the Jews Church were a law capable of repeal ) is a piece of Baxte- 
rian non-ſenſe, which I uſe nor, I bat the Jewiſh Church national is 
broken off, and that churchmembet ſhip by birth ; alte red into church. 
memberſhip by faith, is ſo fully proved before, ſefF.50,51,5:, belides 
what elſewhere is ſaid by me, that I count it ſuperflaous to add any 
more, If it ſatisſie not Mr, B. it's to be aſcribed to his pe tt ĩnaey in his 
opinion, which to be hls proper cemper I was told long ago, and much 
experience of him by my ſelt and othert find to be true. 

3. Saith he, The aniverſal Church is more excellent far then any pars 
ticular, and ſo our ſtanding in the uni vo ſat Church is a ſar bugber privi- 
Ledge then our flanding or memberſhip in any particalar: Therefme it will 
not follow, tha infants loſt the greater, becanſe they loſe the leſſer ; and 
that they ave caſſ out of the univerſal, becauſe they are caft out of the par. 
ticular, 

Axſw. The univerſal may be more excellent then any particular ex- 
tenſiyely, becauſe rhe univerſal comprehend. the moſt excellent part, 
and the reſt alfo; but not jnrenſively, ſith all the excellency may be 
from one part. Chriſt the head is not the univerſal body, and yet the 
whole body is noe more excellent intenſiyely then Chiiſt, that is, hath 
not more perfeQion then Chriſt ; for all the excellency ia all the mem- 
bers is Chrifts, and from Chriſt. Yer the ſtanding in the univerſal is 
not a higher priviledge then in che particular Church yes, if there be 
a ſtanding in the univerſal beſides the ſtanding in the particular, yet 
the ſtanding in the particular is a higher priviledge, Elſe why do Mi- 
niſters exhort men to joyn with ſome particular Church, and to ſubmit 
to their Paſtors F it it not for their ad vantage? Sure Mr. B. ho con. 
demns Seekers, and thoſe that are ſeparmiſts from a particular Church, 
and thoſe that live out of communion wich any pircicular Chureh as 
Chriſtians at large, and are fo members of the univerſal Church, ſhould 
not think they have a higher priviledge then members of a particular 
Church, If he do, be doch wrong them in condemning them, and diſ- 
fwading them from that ſtare which js a higher — Much Jeſs 
n n tte concerning infant, who arc nor viſidle Churehmembors, but 
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ascbey ſtand in the particular Church. For they ate nos by their own pro- 
teiſion viſible Churchmembers, but meerly in that they are part of that 
nation which God takes for his people, as God did the Hebrew nation, 
and no other before nor ſnce. This is clear, it we ſuppoſe the whole 
Hebrew nation deſtroyed exce pt one male infant, this male jr. fant would 
be no vilible Churchmember, there _ nothing by which he is diſcer- 
nable to ſenſe to be more one of Cods people then another infant, 
though there we e many Churches of Gentiles in other plac.s ; Where. 
as on the other fide, it a Chr. tian by prof: ſſion were in no particular 
Church, but ſtood alone in an Iſland of unbelievers, remote from any 

rticular Churches, I preſume Mr, B. would {ﬆ ke were a viſible mem. 
= of the univerſal, though of no particular. Whence it follows, that 
if infants loſe cheir ſtanding in the particular Church Jewiſh, they loſe 
their K2nding in the univerſal, 

4. Sairh he, Perſons are fir} ( in order of nature, or time, or both, 
members of the aniverſal Church, before they are members of any particu ar 
Sowas Noab, Lo, Abraham, and a men before Chr, and ſo ove all 
fince Chriſt, The Eunuch in Acts 8, was baptized into the uni ve fal viſi- 
ble Cbarch, and nt into any particular, It ᷣ fo with all others: It is the 
general uſe and nature of Bapiſm ; they are baptized inc the name of the 
Fatber, Son, and Ho Gboſt, aud ſ0inio tbe catholick c burch; but not into 
any particular © burtb; IF any ſuch thing be, it is ſecondary, and accidemal 
and adde, and ns projer end of Baptiſm. So that it bring firſt in order, 
that we ave en ved into the viſible wntiverſal Church, it is likely to be of 
more durable continuance. 

Auſw. Avoiding unnecellary diſceptations with Mr. B. about the 
general ufe and nature of Baptiſm, and about the priority in order, ot 
time, or both, according to which perſons are members of the univerſal 
vifible Church atore they are of the particular, I do agree, that perſons 
who were viſible Churchmembers by their fenfible proteffion of the true 
Cod, were members of the univerſal afore they were of the particular: 
But deny this concerning iafants, for the reaſon before given. 

5. Saich he, Ia is 0 good conſequence that js fetibt fron the removal 

of a particalar Church, or of the Fews particular church, to dreaying off 
from the univerſal ; therefore thu wil not prove infants are broke off. if 
a Few bad been ſorced into a ſtrange conntrey, yet there, both be and bis 
children bad bees Churchmembers of the univerſal Church, hen all the 
Jews were ſ caltered abroad in captiaity, ſo that they bad neither temple, 
nor altar, nor prieſt, but perhaps one live in one Town, and anotber in ano 
ther, as they do at this dey ; you could not ſay, that theſe were of the vi f 
ble particular Church of the Jews, thoughyou might ſay till that they were. 
Abrahams ſeed, and they aud their children were members of the viſible uvi- 
verſal Church, 

_ Anſw, Theconfequence is good as T frame jr, Their charchmem ber «- 
ſhip viſible cea ſeth who were vilible Chur chmembers onel y in that they 
were part of that viſible Church which now ceaſcth ; But ſo it was con- 
cerniag_ infants viſible charchmemberſhip, ergo, it crafeth + Which is 
different from that which Mr, B. impoſeth on me, Toh 9 
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1 ſay, chat they were in that caſe members of the viſible particular 
Church ofthe Jews, which was a particular Church, and fo accounted 
even in their captivity, though not in a flouriſhing eſtare as in their 
own countrey, And for the inſtance of Keturabs cbildren when they left 
z#be Church of Abrabams family, it their intants were viſible Church. 
members ( which I conceive they were not) then it was beeauſe they 
joyned themſel yes as ptoſelytes io the Hebrew people, which I think js 
not true, and therefore conceive if any of Keturahs children who left the 
Church of Abrahams fanily, profefied the God of Abraham, they were 
members of the univerſal, but not their infants, And er what Mr, B. 
adds, 'f a Few then, ora Cbriſtian now, werecaft upon the coaſts of A. 
merica, where he ſhould never be a member of a particular Church more, 
yet be ſhould be a member of the univerſal fill; I grant it, while they pro. 
feſs God in Chriſt, And for what he adds, Neither J oſeph, Mary, nor 
Feſus in bis infancy were unchurched, becauſe they lived in gt ( though 
I con(efl it is diſputable whetber Chriſt were ever a Ch: chmember proper- 
ly; but I paſt by that) I grant it, for they remained members of the 
Jewiſh Caureh then when they were in «Fgypt. as I preſume Mr. B. 
cuunts thoſe of his Church of Kederminfier members ſtill, who may by 
impriſonment, tra ffique, ſervice of the State in war, fickneſs, or 
_— be abſent thence in Ezgland, or forreigne parts againſt 
their will. 

6. Sith he, © Again, to loſe their ſtanding in the viſible univer- 
& {al Church, is to loſe their place in the viſible body (1 Cer. 12.13.) 
and ia the houſe o the living God, 1 Tin. 3. 1 5. the pillar and ground 
© of «ruth z But to be removed from one particular Church, or from 
* every particular Church, is na caſting out of Chriſts body, or Gods 
- houſe : therefore it will not follow upon the removal {rom a patii- 
* cu'ar Church, that they ate removed from the univerſal z eſpecially 
© when we are not ſpeaking of individual ia fante, but of the whole ſpe- 
© cies, So that T think this argument is unanſwerable ; Infants were 
© members of the univerſal vifible Church ( as Mr. T. pry ms 
f his is the Church that we are now baptized into; and this Churc 
<< confticurion is not altered or taken down: therefore infants member. 
© ſhip of this Chutch is not taken down, what ever it be of the Jews 
particular Church. 

Anſw, The conſequence is good as] framed it in the r 
next before, yea though Mr. Bs. two propoſitions here be grante 
Nor can Mr, B. overthrow it, t. Il be prove thit the Jews infants had a 
Ranging in the univerſal viſible Church, ſevered from their ſtanding in 
the Jewiſh particular, for which he bath yet brenghe no proof, His ſay- 
ing that be ſpake of the whole ſpecies, not of inaroidual infants, makes 
his ſpeeches to appear ridiculous non-ſenſe. For the whole ſpecies 
hath no ſtanding in the viſible Church univerſal cr parricular, nor can 
be ſaid to be admitted in, or · caſt out, or removed from one or every 
particular Church, Theſe things cannot be (aid of a ſpecies, but cf in- 
dividuale, fith a ſpecies is conceived abſtrafively from all indi» id uifica. 
ting circumſtances of time, place, &c, which muſt be conceived * 
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ſible Churchmemberſhip and removal or cafting out. And that we 478 
bart ſed now into that univerſal viſ bie Church in which infauts were 
memos, is unter ly falſe, and that the Church conſtirution is al:ered in 
that che Jewith particular Church ceaſeth i proved before, therefore 
there is not ing in this argument — As for what Mr. 3B. 
adds to this Chapter . 335. | finde not that! e brings any me ficengrh 
in it which needs ſut ther anſwer. Ne refers met Mr, Hudſons vindic. 
but tels me not what — he would have me anſwer, perhaps there is 
not any thing in the book that opp-ſeth mee beſides what is al:eady 
anſwered, and I am nut yet ſo obſcquious to Mr. B. as to go ov.r a 
whole book to finde an adverſary ro fight with; it Mr, . kacw any 
ſtrength in ir to oppoſe me wi h, he ſhould have himſcl? produced it or 
referred me to the pat. icu/ar place where I might finde it. As tor the 
texts which hee cites out of Mir. Madſon, an anſwer i» tu' ly made to 
what hee brings them for in the 2d. pa t of this Rev e, ei g. in which 
Mr. B. and others may fee how ſhamefully they abuſe Scrip ute, to 
prove a churc's national comprehending in'ants like the Jewiſh in the 
tine of the Go pel, And I add, that if Mr. B. weigh Mr, Hadſons 
words in his vindic. ch. 4 ſet. 5. p.9;,54. I acanowled.e the Jews to 
be 4 national Church. But my deſcription of the Church Cathols,e was of 
the Church as i! i now, [ute the pariitition wall is broken down, 15 
then it became Catholihe, I conceive there were believers of the ſons of Ke. 
tur ah that d d not partake of all the priviledges of the Fewifh c burch except 
they became proſely'es, It is the Evangelical Catbolike Church which ny 
queſtion is about 3 into which the Fewes themſclves being con xo ted wel e 
admitied by a yew initial ſeal, viz, battiſm, and d d not ſtend in it by 
their ſer mer nat iona / memberſhip, but received a Cathulihe membe: ſhip by 
ba,tiſm, I conceive that a man of any nation converted to be a vi ſible belie. 
ver is a vember of the Church Catbolike eniitive, and bereby bath right to 
al Chu h priviledges that bel ong to the whole Churcb, Gods mctbod uſ+d 
in the national Charch of the es b ing in p>pulo Iſraclitico, ſt -ecas 
22 the method in populo Cathol co:; hee will finde that learned 
man ſpeaking as much fur my purpoſe as his own. They tha bo'dly 
affirm that Cbriſts Covenant, by ſati faction, bis Church, by ſealing, 
extend to any ne then ele, joyn with the Arminians againſt the Scr. 

prure and the mcſt approved Proteſtants, and the contrary contains 
no deſpera e expreſſions, as Mr. bi ing miles, ſp:aky, Mr, Hadſons 
words pag. 220. are not tig l. It any hold chat the buljering Jews chil- 
dren are ſtill, Chutchmen bels, and yet deny that ihe Gentiles chil. 
dren are ſo hee may hold it ſtill notwichflanging the aſſa ult made by 
Mr. B. here. For by the taking down the partition wall; Epbeſ. 2. 
I4. and the removing the cumily v. 16. Jus and Gentiles are not made 
one viſid'e. Church ater the Jewiſh frame, hut one by faich, and by it the 
Sentiles are cl anſed, 4 15.9. not a he nation parents. and chil. 
dren as te ſeviſh; Church, but believers repeming, - 5 11.17 8. ene 
body one Lord one faith, ene ba; tiſm, & c Epb.4.5 6. proves not the Gentile 
and Jewiſh Church vilible to be the ſame, but the in vilible of hoth. Gel. s. 


5, hath not a word tending to proyethar there is the ſame reaſon of Jews 
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and Gentiles infant viſible churchmember ſhip, bur of che equal intereſt 
in Chriſt ef Gentiles who arc new c eures, 8s of the Jews, It is no 
part of Pauls Epiſtles, and therefore nor much of their ſubſtance to 
prove the taking in ot che Gentiles, and gra fing them into the Olive 
which the Jews were of, if by rt were meant the viſible Church Jew. 
iſh , but it is mf palpably falſe. The diſtiplivg nati ons, the Kingdoms 
of the world becomming Chriſti, Rev. £1. 15% ptove not infant diſciples 
ſhip, or churchmember (hip. All hitherts brought by Mc. B. hath yeilded 
no ſufficient proof, let s view there, 


— — — — — — 


SECT. L XX. 


Mr. Bs. 16th, and 17th, arg from the promiſe of mercy, Exod, x0, 6, 
and of bleſing, Pal. 37. 26, are anſwered, 


CH. 21. G:ich Mr. B. The 16th, arg. then is this: Exod, 20, 5, 6, 
From hence T argue thus : If God have made over this mercy ( cf 
*© Churchmemberſhip )] in the moral law, to the children of all that 
* love and obey him, then it is not proper to the Jews children, nor 
eis it ceafed ; Bur God hath made over this mercy in his moral law to 
*© the children of al chat love and obey him; therefore jr is not proper to 
te rhe, Jews children, nor is it ceaſed. ' Nothing but the antecedent here 
© needeth proof, Every man I think among us will confeſs, that the mo- 
ral law was not proper to the Jews, and chat it is nor ceaſed, Even the 
e moſtof the Antizomians confeſs the ten Command nenes are in farce 
© as the law of Chriſt though not as the law of Meſes. However, if they 
© be againft the preceptive part ot the law, ay ſure they will nor bee 2- 
46g inſt the promifſary pare, Though there be fome clauſes that were ſu · 
E : 
ted ro the Jews 7 y, yet I never yet met with man that would 
* {xy this was fo, If the ten Commentiments be not eurrant proof, chert 
Lu no diſputing wich them out of Scripture, ä 
Anſw, There is need of proof of more then the amecedent to 
make this argumene good. For 1, the concluſion is not that which 
Mr. B. ſhould prove, Churchmemberſhip and viſible Churchmember- 
ſhip, children and infant children being not all one. Cod may ſhew the 
merey of Churchwemberſhip to infants, and yet not make over to them 
vifible C hurchmemberſhip, and he may make over viſible Churehmems 
der ſhip to the children of them that love him, and yet not to them in n- 
fancy. So that the eonclufion may dee granted as ir ſtunds, without any 
impeachment to my tenet. But if it be meant of viſible Charchmember. 
ſhip of infanc children, the miner is to be'denied, And to che proof, 1, 
I except chat this promiſe was proper to the Jews made to back rhe le- 
gal Covenant, and though ir be a promiſe annexed to the obſerving a 
moral precept, yet as in the ſiſth Commandment rermed the fir cm. 
mandment with promiſe, Epbef. 6. 2, 80 in this, the promiſe hath ſpe- 
cial reſzrenge de thair [proſperous and ſafe eſtary in Cha, in 2 
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they were contiuued while chey themſelves from idolarry, and on 
ons fide expelled, 4, enſlaved, when they ſerved idols, 
unro the third and fourth generation, upen whick conſidering the 
time of making this promiſe, the uſual redour of promiſes in the 
Books of Moſer , as Deut. 7,9, 12, to the ſame rer the 
place where this promiſb is put, the event which doth beft expound 
it, and that no where under the Goſpel promifes ate made te brlice 
vers children, bur onely to believers themſelves of Evangelical mer. 
cy, yea the Apoſtle coneludes thut notwithſtanding the promiſe to 
Abraham and his ſeed Gen, 17. 7. and ie Iſrad, yer God bth mercy 
on whom bee will have mercy, and whom be wilt bee bardens, Rom. 5. 
18, I do determine ( withour fear of Mr. Bs, cenſure ) that this pr o. 
miſe was ſuited to the Jews peculiarly, 2. 1 hence infer that if this 
mercy be meant of Chuchmember ſhip, yet it might bee, yea was pro- 
per to the Jews children, 3. The metcy here cannot be proved to be 
vidble Churchmembet ſhip. 4. That iris one ly to thoſe mens children who | 
love him and keep his Commandments, which is an invifible thing, and 
ſo whoſe infants are viſible Ct urchmembers by this promiſe cannor bee 
known, 5,Thar this promiſe is made good though it be not performed to 
all choſe that love him, nor to all their children, nor to any in infancy, 
6. That this promiſe is not true without the exception of election, and the 
expounding ot it as conditional and not abſolute fith it muſt then follow 
that God exempts none yer frota mercy, there being not a thouſand ge- 
nerations from Nob to this day. So tat till Mr. . have proved the con. 
trary to theſe (which he can never de) His proof fram henee will appear 
to be of no force, But let ns examine t he ſairh, 

Let mee try therefore whiettier this 2d. Commandment in the 
© words cited de not prove the : to which end 1 argue rhus, If 
* Ged have alſared his mercy by protniſe to ihe ehildren of all them 
* that love and obey him, then ke would have them be taken for mem- 
7 bers of his Church, But bee hath here affured lis mercy by pro- 
" miſe to the children of tem that lo ve and * : thet fore he would 
** have them bee taken for Cghurchmembers: The miner i plain in the 
» text. I he conſequence of the mai 1 prove thus ; ( M. chat allchoſe 
© muſt be taken for Churchmembers on whom C ed bath chus fared or 
: aflured hls mercy by promiſe) (he word Lnerey] I fail explaing- 
non:) If God have eſtated and aflured his mercy by JR to no o- 
** ther ſociety of men in the world but the Church, then all theſe e 
** memy-rs of the Church oa whom his mercy is thus eftared and aftured: 
- 2 God hath eſtatea and aſſured his mercy on no othet ſociety: Ther · 
* fore, Sc. 1 
Ne « Here let mea litile explain my meaning. Someume when God pro- 
miſerh mercy,jr is fir ſt to ſome particular perfor) ot family: Sometime 
to a whale ſpecies ot fort of perſons. 2. Sometimes it is ſome partieu- 
lar named mercy, and fomerime in the general naming no ſort or in- 

„ vidual mercy. 2. Sometimes it is upon a ſpecial ground proper to 

ſome ond perſon or tb fewzand ſomtime: it is upon a common ground. 

„ When the mercy is Ipecised, it is LN meerly cot yo 2nd 
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time ſpiricual. 5. And of ſpit itual mercics, ſometime it is common to o- 
< thers beſides the ſaved z and ſometime ſpecial and proper to the ſayed, 
s. Sometime it is mercy limi ed to a ſhort or certain time; and fome. 
time eſtate d and aſſur d for con inyan:e while the aw ſtandeth. New 
4 you mu t undetſtand firſt, that God may beſtow on ſome parijeu at 
c gel ſon or family, on ti e ground of ſome ſpeciol ſervice, which they or 
the ix fathers have done, or of mecr mercy. ſome ſpecial corporal blef. 
© ling, eſpecially limited ro ſame ort or certain time: And that his 
common preſct vi g ſuſtaining mercies are over all his works; and 
© and yet none of this will prove men Church nember*, 2. But wi en 
* God doch not nauie any particular perſon or family for his mercics, 
but eſtates them on a ſpecies or ſort of p.rſons; ant when it is nota 
mer corporal mercy that is ſo ſtited , but eicher a ſpiritual mercy 
<« (cem1:0n o ſpecial) or elſe mcrcy in the genecal without ſpecificact« 
on, and when this is net on any ground ef any paitic lar action or 
ce ſervice done by any particu'ar man, but upon a ground (or condi. 
tion) common to others not named; and all this not livited to 
any (hort or certain time, but ſtated 10 continuance, and that by 
na legal promiſe :fluring it, and not onely a meer offer of it, 
ia this caſe it will certainely procve th m members of the 
„ Church, . 

Anſw. 1 Mr, 3. lcavs out in the minor the tern [ a#] which 
was in the major ef the firſt ſyllogiſm:; which if it had been put 
in the minor (as it was .neceſſary hee ſhould do to prove the con- 
clufion kee ſheuld prove) it would not have been proved but of 
the text; which doth not 1 mercy to all the children of all 
that love him, but to thouſan's, that is, multitudes of then; and 
to thoſe meicy is not aſſured abſolutely without condition of their 
lere of God, not is mercy in the text promiſed perpetually , but 

as Andr. Rivet. on Exod, 20. 6, God doth not ſo txtend the bounds 
of bis mercy, that bee may not alſo den it to tbe poſterity of ſome 
eodly men, For theſe things are ſaid of thoſe things which for the 
moſt part happen, Gods liberty beeing alwayes reſerved in by judge. 
. ments and the difiribution of good 1bings, So wee. reade the ſonnes 
of Godly parents to bave been forſaken of God and grievouſly pani- 
. hed. 2. The conſcquei ce of his major is denied, and to his dictates 
(tor proof bee brings none but his own fayings) I anfwer firſt, 
by denying that all thoſe muſt bee taken for viſible Chucchmem- 
bers on whom Gcd hath ſtated or affured his mercy by premile, 
Exod. 20. 6, no net though it were ſtated as Mr. B. would have it, 
no proviſe, no not of ſanRifying grace making of it ſelf a petſon 
a viſible Churchmember, as I have Mewed often before, 2. H de- 
ny that tbe mercy, Exod. 20 6. is ſtated as Mr. 3. inagines; but 
ſay, 1. That the mercy there meant, is fared on the Ifellter ſpe- 
cially, 2. That it is not meant of ſpiritual but outwald mercies, 
not now promiſed to the moſt holy Saint on earth. 3. That it was 
declared on a particular ground of Geds peculiar reſpect to 1/- 
rac/, whom. hee brought our of Egppr, 4, That it is limited to a 

certain 
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certain time, while they eon ĩnued to be bis people, which was not to 
be pet petually. 3. I deny that the words, £x0d.20.6. Deut. J. 10. do 
expreſly contain a promiſe, but fonely, a declaration of Gods frec, ven: 
dealing, which I confeſs; doth imply a promiſe, gs his declaration, 
Exod, 0.5; Deut.5.9, doth imply a threatening ;' yer I think it not 
fic co call it a promiſe, (ith the Apoſtle Epbeſ, 6. 2, tei mes the 
ffih — „ the firſt commandment with promiſe, But Mr. 
H. adds, 

Now that it is the priviledge of the Church onely to have God thus ta. 
gazed to be mereiſull to them, (and bat in a way of diingion from others, 
a5 it 35 in ibi commandment promiſe, ). is to me a truth beyond diſputs. 
And if any do doubt of it, I argue with them thus, 1, If no ſuch promiſe 
of ſuch mercy to any ſort of men out of the Church can be ſhewn in the Scrip- 
ture, ben we muſt takeit as proved that there is none: But no ſuch pr e- 
niſe can be ſhewn eflg:ing ſuch mercy on ary others ; thei eſore, Ac. 1 bey 
that can ſhew any ſuch promiſe, let them produce it. 

Anſw, Tue fiction is not a truth beyond diſpute, but may be 
queſtioned , nor is the conſequenge good, there being no ſuch declarati- 
on of God that he hath.made no ſuch premiſe of ſuch mercy to any ſort 
vf men but what can be ſhewn in the Scripture; and if it were, yet till Mr, 
B. hath ſhewed that the mercy Exod 20.6. is greater then God vc uch- 
ſafes to p:rfons out of the Church viſible, it may be fuld ( notwiih- 
ſtanding any thiag Mr, 3, producerh ) that ſuch. mercy is promiled to 
perſons vut of the Church. However, it is moſt falſe that God bath af 
ſured his merry on no other ſociety then the Church. If the promiſe, Gen. 
3.15, be under ſtood of all.mankind as meant by the womans [eed (25 
he be/ore in hi, third Letter to me, and after here, ch. 23. cxpoands 
ic) hen there is # promiſe of mercy ſtated on othe s then the Church; 
and the ſame may be ſaid of Gen,9.12,15,16, beſides wha: is implied ia 
the ſpeeches, P/al. 36.6. P[4l*1 4.9. 1 Tin. 4. 10. Hill Mr, B. ſhew a 
greater mercy is ſtated on the children of ail that love God then is on 
ru, Iſa. 4. 1, &. there is a promiſe ſhawn in Scripture of ſuch, mer- 
ey to one out of the Church, The like to Nebuchadiexxar, fer 27.6, 
And the promiſes of calling the Gentiles, of re-ingraffing the Jews, Kom, 
11.26, 27. are promiſes to prom out of the Church, ard yet of mercy, 

ea the cbiefeſt mercy ; and therefore Mt. . di dates are but vain, Yec 
e goes on thus, X OLIN 3 
2. Briefly conſider tothe contraty.: 1. Thoſe without the. Church aze 
= 7 be without hope, without God, ſtrang ers toibe Covenant of promiſes, 
2,12, 

Anſw, It is ſaid of the Epheſians, thatthey were once without hope, 
Oc. and it is ſaid alſo that they ,were Gentiles uncircumciſed; but 
it do:h. neth not follow therefore that all Gentiles uncircumciſed were 
without Chriſt not having hope, without God in the world: Nor dath 
it follow, that all Gen: ifes were out of any Yifble Church who were 
uncircumciſed ; nor doth it follow, they had no promiſes of mercy who 
were ſtrangers from the Covenants of promiſe there meant, It is true, 


this Text proves that the eſtate ef the Gentiles afore the Goſpel was 
| | preached 
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\preached to them, was 28 Pau! de ſcribes it: Yet chis neither proves the; 
— were none whe were out of the Commonwealth of Iſral, and 
were ſtrangers from the Covengars of promiſes made to Iſraet, had no 
mercy aſfured to chem equal to that, ZA. 10. 6. 5 ; 
2. Saich Mr. B. Thu promiſes art all Tea and Amen in Chrift, 1 Cor. 
1,20, And Chriſt is ib had over all ( indeed bat only) to the Charch, 
Ephef. 1.22, Ty bis called be gi vob the precioms promiſes, 2 Pet. 1,4. 
Anſw. The promiſes, 2 Cor. 1. 20. ate ſuch as were in chriſt, and 
muſt be underſtood of far romifes, which are not made to the vi. 
ble Church as vikble, much lefs to the children of vifible churchmens. 
bers as ſuch, but onely to thoſe char are of the inviſible, and therefore 
tai Text proves not that no mercy fuch as is meant, Exod.20,6, js 
aſlured to any ſbeiety or perſons but thoſe of the viũble Church, The 
ſame alſd may be faid of 2 Pet.1.4 where the promiley are given to 
the effeQuallyealled, andrhac by them they are partakers of the Divine 
nature, And for the other Text, though chere be ne mention of pre. 
ariſes in it at all, yer if any be implied, the — is meant one ly of the 
Church of Gods elect ( nor the meer vis _— which alone is 
bis body, the falneß of bim that filleth all in a# ; and therefore if cheſi 
Texts prove no mercy promiſed but to the Church, they prove no mer. 
cy —— but to the invifible Chureh, which is contrary to Mr, Br. 
rpoſe here, 
" 2 Saith he, By faith it ir that promiſes were obtained, Heb. tr. 33. 
Anfw. It is faid, by fairk they ſubdued Kingdomes, in the fine 
v. and therefore after the ratte of Mr. Bs. reaſoning, none ſhould ſubs 
due K ingdomes but rhe Charetr, The fairtichere is ſuch a fairh as.the 
juſt lived by, ch. 10.36. therefore is Mr. Fr argulat be good, promiſes 
of merey ſhould be made to none, bur thoſe m believe with ſuch a 
faith, and conſequently ir: ls not the meer viſchir Church but the Inv. 
fible onely ro whom ſuch mere is aſſured. The saſwer is by-denylng 
the confequence, that becaufe promiſes were obtained hy faith, therefore 
merey is nor aſſured} to any by promife bur the Charen 
4. He adds, To &brabam and by ſbed were the promifer mar, Gal 
3-16. botb common and ſjecial : The children of the promiſe are accounted 
for the ſted, Rom 9.8. Therefore if thoſe wit bons the Church were chile 
dren of the promiſe, tben tbey ſhould ge the ſeed. The promiſe ic ſurt to 
all the fied, Rom. 4 16. The promiſe is 10 you and your childyes, ard 
ar many as the Lord fell call, Ad. 3.39; The ſtrd are beir ofthe promiſe. 
Aufw, Mt. Br. lieedleſheſs Rifl appears, Al prove, that 
fuch mercy as he conceives iſed Exed.20.6, ( which he will not 
avouch to eo matey Y |; aburetro near bur the Church; and he 
means the villble Chuteh: bar here he brings promifes of faying aicr- 
cy, which he dare nor fay to be made to rhe children of ali char love Hun, 
E204.20.6, and are infted made onely to thoſe ho axe of the lavifible 
Church, and tterefore impertinentiy all „The promiſes, Gal.x. 
16, are ſuch as are made to Chriſt either perſonal'for ths boy myſtical; 
or to Chtiſt myſtical, and rhe promiſes are fc by which 3s the mberk. 
taxce, v. 18. Hennef by fait, v. 21, 2, which can be true n+ 
: the 
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the ele, and ſo that, v.29, I ye be Cbrifts, then ars e Abrahams ſeed, 
and beirs according tothe rome, So Rem. 4.16, is meant oftely of true 
bclievers, and Rm. 9. G. of rbe elect onely. Now ir's not denied, chat 
the promiſes of righteouſneſs and life be long onely to the Church invi- 
ſible ; but the ſe promiſes are far diſſerent from the promiſe to the chil 
dren of them that love God, Exad.:0.6, which Mr. B. will have one ly 
meane of the vihble Church, and of things muh below ſaving benekes, 
The Text, As 2.39. ir as impertinencly alledged, 2s hach pro · 
ved at large before, the promiſe there being not meant of any viſi- 
ble priviledge, nor the fathers there conkdered as believers, or lovers 
of God, but as crueißers of Chriſt, and the promiſe nor ſaid to be to 
any of either ſort, but ihoſe who were called by God, 

5. Saich Mr.B The Church js the bonſe and family of God, and the yrt6 
miles are as treafure, and Chrifis legacies, and the word of proxnft is bis 
Teflament ; therefore nat for thoſe without. The Church is the pillar and 

aund of truth, and the word is the truth. In the middeſt of the Church are 

ods praiſes, Heb. 2. 12. chert ſere in the Charch are vis mercjes and pro- 
wiſes, 11 ir by the Church that the man ſold wiſdome of God i {nown, 
Eph.z.19, I be Charch only is that body whereof the Lord of the promiſes 
ir bead, Cal. 1.18. 

arſw. The promiſes of ſaving benefirs are Gods treaſure, and be- 
hag onely ro the invifible Church ; but it follows not therefore that 
God makes no promiſe, or the mercy Excd. 20.6. belongs to none out of 
the vidble Church. Let it be yeclded, rhe Church is the pillar of truth, 
gnd the word is the truth z yet that God makes ＋ | to (yr, 
Mebuchadnexgar, and others out of che Church, t his promiſe to 
them js not true, or chat he yYouchfates no mercy to them, follows not. 
Gad iz praiſed inthe Church, and bis counfel made known, and Chriſt 
the head of the Church onely, and yet all praiſe, promiſe, and mercy 
hor appropriate to the Church. 

6. Yer again, They that are net in covenant, are net under be promi. 
fer of this mercy, ar have mn this mercy ated on them by promiſe: Bur 

e that ure without the Chareh ave not i counant, This argument is 

centradi1ou, No man dare fay but theſe ae covmant mercies in this 
premiſe mentioned, wiched wer in the Churth are within the covman, as 
I beve proved in the Appendix of my Aphorifens ; but thoſt without are 
nee in comenane, cn may bave ſome conditional promiſes offered. 
The covenont and fucb promiſes aw theſe yo togedber ; Therefore it is called 
the covenant of promeſes, Eph.2.1n. Nm. 9. ,. So ir merryoncly affared 
by the covenam. idcut g. 5, 12. iet the Church en, ü Kings 8, 
23. Neh. 1.5. & . Mic.. 24 Luke %%%. i Pet te. May 
Wore Saripheres the conjorftion between Gods merry and covenants x. 
1 they are all ous of covenant that are out of rhe vile 


4nſw. If Padobaptifts had not a mind rompck rather then to tene 
prople by tbe ix writings, me thinks being fo afien called upon rf 
iſtin&ly what covenam; they mean, when they ſay infants and vi 

dutchmembers are la covenant, and in wharmannes they are in core. 

ile hank 
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nan; by Gods ad, heir own, or the baprizers, they would till when the 
ſpeak of being in covenant clear rheit meaning. There are divers Co- 
venants of God; tharwith Noah, Gen 9. that with Abrabaw, Gen 15. 
that with the Jews, Exed. 19. the new Covenant, Heb. 8.9, 10, 11,1. 
Being in Covenant muſt needs come from theirown act of covenantinę, 
and then the ſenſe is, Wicked men in the Cnurch are within the Coye. 
nant, that is, they promiſe to God : But in this ſen: no infant is in Co. 
venant with God; fo- no intant promiſeth to Gol, Or being in Cove. 
aant is from Gods act of promiſing, and thus it is moſt certainly falſe 
that they are all out of Covenant that are out of the viſible church: For 
all men and beaſts are in the Covenant with Noah, Gen. 9.1 1,11. + Mr, 
B. hinaſclf ſaich thus in his Appendix to bis Apboriſms, auſw to the dth, 
object. 5. 48. There is a Covenant betwixt God and every living creature 
If 1 ſhe 1d inſtaxce in all the promiſes made te Ahab, Nebuehadnez zar 
Cyrus, Darius, &. it would be tedious, The Jews nor yer re-ingrafe 
fed, nor of the viſible Church, are certainly in Coyena at in this enſc, 
Rom. 1 1. 25,7. Iſaac, Jacob, afore they werej born were in Cove» 
nant, and ſe all elect infants in their mothers womb, and men of years 
yet in infidelity ale wichin the Covenant of Evangelical grace, even 
the new Covenant, Heb. 8s. though not in the viſible Church, The mi. 
nor therefore of Mr, Bs, argument is ſo fat from being p ſt contradid i. 
en, that it is in my apprehenfion manifeſtly falſe, I prant all mcrcics 
mentioned in any promiſe are Covenant merc ies; but for themercy, Exod, 
20.6, it ſcems Mr, B cangor te I what it is, though he tell us on bis 
word it à move then corgoral, if not ſpecial. : Now. he ſaith, Appendix, 
p.:8, 1 Sa. 10.4, 5, 6, 7. The — of God and other f,vours 41e promi. 
ſed to Saul. And ſure as much is promiſed to Cyrus, /. 44 28, & 45, 
1, &c. as was to Saul. Wicked men in the vihble Church, cominuing 
ſo to the end, neither are, nor ever were in the Covenant of Evangeli- 
cal grace, or new Covenant, though the / have been in the Covenants 
wich Noab, and ſome other Covenants, in ſome of whichalſo wicked men 
without the vifible Church have been. The Covenants of rromiſe ( nor 
as Mr. B. reads it, the cauenant of promiſes, Epbeſ"z.12,') wereasitis 
muſt likely the Covenants Ger, 17, Exod. tg. and the meaning of the 
Apoſtle in ſaying the Epheſians were ftirangers ſrom them, ſcems to be, 
that they were not acquainted with them, and therefore in appearance 
fur ther {rom God, as in like manner their uncitcumciſion and a ſienation 
trom the policy of Iſrael, are alledged io. the ſame purpoſe. . A yet 
when they were made be lie vers, and were in the viſible Ch etch they 
were in neither Covenant as there is meant. | mean, they were voi in the 
Covenant made to 4 brabam, Gen. 1. 35 it did contain ſpetial promiſet 
made to his natural ſeed, nor in the Covenant made at Horeb any more 
then they were circumciſed or in the policy of Iſratl, Rom. 9 t, 2. hath 
nothing of Covenants or promiſes, but what is v. 4. js often before 
Mee to be meant of the Covenants and promiſes peculiar to the Iſ- 
raclites; and therefore, though the Covenant and ſue promiſes go to- 
perier, yet therein is nothing which pettains tothe viſible chu chmem- 

(hip of our children, thoſe who are now in the Church being not bs 
| thole 
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thoſe Covenants which were peculiar to the Iſraelites, *Tis true he 
mercy meant Deut. 7. 9. was niſured by Covenant, bur that Covenant 
was V,12, it which God ſware to the fathers,which ſo far as it was Evange- 
lical, belongs onely to the ele& whether cf Jews or Gentiles, ſo tar as 
political to the Hebrews onely. The ſame I ſay of 1 Kings 8. 23. Nebem. 
1.5, @ 9.32, Mic. 7. 1 0. The rexts Lah.1.50.72.' 1 Pet. 2. 10. are plainly 
meant of ſaving mercy, and of the elect or inviſible Church onely. $0 
that though I granc a conjunction between Gods mercy and Covenant, 
and that ſaving-mercy is aſſured onely by the Covenant tothe Church 
inviſible ocely, yer l 1 God is in Covenant with none but thoſe 
of che viſible Church, chat God hath not promiſed ſuch mercy as is 
meant Exod. 20. 6. to any but in the viſiole Church, that what conti- 
nuance of mercy is aſſuted Exod, 20, 6, to poſterity is aſſured to be- 
lievers children now as it was to the Iſraelites, that they are all vi- 
fible Churchme nber to whom that mercy is aſſured, and therefore in. 
fer that the pretended ordinance of infants viſible Churchmemberſhip 
hath no foecing iu that text. 
Mr. 2 takes op n him ta anſwer ſome objections, but very lame ly. 
If any ob ect, ſaith he, that this promiſe is 10 the children of them anil that 
love bim and keep his Commandments , and wee know not v ho thoſe be; 
1 anſwir, it 1s true, but though God makethe promiſe onely to ſuch, yet 
uoad nos, it belongeth to others; that 1, wee are bound to deal with ak 
thoſe that profeſs lave and obedience by a ſerious probable proſeſſion as iſ they 
were truly what they profeſs : This I ſhall prove afterwards. He that bath 
tbe ſace to ſay that God eſtat ih here his mercy ou the children of thoſe that 
love, and obey bim, and yet taketh them not for ſs march as members of the 
_ Church, (hath coo bara a forebead for me to dif ute it with any 
url ber. . 
4 Anſw, Though wee Are to take ſuch profeſſcurs by a judgement of 
charity to have ſuch love, and title to the promiſe,and are to exhibit all 
ſuch offices of love as we are bound to by ſucha love as is due to them 
chat truly love God yet we are not bound to take them for viſible church. 
members by that judgment of charity, but by a judgment ef certainty ſen- 
fidly perceiving their ptoteſſion; nor are we to tate their children as vi- 
ſible Church members n not by Pzdobaprifts own grounds, for they are 
nor ſo but upon their parents real love, they beirg not vifible Church- 
me nbers but by the Covenant which belongs not to them except they 
do truly love God, and not in ſhew onely, which is to bee known by a 
judgement cf cerraimy not of charity o:1ely, and that being not attain- 
able it is not by Mr, 35, own greun.'s knowable that any infant is a viſi- 
dle Churchmember. What he ſaich he ſhall prove afterwards hath been 
examined already in the firſt part of this Review ſe#, 35. I am not mo- 
ved by Mr, Bs, cenſure, but ta ke it for a ſpeech of a man who loves to 
talk confidently when hee diſputes weakly, like thoſe who ſet out weak 
members with much bumbäſ ß. 952 
He adds, Same may 0bjeft, 7. That they hnow not what mercy it it 
that is bere promiſed, whether common or [pecial : To which 1 aufer: 
what if they know 206 yet it 31 mercy and more then corporal if not ſpe. 
» oj. * L111 cal; 
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cial; what if God promiſe onely in general to bee to them 4 Merciſul God 3 
ſure it affordetb us ground of confidence and comfort : As# World do tos 
poor man to bave « Prince promiſe to be nerciſul to him and bis children. 

Anſw, That the mercy Exod. 20. 6. is more then corporal, if not 14 
cia is iaid, but no: proved by Mr. B. that he dare ſo confidently aſſert 
intant; viſible Churchmemberſhip tr om a promiſe of mercy which hee 
cannot certainly reſulve of what mercy itis, ſu s hee bath a bo d tace 
not Git for a man that ſeeks for'truth, Eſpecially if it be con ſidered that 
n2 promiſe of ic ſelf doth make a man actually a viſible Churchmember, 
no not of taithor profeſſion, or viable Churchmemberſhip, For a pro- 
miſe aſſures a futurity, pur's not a thing in preſent being. I is true a 
promiſe gives ground of confidence and comfort, that the cking ſhall be 
in its due time which is promiſed, but a premiſe of any mercy in gene- 
ral cannot aflure the tuturity of viſible Churchmemberſhio, no not though 
it wete of more then corporal or ſpecial — — therefore this argu. 
ment his own words do ſu{ficjently eviace to bee oncly added io make a 
number without ſtrength. : 

2. Saith he, They may object, thar it is uncertain, what is meant by 
a thouſand generations: whether it be the remote of the neareſt pro- 
« geny. To which I anſwer : 1. I judge it to be one!y te the immedi. 
ate children et godly or ungodly parents, that the-promiſe and chrest 
in chis Commandment is made to; elſe there would bee a contradi- 
« &ion between them, Fer if the third generation of a wicked man 
©* ſhould have godly patents between, then the promiſe would 
* to them, and conſequently not the threat; and fo on the other fide. 
„The meaning ſeems plainly to me to be tis, that God will encreaſt 
« che puniſhment of the children of ungodly parents i cording as they 
« ſucceed their parents,remembring the (ins of the grand-fathers in pu. 
« njſhing their children ( they being ſtill the children onely of the wie. 
5 ked.) And that he will multiply mercies on the poſtericy of the righ- 
v reous, the more full becauſe they had — progenitors, ſuppo. 
ing (tilt char they are the children of ſuch, 

Auſw. To inter pret a thouſand generations or the third and fourth 
by. one onely, is ſuch 2a piece of Arithmerick as I ſhould conceive none 
but an Ideot or natural fool would uſe. The imagined contradicti. 
on is cafily avoided by — — it is not a plain promiſe or threat 
of what God will conſtantly do, a declaration of what hee doth of- 
ren, or in. ſome caſes; which expoſition is confirmed from hence, in 
that we ſec ſo much variation in Gods dealings, as neceſſi tates us ſo 
to limit ic, Though 7oſab were a godly Prince, yet God would not 
ſhew mercy to his ſons, and though Aaxaſſeb repented, yet for his fins 
wrath fell on his poſterity and the whole people. But let Mr, Bs, inter- 

tion, or mine; or any others be righter, yet the ſyeech muſt needs 
re ſuch limitatiens as wil diſable it from yeilding a certain rule, where- 
by the children of all viſible profeftors viſble C hurehmemberſip may 


bee penned, and thetefore it is frivoleuſſy alledged by Mr, B. to 

that en : | 
2. Laith he, © But I further anſwer: What if this werg not under. 
„ cen 208 1 e * ſhod 
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ce food F muſt wee therefore rejet that which may bee underſtood ? 


« There is ſomewhat doubtfull in the text, viz, what mercy it is parti” 
« cularly ? and to how many generations 2 it y progenitors in* 
«cervene ? And there is ſomewhat beyond doubt in the text, that is 
« that Ged eſtateth his merey on the immediate off. ſpring of his people. 
« Now muſt I throw away that w is paſt doubt becauſe of that 
« which is doubrfull > So we may eway all the Scriptures, 

Anſw. We muſt not re ject that which may be under ſtood, nor muſt 
we wreſt the Ser ĩpture to infer from it that which cannot be inſerred, but 
omit the allegation of doubtful text, and urge that which is certain, 
That which hee conceives undoubred is I conceive uncertain, That 
God eſtateth hii mercy on the immediate off [pring off bi, — The in- 
ſtance of Zofiab.s children is ſu fia ent to ſh:w it not to univerſally 
true. That which he acknowledgeth doubrfull is enough ro ſhew, that 
nething can be from this text certainly inferd for Mr. g. purpoſe, and 
theretore in the cleſe of this Chapter Mr. B, contefleth that which is 
ſucifficient ro ſhew, that the viſible Churchmemberthip of all infants of 
god!y parents much leſs of meer profeilors, cannot bee gathered from 
Exod, 20. 8, I paſs on to the next. 

Ch, 22, he ſaich thus, © The 37th, arg, is drawn from Pſal. 37. 26. 
His ſeed is bleſſed] that is the rjighreous mans ſced; whence Largue 
«25 before : If God by his — — law and promiſe, have pronoun- 
ee the ſced of the righteous blefſed, then certainly they are members 
Lot his vifible Church, Bur hee here pronounceth them bleſſed; therc» 
©* fore, &. 1. [have proved before that hee hach ſo done by ne focicty 
out of the Church: They that ſay be ha N pronounced any other ſo- 
*gjery blefſed; lex them ſhew id Bur it ivabfard once to imagine that 
God ſhould pronounce a ſociety bleſſed, and yer take them for none 
* of bis viſible Church. 1. That this promiſe is an unchangeable pro- 
© miſe, I take for paſt doubt, till Mr, F. fhew. me where it us repealed 
* lietle better then he hart ſhewed mee the r of infant Church» 
* memberſhip. It is made to the righteous' and their ſoed in general, 
nnd not to rthe-Jewsonely : it is writ en in the Book of Pſalms: from 
* whence Chriſt end his Apoſtles ferch many texts for confirmation of 
© their doctrine And if it bad! been ſpoken hut to the Jews; yea or to 
© one particular perſon, yet iſ it cannot be pt oved to bee: reſtrained to 
them as being from a tf eaſon proper to chem the Kripture toacherh us 
to apply it to all the people of God, Heb, 1% 5. The Apoſtle appli 
© thar to all believers, which was ſpeaker onely to. Joſhua, I will nE 
laæue tbes nor forſaje thee. So. 13. 6 from Tall 1 24 Heb, 10. 16, 
J Rom, 70.6. *: bz 
' * Anſw, 1; That the ſpeech Pyal. 35; a6; compared with v. 25; ſeems 
rather 4o bea-mrration ot the Pſalowſt found by ex perienee, then-a 
promiſe of God, Nevertheleſs firh there are promiſes to like Pages 
elſewhere, as Pſa. 112, 2. Prov, 20. 7, 1will not deny the {} Pſal. 
27. 36. to imply a promiſe, nor will I ſay God hath revoked ( or as Mr, 
Bs, language is)repealed it, 2, Nor will I ſay that this promiſe was pro- 
pet to the Jews; though I conceive that ** romiſas to poſteruy ha ve 

6 L 2 more 


(528) 


more reference to the 1/7aelites then other people by vertue of the na. 
tional and legal Covenants made to that people, and I think Mr. Br, 
reaſon of no force, that it is not made ts the Jews onely, becauſeit is 
written in tbe book of the Pſalms , for promiſes proper to them are there, 
as Pſal. 8.4, 21, Cc. Fſal. 32. 11, %. 3. I deny not promiſes to one 
particular perſon may be ſafely gg lied oft rimes to others. 4. | deny 
that when ſal. 37.26. it js FR) ted is bleſſed, and Fal. 12. 2. the 
gentrati n of the righteous ſhall be bleſſed, this muſt be underſtood of every 
one of their ſeed, oi at all times, as in their infancy,the ſpeech being true 
one ly of that which happens often, though not always. Mr. B. himſelf, 
p. 149. ſaith, Even as when ve ſaith ¶ the ſeed of the righteous are bleſſed] 
be doth not tie binſciſ to make every one bleſſed with bis ſpecial ble ſing, 
though be de it ordinarily. And therefore it is moſt frivolouſly alledged 
to prove an ordinance of every infants viſible churchmemberſhip un- 
repealed, though the patent be no righteous perſon, but a viſible pro- 
ſellour, and very. vicious, even an enemy to godlineſs, 5, There's nor 
a word that intimates any ſocjery;here pronounced bleſſed, much leſs 
the ſociety of the Church, Nor doth the term [ bleſſed ] prove it muſt 
be meant of the Church, For other« then the Church and churchmem. 
bers are ſome times bleſſed, as'Pſal. 137.9. Pſal. 144 15. Mr, B. 
here ch. 24. They that daſh the children of Rebylon againſt the ſtones art 
bleſſed;e ſal. 13 7.9. Lute 23.29, 5, Mr. B. bimſelt tels us, p.330. That 
be affirms one:y a certa nty of churchmemberſhip, and a flrong probability 
of the juſtification of the jufants of the righteow, Bur if ve urge the 
word ſtcia)y, they onely are bleſſed whoſe ſins are forgiven, Pſal.;1.1, 
Rom. 4. 6,7. and therefore his Text may 2s ſoon prove juſtification of 
every righteous mans ſeed (which Mr. Z aſſerts not) as viſible church. 
memberſhip. Yea, nowhere is any termed bleſſed by reaſon of his vi» 
ſible churchmemberfhip, but many times for their outward proſperky, 
as Pſal. 14.1 f. Dent. 28.2, &c. Gen 17.10. & 27. 38,39. And that in 
this re ſpe ct the bleſſing is meant, F ſal. 37.26. may be gathered 1. from 
the conſtant tenour of the promiſes made to the righteous and their ſeed, 
which either are altogether or for the moſt part in ble ſſings of this life, 
and accordingly the performance: 2. Becauſe in the New Teſtament 
in which ſpiricual bleſſings are aflured, there i no promiſe of then to a 
belie vet and his feed, but to believers onely : 3. Ihe occaſion and ſeries 
of the Text, Fſal. 37. 25,26. leads plainly to this fenſe, chat the righte- 
outs is not fo forſaken, nor his ſeed, as to be deſtitute of bread, that 
though he be. mereifull and lendeth, yer bis ſeed is blefled with ſuffici- 
ent proviſzon of outward, things: 4. The Texts, P/al.113.2, Pal. 118; 
1:2,3,4, Pſal.144.15. lead us to this ſenſe. From all which I anfwer . 
by denying the;conſequeace of the major in Mr. Bs. argument, and to his 


roof ſay, that it is no aburdity to ptonounce perſons bleflcd, and yet 
e Gods viſible Church. . TY — 
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SECT, LXxXI. 


Mr, Bs. 1 8th, arg. from the priority of inſants charchmemberſhip beſore Cir 
cunciſion . His — ſrom Gods — mercy: His 20tb, from bieſ- 
ſong and car fing , Deut. 28. are anſwered. | 


MX. B. proceeds thus, ch 23. © The r8th.arg. is this : If infants were 
e churchmembers betore ever Circumciſion was inſticuted, then cer 
« tainly it was ner pro pet to the Jews, and conſequently not ceaſed ac» 
« cording to Mr, T. his own Doctrine: But infancs were churchmem- 
«© bers before Circumcifion was inſtituted; therefore it was not proper 
© to the Jews, nor is ceaſed. , Here at our Diſpute Mr, T. ſeemed to 
« yeeld all, it I would prove intants were churchmembers before Cix- 
te cumcifion, | 
n. So far as I can diſcern by my memty and ſuch notes 1 have f the 
Diſpute,this was my conceſſion, That if Mr. B,would prove admiſſion of 
infants as churchmembers befoeC it cumaiſton, I ſhould yeeld ro what he 
averred, that the law and ordinance of infants as viſible thurchmembers 
was not repealed, Vet I confeſs, by reafon of Mr. Bs. quickneſs of 
ſpeech, his unheeded alter ing terms, uſing often ¶ vifible chnrcharem- 
bers] for { admiſſion as viſible churchmembers ] which in that tame in 
the conſiict of Diſpure I did not always take notice of, or through We#* 
rinels mention, it nor to be unlikely I did ſay as Mr. B. ſaith I did. 
However by mywritings itapp-ars this is and was my conſtant judge 
ment, chat infants were viſible members of no Church but that of the 
Hebrews, nor ſuch till by Gods call of 4brabam and his houſe@chey were 
uken to be his ſeparated people; and that infants were not admitted 
viſble churchmenbers, nor any law of admiſſion till that of Circumci- 
foo, Gen 17. - | 
Mr. B. 200. Bat i big Sermon fince among much of the ſame f, 
be made. the poor deluded people believe ( I mean tboſe that will believe 
bim) that by infams being churchmembers, I mean not bing elſe but that 
they ſuch of the breſts of godly parents, and ave brought up in the family of 
Lodly parents ; jult as in our Diſpute be would bave fared me down, before 
thouſand: of people, that by churcbmembe ſhip I meant nothing bat (ircam- 
ch; I told bim I did nen, and he told the ptople AU that 1 did, Is it 
an intemperance er ha/ ſhueſ upon ſuch dealing i to ſay, that it is ſ1d that 
( 1 will not ſay eminent holineſs, but) a very little tenderneſs of con ſcience, 
hd ſcar of God, and love of truth of charity to a brother, Jes or common 
mode ld not refirain this I but that Mr. T. durſt, firſt, take on him 
lo ſearch the heart, and now amens thoughts to be contrary to his prefeſion; 
ſecondly, and contrary, to the plain ſenſe of bis terms of ſpeech ; thirdly and 
pr /wades multitudes of people that it is ſo, what bope can I have that 
ever Mr. T. ſhould be brought to the truth, when be bath not ability enough 
to ander fland bat is the meaning of La member of the viſible c hurab J 
an 
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and that after I bad ſo fally told bim | I was long before 1 tould get bin 
to confeſs, tbat circumciſion and Churchmemberſhip were (wo things, and ſe. 
parable, till I gave him inſtauxe in women. x 
Anſw, 1. In the Diſpute I confeſs I did conceive that Mr, B. could 
mean nothing but the command of Circumeifion by his ordinance of in. 
fants viſible churchmemberſhip, not imagining that he ſhould magnige 
ſuch a toy, as he hath in his Letter to me deviſed from Gen.1.26,27. & 
3.15, Cc. which, and not defect of truth, tenderneſs of conſcienee, 
modeſty, or charity ( in all which whether of us be defective the Lord 
will judge ) made me ſo conſident he did mean 23 L then ſaid, 2. Bur 
chat Lever ſaid in my Sermon, that by infants being churehmembers he 
meant nothing elſe but that they ſuck the breſts of godly parents, and 
are brought in the family of godly parents, I do not yet believe, 
This I might, and 1 think did ſay, and do — again, Thac I knew no 
ſign wherby infants are viſible chürchmem rs, except thoſe be ſigns 
which are mentioned, 3. Thar I was long in yeeld.ng the ſe pa ration 
of Circumciſion and viſible churchmemberſhi 7 it was becauſe I concei. 
ved that he meant in*ants of Mer people beſides the circumciſed, were 
viſible churchmembers ; but when I found he meant that they were gi. 
ſtinct and ſeparable in the people of the Jews, I yeelded it. ; 
He proceeds thus, And now muſt be ſain to fhew, that churcbmem- 
berſh1 is neither ſucking the breſt 4 4 godly woman, vor being brougbt in 
the family? what « bard wind 3s this F Churchmenber ? ] ben 1 know 
not poſſibly bow to ſpeaꝶ it plainer. why, Sir, where is the difficulty > Ir it 
in the word Church > 1 ſuppoſe we are agreed what a, Chareh wiſible 31 1 
at leaſt you underfland it ? Or is it in the term | member > | why, do you 
not nom what a | member ] i: > How anderſtandiyow Pauls diftourſe about 
the members and body > Do you us derſtand whit is totum aggregatum & 
pars rotius ? Do yo i underſtand what it is tobe a member of a City, or 
« family > and why no: of a Church ? 1f* 1 ſay childrenure members of this 
Kingdome (or (to pleaſe you) Commonwealth ) or if I ſay children are 
members of every City in the land, and of every family whgge they ave, this 
3s all true ; aud me thinks a man of — — ae Rand it. And 
why not when I ſay, that infant) are members of the Church ? But if you 
wall not underſtand, there 34 ud remedys * GO ee 
Anſvo, That Mr. B. and I are not agreed what a viſible Church is, 
hach appeared beſore in the 2d part of Arview, UF.175. I think i 
under ſtand others when they ſheak of 2 viſible churohmember ang! 
think I now unde nnd Mt. B. Bur in te Diſpute I confeſs 7 did not 
underſtand Mr. B. when he termed infants vifibte churchmem bers, nor 
becauſe of the difficulty. of the thing, but becauſe Me: B. had a Janguage 
(as I then imagined, and now ind) of-bis own, of a mediate Dif ove 
and a. viſible Chyrchmember by anothers Bijth, without any notę in 
their. per ſons whereby. they re diſcernable” ſenſibly. to be Chriftiang 
more then inſdelæ childten : Nor did he in rhe:Diſpace or ſince clear it 
to mo, chat asothers taith could be a form ot note whereby an infant 
might be denominated or diſcerned ſenſib'y to be a viſhle Chriſtian 
churchmember, or. s Diſciple of Chit, This if he ſhall yer do, 7 ſhall 
nor 
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not trouple him to ſhew thft churchmemberſhip Is neither ſucking of 
che beſt, nor being brought up in a godly family, bur ſhall ( paſſing 
by his jeer at the Pat liaments altering the tetm K ingdome inte Com- 
monwealth) confeſs inſants members of the viſidie Church as of civil 

ingdomes and Cities, Till then, I rake Mr. Bs. language of infants 
diſcipleſhip and viſible churchmemberſhip by a promiſe and parents 
faith ro be frivolons gibberiſh and falſe doctrine. 

But Mr, B. attempts to prove his minor, 1. from Mal. 2. 1 5. where 

he would have ¶ a ſeed of God ] to be viſible churchmembers, But 1. 
he no where ſhews this te be the ſenſe: 2. this is net the ſenſe 2 For 
here the proper end of marriage is expreſſed, which is common to be- 
lievers and infidels. Bur it is not the end of che marriage of inſide las to 
ſeek a ſeed which ſhould be churchmembors viſhble or inyſſible, neither 
their nor any others marriage is to ptopagate godlinefs or the pr oſeſſi- 
on of it, but to propagate a. letzitimate peflerſty, who ate called, « ſeed 
of God, becauſe according to his inſlitution: But of chis inter pretation 
I need ſay ao more then what is ſaid in anſwet to Mr. A. in the firſt 
part of this Review, ſect. 13. and to Mr, By, exception againſt my inter- 

retation here, in the 1th. ſedion. 2. Becauſe Infants in Abrabdms 
amily were churchmembers before Circumciſion, Whith I grant after 
the time of Alrabam / call, and Gods ſeparating his houfe to be bis peo. 
ple; and rherefre if limited to the ſpace of time between Abraham 
call, Cen. 13. and the inſtitution of Circnincifion, Gen. 17. 1 ſhould 
grant the minor in Mr, Bs, at gument, and deny the conſequence of the 
major, Neverthcleſs in the proof of his minor there are ſundry thi 
which T think not meet to paſs by. without animadverſion, 1. T 
which he. ſaith circumci on did not wot make infauts thurchmrembers, I 
Tube yet it made them vifible <harchmembers, though not of 4r 

lt alone, yet with other ſigus: So thatalthough 7 deny not other figns- 
alſo to have colicurred, yet this ſign in patt made them viſible members 
of that Church, 2. When he ſaith the Covenant maketh charchmembers, 
how far it is true i ſhewed above at large, and withal how, Mr, B. is 
miſtaken in making it the ſole efficien# cauſe, 3. If it be true that Cir. 
exciſion is bus a front of the Covenant ( as be faith ) how is it a ſeal ( as 
is commonly aferted and by Mr, B. himſelf ] a» ſomewhat more then a 
bare (gn? 4, If it de not 4 ſign chiefly of that Covenant which majeth 
churchmembers, but which 7 Abraham t be extraemdinary pri viled ge: 
afier b& believing, then it is ſome other Covenant which Circumcigon 
was Chiefly a fign of, then the Covenant Which maketbchurchmembers ; 
which being as I conceive the Covenant of grace ih Chriſt, it follows, 
7. That the Covenant, Gen. 17, according to Mr, B. was not the Co- 
yenant of grace. 23 Thar ir promiſed extraerdinaty priviledges to 4. 
braham, 3. That Circumcifien was chiefly a fign of this premiſe, and 
conſequently the uſe of cireumeiſing infants was not out of a reaſon 
common to believers infants, but peculiar to Abraham and his ſeed, 
which croſs ſundry of Pzdobaptiſts prime bytotheſes, 4. Neither doth 
the Apoſtle ſay, Rom. g. that the promiſe went before Circumciſion ; nor 
doch it follow, if he did, that 6barchmemberſhip then went beſort it. 7 

x 


d 


(532) 


It may bo, and by learned men is queſtioned, whether the infant or the 
parents be termed the breakers of Gods Covauant, Gen.17.14, and if they 
were, it follows not they were of tlſt people and in the Covenant be- 
fore, the breaking the Covenant beirgnor a breaking off from being in 
Covenant, but a breaking of Gods command in that Covenant; and 
their ca. ting off from Gods people, might be by preventing from being 
Gods people, as well as by making them not his people who were. 6. 
Though the Scripiure do not intimate, that 4brabams family was then 
firft made a church, yet in calling that Church the Circumesſon, it inti- 
mares, that then when they were ciccumciſed they were ſolemnl) decla- 
red to be Gods people: And if the Scrip ure do ner intimate, that then 
inſants were firſt admitted members, as vr, B. ſaith here, it will concern 
him to ſhew where the Scripture intimates their admitſion before, and 
how, I did conceive by Mr, Bs. words, p. 24. andelfewhere, that as be 
now avoucheth xo other way by precept or — of admiſſion but by 
Baptiſm, ſo he avouched formerly no other way but by Circumciſion, I 
wiſh he had in the beginning told us his mine plainly, the concealing of 
which in the Diſ-ute, and fince, hath occaſioned the mifleading of ma- 
ny, and a great part of my trouble. 
3. Nr. B. argues thus, That inſants were churchmem bers before Cir- 
cumciſion, I prove melt likely thus: I Goa bad before the ſame tender love 
to the ſaithſull and ibeir ſeed at be bad after, ard there be no mention in 
Scripture when the churchmemberſhip of infants did begin ( ſince the firſt 
inſart :) then we are to judge that it did not begin at the inſiitution of cir. 
cumcifion. (but rather with the firft infant of faiibfull Adam, though be 
after fell of) becauſe Gods love to the ſaithſull and their ſeed, was as 
Feat ir ſof e as after: But the antecedent is true thereſore the conſequent, 
He that will prove a beginning of infants churchmemberſkp ſince the pr ſt 
infants, let him bring any Scripture or good 1eaſon for it, and I will lelieve 
bin ( which I never ex ef to be dene) | 
Anſw, 1. This reaſon, if it were good, might as well prove the in- 
viſible as well as, vifible churchnember(bip ot all infants of believers, 
and the viſible churchmemberſhip of the ſeed unborn ag well as born, 
and of the moſt” open profane children of believers, as well a». the 
youngeſt chifdren born into the world, 2. The love of God was never 
to the faithfulland their ſced univerſally, I mean the ſpeei>1 diſtinguiſh- 
ing love of God, nor to any of them but actording to his election of 
grace. 3. God might and did love the faithfull and their ſeed, and yet 
the infant ſced were not viſible churchmembers a fore Abraham, time. 
4: The reaſoſ of at regard God had to Abrahams inheriiing poſlerity 
to take their inſaſjtꝭ for vihble churchmembers, was from his peculiar 
do ſign he had on that people io make them the people from whom his 
ſons comming ſhoùſd be e pected, which he veuchſa fed not to believers 
of other people, whom yet he Joyed and their feed in reſpet of Goſpel 
mercies. F. The beginpingef infants viſivlechurchmember ſhip is ſuſ- 
kciently ſhewed bt fore, in that Ir 1s not ſhewed 10 ha ve been anpwhere 
but in the Hebrew nation.. 6. H dais infance he ſtanding in integri- 
ty, had been viſible chu r chmembers, yet they had been ſuch onely in 


($33) 
the Church by nature, which is nothing to the preſent point of viſible 
churchmemberſhip in the Church inſtituted by electing ſome to be of 
the Church, and ſome not. From hence I anſwer to the argument, 1. 
by denying the ancecedent, that there is no men ion in the Scrip.ure 
when the churchmemberſhip viſble of infants did begin, . T he con- 
ſe;uence of the or, it it did not, it proves not the viſible churchmem - 
berihip of infants afore Abrabams time, much leſs from Adamacgen:- 
on, fith then there was no ſuch Church to be as now we enquire i, aud 
Gods love might be to beſievers ſeed, and yer they no viſible church 
members, 

The laſt argument, whereby Mr. B. would eviace. infants viſible 
churchmember ſhip beture Abrabams time, which he ſaith here he had 
not leiſure to improve largely, he hach, in his Letrer to me before re. 
ciced, I chink to the utmoſt he could, urged it, and the anſwer therecc 
is fully made here, ſect. 54, 5, 56, 17, 58, 59. and thereby it may ap- 
pear, not onely to a man of common ſenſe, but of acute ſenſe, that there 
is litelihood that infants ſhould be viſible churchmembers in Ablaham. 
family, and yet not in the foregoing FPatriatchs, and that rem the 
Scripture, and yer Gods love as great to Noah, Sem, and jheit Jecd 
as toothers, Nor is it true that ak theſe Churchmercies arc beftowed 
upon the flanding Goſyel grounds of the Covenant of. grace entied. wit 
0: firſt parents prefently upon tbe fall, but viſible Chu: chtnember ſhip of 
infants was-upon-the ſpecial cranfeunt fact of God in raking the He- 
brew nation to bee his people. And though the promiſe Gen, 3. 15. 
comprehend infancs, yet not all infants ; and I won jer bew Mr. B. 
becing a- man of common ſenſe,” ſhonld- not diſcern that it hee will 
have the whole ſeed of the woman comprized in the promiſe Gen, 3. 
15. and that they are thereby Chitr@dmembers; hee muſt baptiſe all the 
poſterity of Eve, which hee makes # thing to bee avoided p. 120, and 
gives cautions * it. Arg it is to me ſign of his palpable. incon- 
ſiderateneſs in this his haſty ſcribling, that he cites Revel, 12, 11. 60 
prove Sat aus enmuy againſt the whole ſeed of the woman againſt our 
inſants u doube, when the woman, Rivel, 13. 47, is not Eve, as 
Gen, 3. 15, but the woman cloathed with the Sunne: commonly concei- 
ved to repreſent the Chr ſtian Church, and the ſeed are id to 
keep the Commandments of God, and to have the teſtimony of JESUS 
CHRIST, which cannot bee:ſaid-of infants. But I leave him to 
tag Lord to give him eher repentance. lor his abuſe of Seipture and 
perverting the truth) or ta let hum hill up the meaſure of his iniquity 
and procecd to the next. f ; 

. Ch. 24. arg, 19th. If God bee not mote prone to ſeverity then 
1 60 mercy, then hee will admit of infants ro bee members of the 
x viſible Church. But God is not mote prone to ſeyerixy then to merey: 
[herefore he will admi of infants to be viſtble;Churchmembers; All 
+ that nee ds proof here is the conſequence:of the major propoſition, which 
is made t vident thus; God hath cut off multitudes of intams of wicked 
men, both from the Church and from life (far the ſuis of cheir pro- 
** genirors therefore it he ſhould not admit ſome inſants of faithful _ 
Mmmm ** 10 
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*« ſo much a8 into the viſible Church, theh hee ſhould bee more prone 
© to ſeverity then ro mercy: (except it bee proved that God piverh 
© ſome greater mercy out of the C hureb, which is not yet proved:;) All 
© the children of Dathan and Abiram and their accomplices, wete ſwal. 
© Jowed up with them fer their rebelſon, and fo cut off both from the 
© Church and life, Achau: ſons and daughters were all ſtoned and bur. 
ned. for his fin, and fo cut off both from the Church and lite, 7of, x, 
„ea it was the ſtabliſhed law of God concerning any City that 
* ſhou'd ſerve other Goas (by the ſedi.cement ot who.n{vever J that is, 
© if they ſhould break the Covenant(tor the Covenant is that the y take 
God onely for heir God) then that City ſhould wholly be deſtroy. 
* ed, and not ſo much as the infants ſpared, Deut. 13. 12, 13, 14. Oc, 
* And God concludeth it in his mora} Law, that be will v iſit the iniqui- 
© ty of the fachers on the children to the third and fourth generation of 
them that hate him. All che infancs of Amaleh are flain with the pa- 
rents by Gods command, Nam. 31.17. they thatdaſh the children of 
*© Baby/ox againſt the ſtones are bleſſed, Pſal. 137.9. The children of 
© Daniels accuſers are caſt unto the Lions, Dan. 6, 24. Yea God com. 
*© manded Iſrael to fave the lite of no one iofant of all the nations that 
** were given them for inheritance; the Hitiites, Amorites, Canaaniter, 
© Perextes, the Hivites and 7ebwſites, Dent. :0, 16, 17. ( How all this 
ei reconcited with that of B. the ſon ſhal not bear the injquity of the 
de father ] is ſhewed by our Divines that write on the 2d. Com) Aud if 
God wil not admit the infants of believers ſo much as to bee men» 
** bers of his viſible Church, or Kingdom, then hee ſhould not o. ely 
© ſhew more ſeverky to the ſeed of wicked, then mercy to the 
4 ſeed of the faithtul ; bur ſhould even caſt out all infants in the 
world from being in any viible tote of Church mercies, And how 
that will, ſtand wich the tenderneſs of his compaſſions to the godly 
<« and their ſeed, and the many. promiſes to them, and the enlargement 
* of grzce in G pel times I know not. 

Am x. The ſpeech of Gods promeeſt ts mercy more then ſeverity, 
is according to my appehenſion of Gods attributes not right, nor how- 
over it may paſs among the vulgar is it true in exact ſpecch, ſuch n 
fhould be uſed in Diſputes, For though 1 acknowledge jufticc vindica- 
tive to be natural in God, and goodneſy ; yet the term of proneneſs to 
ſevericy, intimaves an inclination or defire to it, which is ſtopped by a 
contrary inelinatien ; whereas Gods attributes are all quell] in him, 
oor hath he any . of defires to exerciſe one more then anc 
ther, but he doth work all things according to the counſel of his own 
will. . le is falfly fappoſcd, as it vifrdle Churchmembetſhip were an act 
of remunerative merey and not the taking of infanes into viſible Church- 
momberſhip, were a #@ of ſeverity apainft che infant for the parents 
io, whereas — er nor raking into viſible Churchmemberſhip 
jo as eled lon to et tide, or repr obation an aR of ſoveraigaty and 1» 


derty, which Ged uſbeh as hee p eaſeth without reſpe & to any per- 
fon or parents good ot bad actions. 3. It js alſ as falſly ſuppoſed 
aha by nor raking inſane inco i Chu th 
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out from being in any viſhle tate of Churebmercies, For their being in 
the tawilies ot the godly though not vifible Churchmembers, puts them 
into a viſible ſtate of C hinctmercies, even as well as if they were taken 
to be viſible Churchmembers and baptiſed, 4. That God giveth forme 

eater mercy then viſible Churchmemberſhip, to wit, eternal lite, ant of 
the Charch viſible is cafily proved in that he ſaves ele ct infants which die 
in tue womb, are abortives, or ſtill born, Ard if Mr. B. de deny it hee 
muſt hold a tenet like the Papiſts, that without his viſible Chut chmem- 
ber ſh p infants are damned, 5, The grace / God in Goſpel times is enlar- 
ged in the extent of it to all nations, in the doQrine of the Goſpel 
concerning the MeſSah comen already, freedom from the bondage of 
the law, in tlie powring out of the ſpirit, in the new Covenant &. al. 
though infants do nor viſible Churchmembers. 6. Gods tenderneſs of 
compaſſions ts ibe god and their ſeed may and doth ſtand with the non- 
viſidle memberſhip ot their infants in che Chriſtian Church, ir being 
not out of any detect of merey in God, or deprivation of merey to them, 
which they may not have withour ir, but becauſe it is his good plea- 
ſure that the Church Chriſtian ſhould not bee by natutal deſcent, 
but by faith, not national but of belicyers of all Natiens. 7. How 
God is (aid to admit into vifible Charchmcmber ſhip infarrs needs 
explication, admiſſion, as I have birh-rto conceived it, beeing the 
act of the adminiſtrarour of bapriſm, according % Mr. Bs, doctrine 
p42. 24, and therefore his conclufien ſeems to have this ſenſe, that 
God will baptiſc ſome infants with water, which is a frj-olous con- 
ceit. J. If Mr, Bs, ſuppoſitions on which his r reſts ſhould 
bee granred him, the concluſion ſhould bee rather, chat God will 
net permit the infants of the godly to bee put to death, but will 
teep them alive from the hands of perſeeutore, for otherwiſe hee 
ſhou'd be more prone to ſeverity ro the wicked, then / to qrercy ro 
the god'y and their ſeed, Fer ll the inſtances hee gives of Gods 
ſcrerity to the children ot witked men is m the taking away ef their na. 
tural lives; and therefore his inference” if there were any foree in it, 
would conc'ude not the vifible churchmember ſhip. of the infants of the 
gedly, but che preſeryation of their I y s in commen calamities and 
perſecutions; which it is certain he doth nor, bur as the Wiſeman faith 

AY things bappen alike to althe to all, Eccleſ 9.2, Which things being pre- 

miſed, tuouga the r of M. . ficſt fyllogiſm may be well queſtiened, 

yer waving it, I de y ghe conſec; ugnces of che ajer in boththe ſyllogiſme, 
which teſt on ſuch futile c ictates 23 he hath not proved, except by fay- 
ing he knows not how it ſhould be otherwiſe, which ſeems to intimate 
this fond conceĩt of bimſelf, as if none could know whar he doth not. 
He goes on in his friyo|ous arguings thus.” ch 25, © The 2oth, ar 

I draw from Daus 28, 4, 15, 3. ſe that keep the Covenant ate 

* [ bleſſed in the fruit of their body; ] and of Covenant-breakers it is 

laid ¶ curſed ſhlt they be inthe fruit of thy body; thy ſons and thy 

* daughters ſhall be given to another people, and thy eys fhall look, 

"and [a] with longing fer them, Thou — fons and —_ 

— 


ters, but thou malt nor enjov them, for they 
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*« The argument that I fetch hence is this. That doctr ine which małeth 
© the children of the faithful to be in a worſe condition (or as bad) then 
«the curſe in Deut. 28, doth make the children ot Covenant. reakers to 
ce he in is falſe doctrine: But that doctr ine which denieth the infanti of 
& the, taichful to be viſible Churchmembers, . dath make them to bee in 
cas bad or a wor ſe condition then js threatned by that cucſe Dear, 28. 
« Therefore it is falſe doctrine. Ihe ma or is undeniable. The minor 
e prove thus; The curſe. on the children Deut, 28. is, that they go 
« into captivity : Now to bee put out of the whole viſible Church 
of Chriſt is a ſorer curſe then te go jato captivitie: therefore 
„that doctrine Which puts infants out af the Church, doth make them 
«<jn a more accur ſed ſtate then thoſe in Deut. 28. They might bee 
« Churchmembers in captivity, as their patents were ; or if they were 
not, yet it was no worſe then this; To bee in Captivity is but 
«a bodily judgement di:e&ly ; but to bee our of the Church is di- 
© rectly a ſpiritual judgement : Therefore to bee out of the Church, 
is a greater judgement (which I muſt take fur granted, having 
<« before proved that it is far bettet to bee in the viſible Church then 
out. | 

IS; The minor of the firſt and ſec nd ſyllogiſin are boch denied 
For though to be put out of the whole viſible Church of Chriſt, either 
by juſt excommunication or yoluntary deſet tion is a heavie curſe, yer 
to be put out doctrinally, that js, to teach that infants are not viſible 
Chriſtian churchmembers is not co put them under any curſe at all, gei- 
ther is it to be ſo, any judgement ſpiritual or bodily, ner are they in any 
better caſe by their being accounted viſible Churchmenibers and bap. 
riſed then they are without buth, nor bath Mr. B. proved any ſuch thing 
b-fore, but what he hath ſcribled to that purpoſe is before ſhewed to 
bee vain, 15 

* Another argument, ſaith; hee, this text would afford in that 
** the judgement on the children is pars of the curſe on the parents 
7 ( curſed ſhalt thou bee in the fruit of oy body ) now GOD 
** doth not curſe the faithful ; but hath. taken off the curſe by 
18 S T (chongh corporal afflictions are left.) But I muſt 

latte, 

Anſw. That non-vifible Churchmemberſhip of infants now is a- 
ny pact, ol judgement or curſe for the parents ſin hach not the leaſt 
colour of proof, frany, this text or any other. The purport of the 
Whole chapter js quite beſides the prelent buſineſs, it being to aſſure 
the "Iſraelites of proſperity in Canaan, while they kept Gods Com- 
mandments and adhered to him, and curſes on them and theirs, if they 
fell off from God; the curſes are for the moſt part corporal and onthe 
Iſraelite), and therefore the thiag belon $s not to the preſent point, 
nor is it, true thatalways the judgment on the children is part of the cui ſe 
an the parents neither in corporaf nor ſpiritual evils. 

And though the truly faithful are not curſed with the great curſe 
of condemnation, yet thoſe that are onely ſo viſibly may bee ſo, 

Jes and the ſaithſull themſelves arc not altogerher free from — 
| | curſes 
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curſes boch on theniſelves and theit children, as on the other fide, wic- 
ked.men may have ſome bleſſings on them and their children. Mr. B. 
himſelf ſaid in the next ch. 24, before, They that daſh the child/en of Ba. 
Hlen againſt the ſtones are _— Pſal.1;7.9 yet were they Idolaters. 
Chriſt hath taken off the curſe 22 to the bleſſing of righreouſneſs, 
Gal.3.9,10,13. not every curſe from the faithſull. Out of all which 
J inſer, that were it granted that the non viſible churchmember ſhip of 
infants were a judgement for the parents fin, and that Chriſt hath ta- 
ken off the curſe from the faithfull, yet it weuld not follow, that belie- 
ving parents infants muſt be Chriſtian viſible churchmen bers, fith 
ſome curſes ſt ill ſtay on the children for the parents fin; Yea, Mr, B. 
before in his Letter tels me, that it was determined in one of their pri- 
vate Diſputes. ( by himſeli no doubt, the Dr. of the Chair in the Col- 
ledge of worceflerſhire Miniſters at Kidderminſter ) that the fins of nea- 
rer * imputed as part of our original or natural guilt. I laſt 
aller T. B. . 


—— — — 


SECT, LXXII. 


Mr. Bs. 211 b. Arg. ch 25. ſrom the abſurdity ef my Doctrine making 
all infants to be members of the viſible Kingdome of the Devil, ij an» 
ſwered. | 


H.16, ſaith he, The 21th, arg. Thar doQrine which mak:th all 

« infants to be embers of the viſible Kingdome of the De vil, is talſe 

* do&rine : Bur that doctt ine which denieth any infants io bz members 

© of the viſible Chirch,doth make them all members of the viſible King- 

** dome ot che evil: Therefore jr is falſe doctrine Mr, T. taketh the 

like reaſoning hainoufly from Mr, M. a» if were injurious ſo to charge 

him: An d ke ſaith, 1, Conſequences remote muſt not be faſtened 
* on ren wh.n they deny them, 2. Many unbaptized are not iu ibe viſi- 
* ble King do ve of che Devil; and asketh, whether children be in or out 
* ot that & ingdome before Baptiſm; If our, then by not baptizing he 
les es then not in it, & Tothis T anſwer, 1. He that ſaich, infants 
vate all ſliut cut ot heaven, may well be charged for teaching that they 
go to heli. bccouſe the conſequence is not tcemate, but direct, among 

** thoſe that acknowledge not a thitd place, 3. I will onely lay a true 
* charge on the uod rine. and not the perſons : The doctr ine ſure may be 
charged with the conſequences, though the perſon may not. 3. It is 
** not your denial of Baptiſm directly, that leaveth infants in the viſi. 
ble Kingdome ot the Devil; but your denial of their churchmember+ 
'* ſhip : - Therefore to thoſe vain paſſages I anſwer, That it's tue, that 
* many unbaptized are in the Kingdome of Chriſt, and ſo many infants 
* alſo; and ſo not in the viſible Kingdome of the Devil: But that no man 
** who is known to be out of Chriſts.vifible Church, ordinarily can be 
out of Satans viſible Kiogdome, I ſhall now prove; and ſo that your 
doQrine. 


— — 
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e doQrine is gullty of making ( I mean not really but doctrinally ma. 
« king) all infants to be members of Satans vifible Kingdome, in that 
ce you deny any info: to be members of the vilible Church, 

Anſw, 1, That which I faid about remote conſequences not rg 
be charged on men as their ſentence, was ſpoken not from his charge 
of leaving all the infants to have cheir dual ſtanding in the viſb 
Kingdo.ne of the Devil, but of putting them all out of the Covenant of 
grace; and this was made the bloudy ſenrence ef the Anabapriſts,chough 
no ſuch thing can be proved of them by any of their ſayings, And 
therefore the two anſwers here of Mr. B. are impertinent, my ſpeeches 
being about another point, though perhaps ſomewhat like it, and char. 
ged on us wich it. And to Mr, Bs. anſwers [ reply, 1. Mr, 3. ſeems 
to me to oppoſe ineptly a direct conſequence to a remote, whereas a near 
conſe quence is oppoſed to a remote, not a direct; for a remote conſe- 
quence may be dire, as well as a near, Bur it is frequent with Mr. 3. 
to abuſe words, 2. If perſon acknowledge a third place they that 
ſhur infants out of heaven may not be charged with it as their ſentence, 
that they go to kell, which Mr, Bs. limitation intimates he acknow. 
ledgeth, And then by like reaſon this is not to be charged on me, for 
that deny infants viſible charchmemberſhip, that L leave them in the 
viſible Kingdone of the Devil, fith I leave them in a neutral ſtate, of 
which more anon. 3. I ſhall examine the charge on my DoQrine,whi:h 
I deny by denying the miner of Mr. Br ſyllogiſm, 4. Though Mr, B. 
call che paſſages in ny Ajotogy, p.64. vain, yer it will appear there's no 
vanity in any of them, 5, Tac argument by which I proved that un- 
baptized perſons may be in Chr iſts viſible Kingdome, which (Mt. B. 
confelleth ) did fiely oppoſe Mr, Ms. imputation of leaving them all 
in the Devils vifible Kingdome to whom we denied Baptiſ „ I think 
will ſerve againſt Mr, Bs, opinion, For if it be true that infants are ad- 
mirred into the viſible Church dy Rapriſm ( which is his poſition, p. 24, 
35, ) then __ are out of jr afore they are bzprized, ( for afore adinifſi- 
on none is ia, but withour, ) and it ſs, according to Mr, Bs, doQrine, 
infancs are in the vifible Kingdome of the Devil, fith he derfes a ebird 
eſtate, and the horrid conſequence is to be charged on Mr. BI. doctrine, 
not on mine. 6. Mr, Bs, way of charging my doctrine is as vaines Mr, 
Ms, Thus it proceeds. 

For if it be certain ( as you ſay) that no infants are members of the 
viſble Church, they are ont of it: And then I argue thus. If therebe no 
third eſtate on carth, but all are uber in the viſible Church of Chriſt, or 
in the viſible Kingdome of the Devid ; then that doffrine which puts them 
out of the vifibte Church of Chriſt, detb leave them in the viſible Kingdome 
of the Devil. But that there is ns third flare, but that all the world is in 
one of the two Kingdomes, I prove the, The common definition of the 
Church affirme:b them to be a people caſted out of he world, und Chrift faith, 
de bath choſen them ont of the world, and that they ave wot of the world, 
ind in the ſame plate divers times cats the Devil the Prince of this 
world, } Joh 12.31 & 14.39. & 16.11. &: 15.19, $16.36, E 17, 
6,16. Fad the Apoſite ealleth bim dhe God of the world, 2 Cot 4g. So 

| then, 
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then, if the Devil be the Prizce and God of the world as it ks diinnen 
the Church, and ont of which the Church is taten: then all thoſe that are 
vn taken out of the world with the Church, are , the world where Sa- 
148 is Prince: But the antecedent is before proved, thereſore the conſequent is 
1148. The world and the Church con ain al mankind according to the ordi- 
vey Scripture di ſtribat ion 

Anſw, 1. The world and the Chutch ate not in all che places ci- 
ted cantradiſtin d. For Jeb. 18.36. this work comprehends the Church 

45 well as them without, Chriſts Kingdome was not from the Church by 
theit weapons, or other procurement ; but th world is oppoſed to hea- 
venly power, and gift, from whence Chriſt had bis Kingdome. 2. Nor 
in the reſt of the places where the Devil is termed the God of this world, 
of the Prince of this world, er the Diſciples are ſaid vet to be of ihe 
world, can the ſpeech be meant of infants; for of them of whom it js 
ſaid that tle Devil is the God of this world, by the wo id are meant, 
2 cer. 4.4. thoſe that believe wer, in whom be bath blinded their minds, 
that the light of theglorious Goſpel of Jeſu Cbri ſhould not flunc unt a 
thim z and ſo muſt the reſt be underſtood, where he is ſaid to be the 
Prince of this world, according to what is faid Epheſ,2.2, which is nut to 
be faid of infants; and in other places, as Jo? 15. 19. Joln:7.14 16, 
they are ſaid to hare the Apoſtles, which is not to be ſ11d of infants - 
And therefore from he nee they are not proved to be in the Devils King» 
dome, —_ they were reprobates. 3. The world is not in theſe pla- 
ces 6p3ofed to the viſible Church, ſo chat who ever are in the viſi bie 
Church are not of the world, and they who are of the world are net of 
the vifible Church, For 1. the world out of whom the Apoſtles were 
called, were the Jewiſh Church, which if Mr. B. de nor ( as I conceive 
he doth ) make the viſible Church of God when the Apoſtles were cal · 
led, ſure Mr, Bl, Mr, Cobbet, and others do, as I have (hewed before, 
and therefore the world is not put as eont radiſt inct to the viſible Church, 
3, The world is in the places cited fo deſcribed by their ad tons of hating 
the Apoſtles, by theit exclaſton out of Chrits payer, Fob. 17.9. by their 
Prince Saran, by the Apoſtles calling av chooſing out of them, that che 
world cannot be conſtrued one ly to note non viſible churehmembers, 
dut a party that are obſt inate enemies ro Chriſt, and ſo reptobates, whe- 
ther in the vikble Church, or out of it; and it it ſtand in direct contra - 
diſtis ction to the Church ( which 1 find not in any of the places eĩted) 
x is to the invifible, not to the meer vifible Church: fo they who 
are without the vifible Church, may be no part of the world theretn 
meant, and they that are within the vibe Charch, may be part of the 
werd 4. The definition, that the Church ave & people cated out of the 

rid, being ex pounded of the vicbhle Church, is meant of ourward cal, 
which infancy are not capable of, and ſo the deffnition excludes in- 
fancy from being a part of tbe Church there tenant, and yet they are 
not in the world in the ſenſe in which it is taken in che Texts mentioned 

except Job. 18 36.) Fer they are nor hatery'of Chrift or his Apo- 
les, nor recuſant undelievers, nor fach as obly Saran as their Prince, 

Bur if it be expounded of the invifidle Church, and the calling mann 

© 
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of inviſible operation of the ſpirit, 7 deny not but ele ct infants may be ſo 
called out of the world, and be part of the inviſible Church, 

Theſe things premiſed, I anſwer k. The concluſion is not in the 

lattet ſyllogiſm the ſame with the minor in the former ſyllogiſm which 
mould have been proved. 2. The antece dent or #38707 in the later ſyllo- 
git o, which is this, [ the Devil is the Prince and God of the world as it is 
diſtinct from the Church, and out of which the Church 4 taken, | if it be 
meant of the viſible Church I deny, For neither is the werld in any ol 
the Texts diſtin from the viſible Church, but the vitble Church or 
ſome members of it are the world there meant, and the Devil che Prince 
of them, and the viſible Church in reſpe& at leaſt of many perhaps 
moſt of their members not taten out of the world, but in ic ſtill; nor is 
the Devil the Prince of them that yet are uncalled by an outward call 
from the world, if as infants they be net by their choice and actions con- 
joyned to the world, but of them that voluntarily adhere to and ac 
with the wicked world, Infants are neither in the world as it is there 
taken, nor without, that is, they are neither with them nor agai ſt them 
in their preſent ſtate; but ( as they ſay in Logick) a whel till the gth, 
day is neither blind nor ſeeing, ſo an infant till it act is neither thin 
nor without the world viſibly, in which Satan is Prince, Nor are thoſe 
dictates of Mr, B. true, or proved by the Scriptures cited, that u man 
who it known to be ont of Chrifts viſible Church ordinarily can be out of 
Satans viſible Kingdome,. that ibe world and the Church viſible contain all 
mankind according tothe ordinary Script ue diſtrũbution. But it [ the world | 
be taken for repiobates, and the Church be taken for the inviſible * 
Church of the cle&, I grant it is true that infants are in one part, and 
that Satan or God is Prince of them: But this is nothing for Mr, Bs, 
purpoſe, though it be moſt agreeable to lone paſſages, as Job. 1 7.9, &c. 
about the world and the Church. 

Mr. B. proceeds thus, If ie be ſaid, t bat yet they are not viſialj in Sa- 
tar Kingdome : I anſwer, If no infants be of C briſts viſible Charch, and 
thy be a known thing, then they are vijibly out of it; and if they be viſibly 
out of that Church, then they are viſibly of the world which is Satans Kings 
dome, ſceing the world and the Church contain all. 

Anſw. Neither is it true; that if it be a known thing that infants be 
not of Chriſts viſible Church, then they are viſibly out of ic, excepr it be 
fo known from their ſenſible action; nor deo the world, taken inthe 
ſenſe oppoſite to Gods people, and the viſible Church contain all, as Mr. 
B. diftates, Mr. B. adds. 

„ it be ſaid, they may be of the inviſible & buch, and yet not of the 
viſ ble, nor of Satans Kingdome ; I anſwer, 1, it is viſibly and got in. 
viſibly that the aforeſaid diſtribution is to be under flood. 2. I ſhall anon 
prove, that the viſible Church is wider then the inviſible, aud that ordinds 
45 oe may not judge any to be of the inviſible chuich, who are not of the 
viſible. 0 

Anſw. 1. How far the former ſpeech is true or falſe, is ſhewed 
before, 2. As for the ixcr, though we may not judye ord natily theſe 
or thoſe particular perſons co be of the inyiſible Church wio are not of 
the 
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the viſible, yer we may judge ſome infants at leaſt are ſo , thougb non. 
be of the vifible Cyurch, 

„Again (ſaith Mr. B.) it appears that infants generally were of Sa- 
<« trans kingdome viſibly till Chriſt ferchech them out: Therefore thoſe 
ce that are not ferchtout are in it ſtill: And no man can ſay they are tetcht 
out except by ſome means or other ir be viſible or diſcernable, Heb, 
« 2 14' Chriſt deſtroyed by death him that had the power of death, that 
© js the Devil. Satan had this power of death viſibly over infants as well 
« as others, Therfore ſecing Mr. T. buildech ſo much on this - pet p.65. 
© Thatznfants are neicher in the kingdom of Chriſt, nor Satan, vifbly 
© till profeſſion, either te muſt prove that God hath left it w!.olly in the 
& dark, aud not revealed that any infants are of Satans v ſible kingdom, 
cor of ( brifts(the contrary whereot is abundan ly proved) or he muſt find 
« gur ſome 3d. kingdom vr ſociety, and fo find out ſome 3d. King b. ſides 
« the K ing of the Charch,and the Prince of this world; and ir's like he wil 
© bee pat to finde out a third place for them herea'ter, beſides heaven 
© and hell. 

Anſw. It is a weatine ſs to the fleſh to write books, it is much more 
when a min i to anſwer ſuch ſcriblings as this of Mr, . which being fo 
magniked as it hath been, and wriiten with ſo much confidence and in- 
ſolent provocations, is a monument of the boldneſs and ſhallownels of 
readeis and writers in this age. What frivolous arguing are here? Chrift 
deftroyed him that had the power of death, Satan had this power of 
death viſibly over infants as well as others, Ergo they were of Satans 
kinzdom as it is contradiſtinct to Chriſts viüble Church till Chriſt 
by death fetcht them out 7 If Satans a of death viſibly over in- 
fants, ſhew them to be in Satans vilible kingdome as contradiſtinct 
to the viſible Church, doth not the ſame prove all the infants of be- 
lievers to be in Satans vifble kingdome, as well as the infanes of un- 
believers 7 yea doch it nor prove the vi ble Church to be in Satans vi- 

ble kingdome? For over them Satan had this pnwer of death as viſibly 
az Ov*r the infants of unbelievers. Yea wherein doth the power of death 
viſibly ſhew a perſons being in the viſible kingdome of Satan more then 
Jobs ſmiting in his body by Satan, or the womans who was « daugbtey of 
Abrahams aud bound by Satan 18. years, ſnewed them to have been hen 
in the viũble kingd»me ot the Devil as contradiſtin@ to the viſible 
Churthꝰ beſides thoſe that Chriſt is ſaid to have feteht out or delivered 
are thoſe who th ough fear of death were ak their life-time ſub ect to bon- 
dage, Heb, 2 14, Oeth Mr H. interpret this of infanrs 2 Beſides if it ap- 
ptar that 1:11 ants generally were of Satans hingdome viſibly till Chriſt 
fettheth them cut, thereſore thoſe that are not fetcht out are in ſtill: And 
18 man can ſay they are fetcb: ont except by ſome means or ot her it be viſi- 
ble o diſce-nable, - How can Mr. B. ſay any infants of believers are 
tercl.c out Satans kingdeme viſibly > By what means is it viſible or 
diſcernable thar a believery infant is fetcht out of Satans viſible king» 
dome and it an unbelievers? Chriſts death was viſible it's true, but that 
either Ch. death did deſtroy viſibly Satan, or viſibly delivered thoſe 
who were ſubjed 10 bondage, or that by it is viſible or diſcernable 
Nann that 
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that a believers infant and not an unbelievers is fercht our of Satan t vi- 
fible kingdom, is unknown to me. The ordinary meanes whereby it is 
viſible that a perſon is ferchr out of Sarans vilible kingdom. js in that he 
hears, obeys, and proſeſſeth the Goſpel, Surely by chie means or any 
other it is not vilible or diſcernable, that any infant of the moſt ſin. 
cere believer is fercht out of Stans viſible kingdome, ther efore by Mr, 
Bs. own ſuppofitions hee cannot ſay that any believers infant is fetchr 
out of the viſible kingdome of the Devil, ana fo hi, argument is re. 
torted en him: Thar doctrine which leaveth all infants in the viſible 
kingdome of the Devil is falſe: Bur ſuch is Mr. Br, according to his 
own ſuppoſitions. Ergo, As for what hee would inpole on mee, it is 
falſe, chat God hath left it in the dark, it is clear 28 light at noon 
that infants are neither in Chriſts nor Satans viſible kingdome, an 
yet they bave Chriſt or Satan for their h ing, and ore te bee in hea. 
ven or hell, as they are elect or reprobate ; And therefore hiz 
talk of what I muſt finde eur is bat his prattle, and of what hee 
hath abundautly proved, is but his idle vap-uring of himſelf, 

3. Saith hee, Sure the Apofile calls the world | them that are 
without ] as dit from the Church viſible, who are within, Col 4. f. 
1 Theſ., 4. 12, Aud bee ſpeaks it as the Headſull miſery of them, thoſe 
that are withou' God jadgetb, 1 Cor, 5. 12, 13. Now infants axe ej 
ther within or without, and to bee Without is to bee of the world which thy 
Devil is by Chriſt ſaid to be Prince of. 

Anſw, To bee without Mark 4. 11. is to bee withour, not within 
Gods election; to bee without Revel. 22. 15, is to bee without the 
gates of the city the new Hieruſalem, which I rake to bee all one as to 
be caſt intro outer darkneſs as Chriſt terms it. Either of theſe ways all 
inſants are within or withour, bur [ thoſe wit hom] in the places cited 
by Mr, B. cannot bee ſaid of infants, for they are not perſons to- 
watds whoy wee are to wal in wiſedome, Col. 4. 5. or honey, 1 
Theſ. 4. 12. this beeing required that our example may not harden 
them, bur ic were ridicu\ous to require this in reſpe& of infants, 
The Ap»ftle doth not ſpeak it as the dreadfull miſery of them that 
gre withaut that God (\udgeth them 1 Cor. 5.12. but onely mentians 
if as an intimation why they belonged not to his judgement, nor doth 
hee in any of the places term them the world, who are without the 
vifible Church, or Chriſt ſay that Satan is Prince of all that are not vi- 
fble Churchmembers, but of the world of reprobates, and ſuck as are 
contrary xo Chriſt and in hem he rules nor is the term [ thoſe that gre 
witbous ] in any of choſe places taken for them that are without pri- 
vatively for want of capacity to underſtand, profeſs, and a& for Chriſt, 
but for thoſe who are poſitively without by the a&es of their own will, not 
receiving Chriſt, nor embraeingthe profeſſion of him, ſuch as were un- 
hclicvers, fornicacors, idolaters, Cc. 1 cer. F, 10, 11, 12. Such as 
could obſcrye and cid flumble at the evil practiſes of the Chriſtians, cal. 
4. 5. 1 Tbef. 4, 12. in which ſenſe it is not true that infants are without, 
though they be ptiratively or negatively without the viſible Church. 
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SECT. XXIII. 


Mr. Bs, 22. arg. Ch. 27. that wy dofrine lexves us ground of hope of ſal. 
vation of infants dyung, is anſwered, * 12 


CH. 27. Mr. B. goes on thut. The 2th. arg. That doctrine which 

« leayeth us no ſound grounded hope at the juſtiſica ion or lalvat ion 
© of any dying infants in the world, is certainly falſe doctrine. But 
« that doctrine which denicth any infants to bee members of the viſible 
Church, doth leave us no ſound grounded hope of the juſtification 
« or ſalyation of any dying infants in the world; therefore it is certainly 
«falſe doctt ine. No reaſonable temperate Chriſtian will deny the - 
« jor, I think. The minor I know will be paſſionately denied. Mr. V. 
« rakes it hainouſly at Mr, M. and Mr, Bl, that they pinch him a lit- 
* cle in this point, as it it were but to raiſe an odium upon him: And 
« yet when hee hath done all for the mitigation of the odium (which 
{© hee ſaith was his end Aol. pag. 62,3 yet he doth ſo little rowares the 
« yindication of his docttine, that hee confeſſeth [ ic ſuſpendeth any 
„ judgem*ne of infants, wee can neither . y they are in (che Cores 
* nane of grace ) nor our, A pal. pag. 6z. ] Hee labeurs to prove that 
there is no ſuch promiſe or Covenant in Scriprure as aſſures ſal- 
vation to the inſants ot believes; but that God would have us to 
* ſuſpend our ju gement of this matter, and reſt on the Apoſtles de- 
ce termination Rom, 9,18, yet that there is a hope, though nor certain, 
yet probable and comfortable, ta ke n, from ſome general indefinite pro- 
' miſes of the favor of God to the patents, and experience that in all a- 
ges hoth boen had of his mercityl] dealing with the children of his ſer- 
* vants, Apel 5 112.) | 

an w. What I took hainogfly at Mr. MH. and Mr, Bl. I did juſtly ; 
what i ſaid that t ere i« no ſuch covenant or promiſe in Scripture as af- 
ſures ſalvation to the infants þf believers, I mean; it of them as ſuch, or 
univerſally what | ſaid that God would have us to ſufpend our ' ment 
of this matter, I meant whether this or that particular infant be in the 
Covenant of grace, To Mr, Bs. arg. 1 ſay if his ar be meant of ſuch 
4 grounded hope as is certain from faith, believirg a particular pro- 
miſe of God concerning believers infants dying in infancy ( as Mr, B. 
ſeems to underftand ir) | deny the major, if very probable and likely 
from luch declarations and pr miſes and experiments as we have, I deny 
the winor and ſhall follow Mr. B. 

I will fir, faith he, proſeeute my argument and then confider of theſe 
words. met and rberefore bat 1. 1 do uct charge their dofirine with 4 
poſitive affi1aiion, thet all infants do certainly penſh ; but with the taking 
away = be tive Cbriftian well grounded bope of their ſalvation, 

Auw. Vet by your charging us with this, chat by our doctrine they 
are not ſo much as ſecmingſy in a ſtate of ſalyation, you do charge 
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our doctrine with a poſitive affirmation that they all certainly periſh, 
And it will appear by that which follows that with you no hope of 
their ſalyation js Chriſtian and wel! grounded, but what js cer ain upon 
a promiſe of God apprehended by faith, in which is the chief difference 
betweem us. 

You add, That the queſtion now is not of tarticalar inf ines of belie vers, 
but of the ſpecies or whole ſort th.t ſo die; not whether this of that inſant 
be certainly ſaved, or we bave any ſuch hope of it but the queſtion is, whe. 
ther there be a cert uiuty or any ſuch hope that God wi juſt fie and ſave any 
inſauts in the world or any inſants of believers at all? 

Anſw Between whom the queſtion is, as Mr, B here ſaith, I do 
not underſtand : the queſtion between me and my Antagoniſts is nur 
as Mr, 8, here ſets it down, I have always aflerted that there js a cer. 
rainty and hope that God will juſtiſie and ſave ſome infants in the 
world, ſome intants of believers, and kave often acknowledged thoſe 
that Chriſt prayed for laying on bis hands were ele& ones, but the que. 
ſtion is whether there be any ſuch promiſe to a believer and his natural 
ſeed w ich aſſutes ſalvation ro them as the ſeed of believers, and conſe. 
queatly whether there be a certain hope of the n all dying in their in- 
tancy chat they ſhall be ſaved. This I have denicd becauſe 1 kr.ow no 
ſuck promiſe in Seripture, and it there were ic would prove the ſalya» 
tion of thoſc at ag: though p:ophane as Eſau; For if the promiſe be. 
Jong ta the iced as ſuch,and it includes ſalvation, then it aflures i all 
th. ſced of belie ers,w ether dying at age prophanely or in infancy, So 
that iris nor true, that the queſtion is not whether this or that infant bee 
certainly ſaved, or we have any ſuch hope of jt, nor is it true that the que. 
flzon is of the ſpecies or whole ſort that ſo die, or whether there be à certain« 
ty or any ſuch hope that God will juſtifie and ſave any infants in the 
world, or any infants of be ievers as all, yea Mr, 3, in the words next 
before would not charge our doctrine with 2 poſitive affirmation that 
all infants do certainly periſh, But the queſtion is whether there be a 
certainty frem a promiſe that he will fave them all dying in infancy, 
nor is the queſtion of the ſpecies or whole ſort of infants, but of the pat» 
ticular infants of believers, 

Now, ſaith be, I f/. i. that there is a ground of Chriſtian hope lift u 
in this, that God doth ſave ſome infants(yea and that particular ones, though 
that be not now the queſtion. 

Anſw. Now this I airm ton, though ] aſſert not ſuch a certainty 
by promiſe to infants of believers, as Pædoba ptiſts do. 

2, Saith he, That they that put them all ot of the wiſible Church 
leave us no ſuch hope. I will begin with the later, which in the minor in 
the argument. And 1. I take it for granted, that to be a viſible member of 
of the Church, and to be a member of the viſible Church, is all one. He 
that denieth that, will but ſhew bis vauity; Aud that the in viſble 
Church, or the ſincere part is moſt properly and primarily called the Church, 
and the body of Chriſt ; and the Church as viſible containing alſo the un- 
ſincere part, is called the Church; ſecondarily and for the ſake of the invi- 
ble, and ſo it is called the body, becauſe mes ſeem to be of the 2 
pu £ church, 
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church, therefore they truly are of the viſible s If we were fully certain by 
bis own external diſcoveries, that any man were not ¶ the inviſible church, 
that max ſhould not be taken to be of the viſible, Therefore the properties 
and priviledges of the inviſible Church are uſually given to the viſible (ar 
to be Saints, voly, al the children of God by ſaith, Bal. 3. 26 tobe Cbrifls 
body, t Cor. 12. 13. to be branches in Chi, Joh 15. 2, &c. becauſe as the 
ſeucere are among them, ſo al viſible members ſeem in the eſſentials of (hi- 
ſtianity to be ſincere ;, therefore if any convertett Jew or Pagan were to be 
taken into the Charch npon bis preſeſſion, we ought not to admit bim except 
bis profeſſion ſer o t be ſerious and ſo ſinters ; 2 who durſt admit him, if 
we new he came but in jeſt, or to make. a [roru of Chriſt an Baptiſm ? So 
that to be a men ber of the viſible Church, or of the Churth as viſible, or a 
viſible member of the Church are all one, and is no more but to ſtem to be 
a true member of the Church of Chriſt ( commonly called mviſible) or of the 
true myſtical body of ChrifÞ, 7 2 even Cardinal ( ufanus calleth the 
viſeble Church, Eecleſia con je Auralis, as receiving its members on con- 
jeural ſigns, And our Divines generally make the anfound bypocrites to 
be but tothe Church as a wobdey leg to tbe body. or at the tbft as the hair 
and nails, & c. and as the ſtram and chaff tothe corn; And ſo doth ge llar- 
mine himſelf, and cvgn many other whom be citeth of the Papiſts (Aqui. 
nas, Petr. a foto, Joh, de Turrecremata, Hugo, Alex, Alenſis, Ca. 
nus.) And when Bellarmine feigretb Calvin «nd others to make two 
militant Churches, our Divines 1Gef it as a Calumny and manifeſt fiction; 
and ſay, that the Church is not divided into two ſorts, but it is 4 
two fold veſpect of one and the ſame ( bhureb; one as to tbe internal eftence, 
the other a: 10 the erternal manner of exiſting as Ameſ. ſpeaks. 

Anſw. Though much of this paſſage be yeelded by me, yet I rejze& 
thoſe ſp:eches [ becauſe men ſeem to be of the inviſible Church, thereſore 
they truly are of the vi ſible; to be a viſhle member sf the Church, is no more 
but to ſeem to be a true member of the Church of cbriſt ( commonly called 
the inviſible ) of the ty we myſtical body of c briſt] For to be ⁊ viſible mem- 
ber of the Chriſtian Church is not all one as to ſeem to be of the invi. 
hble Church, For, 1. a perſon may be of the viſble Church, according to 
Mr. B who tives aloxe in America, and therefore ſeems to no man to be of 
the invifible Church, no man tnoweth or judgeth probably or certainly 
him to be of Chriſts myſtical body, 2. A perſoh may ſeem to be of the 
inviſible Church, and yet nog be of the viſible, as an Indian while a 
Chriſtian preacheth, who yer proſeſſeth not Chriſt, yet ſeems by His ge- 
Nures to be affected with it, and ſundry others, Therefore it is nece{{2» 
ry to bea viſible Churchwember, that His profeſſion be viſible, chat is, 
be diſcernable to mens underſtanding through the ſenſibility of it, 3. 
To fome a perfon may ſcen'to be of the invifible Church, to others 
not, is he of the yiſiole Church or not? or are both true? and it nor, 
how ſhall we know which is true, which not? 4: To ſeem to be of rH, 
inviſible Church is but accidental to the viſibility of 'a Churchmem- 
ber, though he ſhould ſeem to none to be of the inviſible Church, yea 
though through mens ignorance or uncharitableneſs the perſon ſſiould 
ſeem to be a reprobate or bypocrite, yet he might be ang 4 
| viable 
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vinble Chriſtlan, and ſo 8 churckmember of the catholick vifible,which 
Mr, B. avoucheth. Mr. Bs. reaſons here go upon a groſs miſta e, as 
if it were all ane to be a viſible churchmember, and to be received or 
admitted as « viſible churchmember: and that a perſon were denomi- 
nated viſible from what men apprehend or what ſeems to them, whereas 
the denominatien is, as Ames ſaith truly in the place meant by Mr, z, 
ſrom the external ſo m or manner of exiſting. Though a perſon be not to 
be received as 2 vifible member of the Church becauſe he ſeems not to 
be ſaund, yet he may be a viſible ehurchmember : Nor is he ſuch be. 
cauſe they paſsa judgement on him, but becauſe Eis profeſſion is ſuch ag 
might ſhew him to. be a Chriſtian, if any did obſerve it, or would can. 
didly interpret it. But bow far Mr. B. errs from the true under ſtandi 
of the main point of his book, what it is to be a viſible churchmeniber, 
ſometimes making it the ſame with a ſeeming to be of the myſtical bod 
of Chriſt, ſometimes a right to a beneſit, and how indiſtin&ly he ſp.caks 
of this thing ( which if he had minded any exact diſquiſition of ruth, 
he ſhould in the beginnin of his Diſpute have firſt Cleared ) is ſbew- 
ed in the ſecond part of this Review, ſo. 17. at large pag. 228, 
c. In this part, ſect. 55, &. And for want of obſerving this 
bis wiſtike, I judge many learned men and others have been miſſed 
by him. 

8 He ſaith, Again, you muſt under and, that to be « member of the 
viſible Church is not to ba « member of any prints or political bed 
or ſociety, as Rome would hive it. And to be a viſible member, dat 
vol 25 import that he is afually knowne to bee a member; ſor 
bee may live among the blinde that caunot fee that which is viſible, But 
that be is one ſo qualified, as that bee ought ta bee efleemed in the judge. 
ment of men to belong to the c hut eh of Chriſt : therefore a man living alone 
in America, may yet bee a member of the viſible church. For bee bath 
25 which conftututeth bim a vijible member, I bougb there bee naue to 
diſcern it. : | 

Anſw. 1. This paſſage doth overthrow Mr, 8s, definttion of a viſible 
Churchmember, which 1s, that be is one that ſeems to the judgement of 
man to be of the inviſſble Cbureh: Now he that ſeems ſuch, is actually 
known or diſcerned to be ſuch ; that ſeems ſo, which is thought to be 
lo; Fidetur quod fic, videtur quod non, in the Schoo's are expreſ! ant 
of a many opinion; but according to Mr. B. to be a viſible church» 
member doth not nece ſſarily import he is actually known or diſcerned, 
therefore he may be a viſible churchmember who doth not ſeem to the 
judgement of man to be af the inviſible Church, and then the definiti - 
on is not rigbt, as not agreeing to every thing defined, 2. His ſpeeches 
He may live among the blind who cannot ſee that which is vifible, that by 
it one quali fed ſo as that he. ought tobe eſjeemed in the judgement of men to 
belong to the C buch of Chit, & man living alone in America hath that 
whic 2 hin A viſible member theu bh there le none 10 diſcern it 0 
do plainly intimate that viſible churchmember ſhip is conſtituted by 
ſame qualification which 1s viſible, ſo chat he ought thereupon to be 
e ſteemed in the judgement of men to belong to the Church of Com 

theretor 
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therefore viſible churehmember hip is from ſome qualificerion ſenſible, 
2nd is hefore the eſteem in the judgement ff men to belong to the 
Church of Chriſt ; and though ſuch eftceri ouli not follow, yer the 
perfon is a viſible chu: chmember : and therefore Mr. B. doth moſt un- 
SFiltully define a viſible churchmember to be one that feems, ot is 
eſleemed to be of the inviſible Chuteh. For though this be and oughr 
to be a conſequent upon the other, yet ir is not the fame ; butas L have 
mewed, even according to Mr, J. they may be ſevered, And if that 
which conſſ ituteth a viſible churchmember be a qualifica jon viſible, 
lo as that he ought to be eſteemed inthe judgement of men to 22 
the Church of Chriſt ( which can be no other then his ſericus, ſober, 
free, and intelligent profefiion of the faith of Chi iſt) then my deſerip- 
tion of a viſible churchmember is right, and infants that have no ſuch 
qualification are not viſible churebmembers. To fay that their parents 
ace viſible profeſfors, is Oſufficient: For there is no Scripture that 
makes che proſeiſion of the parent the childs qualification, nor any Scr ĩp- 
ture that for it makes it our duty to eſteem him in our judgement to be- 
long to the Chur eh of Chriſt ; ner is the pa ems profefſion any qualifi- 
cation of the child viſible, neicher is the relation of the child viſ ble ot 
ſeoſible, (For relations, fay Logicians, incur net into the ſenſe ) nor is 
the Fathers profeſſion any more his own childes profefiion then any o- 
ther mans childes profeſhon, So that Mr, Bs, own words becing well 
— over throw his tenet and confirm mine. 1 go after him in 
reſt. ' 

,* Theſe rbings, faich he, explained, I proceed, and prove my minor thus. 
They that are net ſo much as fteminghy (er viſibly) a fate of [atvation, of 
them ſo dying we can have no true ground of Chriflian hope that they ſhill be 
ſaved ; But they that are not ſ# much as ſeemingly or viſibij of the Church, 
they are not ſo macb as ſeemingly or viſibly in a fate of ſalvation"; There- 
fore of them ſo dying, we can have no true ground of C briſtian hope that they. 
ſhall bee ſaved. 


Anſw, 1. Mr. B. makes here ſeemingly and viſibly in a ſlate of ſal- 
vation, of the Church to be all one, whereas there is a great difference, 
ſeemingly being in order to the underſtanding, viſibly to the ſenſe , he 
may be ſeemingly in the Rate of ſalvation, and of the Church, whe is 
not ſo viſibly, there being many arguments which may make a thing 
ſem to the underſtanding, beſides that which is diſcernable by the out- 
ward ſenſe. Therefore if Mr. B. mean by ſeemingly all one with viſibly 
(As his words import) I deny his major 2s lalfe; and to the contrary 
aſſert, that we may have true ground of Chriſtian hope that they ſhall 
be ſaved, who yet dis not viſibly in a ſtate of ſalyatien, that is, do not 
any thing incurrenc into the ſenſe which may ſhew they are in a ſtate of 
alyarion, as infants born, abor tives, ſtill- born, children dying in the 
womb, natural fools, phrenetiques: Yea we conceive hopes of the ſalva- 
tion of per/ons dying raving, curſing by reaſon of their diſeaſe, deſtroy, 
10g themſelves, dying excommunicare juſtly from the Church, though 
Vilibly they are in a ſtate of damnation, The minor is alſo falſe, they 
that are not vifibly of the Church, may yer be viſubly in a Rate of ſal- 
vation, 
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vation, as an Indian yet ner profeſſing Chriſt, nor baptized, being af. 
fected with the preaching of Chriſts love to man, ſo as to lift up his eys 
to heaven, knock his breſt, liſten to the preacker, weep, kiſs the prea- 
cher, fo low him, keep company with him, Cc. this man is nor yet yi. 
fibly of the Church, yer he is viſibly in a. ſtate of ſalvation, and ſo dying 
we have ground of -Ghriſt;an hope that he ſhall be la ved. 

But Mr. B. tels us, “ The major is evident; and confirmed thus: 
r. Sound Hope is guided by judgement, and that judgement muſt 
© have ſome evidence to proceed on: But where there is not ſo much 
© a3 aſceming or viſibility, there is no evidence; and therefore there 
<< can be no right judgement, and ſo no grounded hope. 

. Anſw. 1. Fir. Bl. doth ill unscil;ully put ſeeming for ſeeming. 
neſs, an: confaund it ang viſibility, 2. Where there is no ſeeming, 
there may be evidence; he ſhould rather have ſaid, Where there is no 
ſceming, chere is no judgement. for where nothing ſcems to a perſon, 
he paſſeth no judgement or opinion. 3. I preſume Mr. B. takas evidence 
largely tor any argument which ſhews a thing and not in that ſtrict 
ſenſe in which it is denied by learned men that faith bath evidence, and 
in the large ſenſe there may be and is in innumerable things evidence 
in which is no viſibility, as that corn will be ſown and ;eaped though 
we ſec it not &. And in this preſent ——— E. himſelf a liule 
after reckons up many reaſons beſides viſibility of the ſtare of ſalvation, 
and of the Church, which ke makes evidence for a judgement upon 
which there is a grounded hope of infants ſalvation, p g.77,78, as 
Gods declarations, promiſes, .&#c. And therefore [ deny that ſpeech; 
where there is not ſo much as yjiibilicy there js no evider:ce, 

2. Saich he, © Again, to judge a thing tobe what ic doth not any 
© way ſcem or appear to be, js (likely actually, bur away) vin tually 
© and interpretatively a falſe judgement : But ſuch a judgement can be 
no ground for ſound hope. 

Anw. Let a man may truly judge that to be which doch not viſibly 
appear to be, 1. 4 | ö 

2. Saich he. The minor is as evident, vix { that they hat are 
© not ſcemingly or viſibly of the Church, are nor {cemingly cr viſibly 
«ina ſtare of ſalvatioa, ] For /i. it they chat archnot of the true Church 
*© arg not in a ſtate of ſalvation, then they that ſeem not to be of that 
© Church do not ſo much as ſeem to be in a late of ſalvation : But the 
v antecedent is true; therefore the conſe quent I he antecedent might 
© be proved from a bundred Texts of Scripture, It is the body that 
** Chriſt is the Saviour of, and his people rhiat he redeemeth from their 
* fins, and his ſheep io whom he giveth eternal life, and thoſe chat fleep 
ia ſeſus that God ſhall bring with him, and the dead in Chriſt that 
© ſhall riſe ts ſalvation, and thoſe that die in the Lord that reſt from 
tetheir labours, and the Church that Chriſt will preſerve pure and un- 
* ſpotted, &c. He that denieth this, is ſou ſe ta be diſpured with 262 
„Chriſtian: Even they chat thought all ſhould at aſt be brought out 
of hell and ſaved, did think they ſhould become the Church, and ſo be 
« faved, The conſequence is beyond queſtioning. — 

; nſw, 
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Anſw. 1. Seemingly and viſibly are ſtill miſ confounded by Mr, 
B. 2. If the antecedent bee meant of the vibble Church (of which 
alone the conc l uſion is to bee) then it is denied, and the proofs are 
all imperrinent fith they ſpeak not of the vifible Church as viſible, but 
of the inviſible. 

2, Saith hee, I next argue thus: If there bee no ſure ground for 
faith concerning the ſalvation of any out of the Church, then there 
T 20 ſure ground of hope ( for faith and hope ave conjunt ; wee may 
not hope with a Chyiftian hope for that wee may not believe) But 
there is no ſure ground for ſuch Fiib: ( they that ſay there us let 
them ſhew it i they can) Thereſore there is no ſure groand of 
hope. 

e. 1. Mr. B. doth ill to change the term | well grounded hope] 
in his veſt —.— into ¶ a ſure ground ef hope.] For there may bee a 
well grounded hope of many things, as that God will deliver from 
dea h in a battle, provide in a fiege bread, &c. though there bee 
no iure ground of hope cui falſum ſubeſſe non poteſt, that God will 
do theſe things. 2. Wee have ſure ground for faich cencerning the 
ſalvation of ſome out of the viſible Church, though not of all in- 
tants of believers, And this wee have from Gods declaration of the 
election of ſume not viſible churchmembers and conſequently of their 
lalyation, as Iſaac and Jacob. Rom. 9. 9, 10, 11, 12,13. whichfis ur- 
ged by Mr. B. himſelf pag. 78. 

$. Saith he, Again, if there be no promiſe in Gods word for the 
* ſalvation of any without the viſible Churah, then there is no ground 
* of our Chriſtian hope that they ſhall be ſaycd; But there is no ſuch 
* — (as I think they will confeſs ) There tore there is no ground 
for any ſuch hope, That Chriſt:an hope muſt reſt upon a word of 
* promiſe, mee thinks ſhould not bee denied; It is plain Rom. 15. 4, 
*13. Epbeſ, 1. 18. & 4. 4. Col, 1. 5, 23, 27, 2 Theſ. 2.16. 1 Tim. 1. 1, 
„Heb. 6. 18, 19, Heb. 7.19. 1 Per. 1. 3, 21. & 3. 15. Rem. 4. 18. 
. 2. Tit. 1. 1, 2. Heb 11. 1, Cc. P/. 119. 43, 74, 147, c. 
* In natural things wee may have a common natural hope upon natural 
grounds: But in ſupernatural things, as are juſtification and ſalva- 
tion, we muſt have the ground of a Divine revelation to ſupport all 
* true Chriſtian theological hope. 

Auſw, 1. I deny the conſequenee of the water, and to Mr. Bs. 
proofs ] anſwer : 1. There is not one of all the texts that ſaith there 
is no ground of true Chriftian hope but a promiſe In Gods word, thuugh 
there are that preve the — 4 of God to bee a ground of Chriſtian 
hope: It would bee too tedious to ſhew the impertinency of each of 
them, it is ſufficient to acquaint the Reader wherein the defect of 
Proof is. 2. Wee may have ide ground of a Divine revelation to 
ſu pport our hope, as of what God ha th done, of his attributes and other 
declarations, although we have not a promiſe, which Mr. 3. ſeems too 
uns kilſully to confound with a Divine revelation which may bee the 
ground of Chriſtian hope. 2. The minor is not confeſſed by me to If aac 
and Jacob God promiſed ſalvation atore they were born, therefore to 
OOo them 
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them without the viſible Church, the like te the Gentiles, tothe Jews, 
Rom. 11. 26, afore they are calſed, or in being: to all the elect there 
is a Covenant or promiſe in Chriſt of ſalyation, whether they be of the 
viſible Church or no-. 

4. Saith he, Again, if God do add to the Church ſuch as ſhall bee 
ſaved, then we can have no true ground of Chriftian hope of the ſalvation 
of any that are not added to the Church: But thit G od doth add to the 
church ſuch as ſhall be ſaved, is tbe plain words of Scripture, Acts 2. laſt. 
Therefore we have no true ground of ſuch hope of the ſal vation of thoſe that 
&e not ſo added to it, If any ſay that the text ſpeaks of the inviſible 
Church, I anſwet : 1. Then it would bold of the viſible much more for the 
ꝛiſ ble Church is ſar larger then the inviſble, and contain: the iavi ble in 
it. 2. But the Text expreſly ſpeaks of the viſible Church : For it was ſuch a 
church. 1, As were baptiſed, 2. And as the 3600. ſouls were in one day 
added to; 3. And as continued in the Apoſiies doFrane, fellowſhip, breaking 
of bread, and prayers ; 4. And were together and bad ail things common; 
5. And ſold thcir poſſeſſions and goods, and parted (bem to them that nee 
ded; 6. And continued daily in ihe Temple, and breahing bread from bouſe 
to houſe did eat with g/adneſi, &c, 7. And as did praiſe God and had fi. 
vour with all the pecpie. And doubtleſs this was the viſible Church + 
to this ſuch as ſhould bee ſaved wore added; yet net onely ſuch ; for 
many ſalſe teachers and ethers did after go out from them; and ſuch as Si. 
men Magus were baptiſed , and falſe brethren was one cauſe of their 
ſufferings, So that | doubt not but it is clear, that they that deny any in. 
faxts to be members of the viſ bis Church, do leave us no true ground for an) 
Chriftian hope of their ſalvation. 

Anſw, The conſequence of the major is denied, and the reaſon 
of the denial is becauſe the ſpecch is not fimply convertible, hee 
added to the Church ſuch as ſhould bee ſaved, therefore all that 
ſhall bee faved ate added ro the vifible Church, Yea Mr. B. by 
conſeſſing that they were not onely the ſaved that were added to 
the Church acknowledgeth the ptopoiition to bee particular, ſome 
were added to the Church which ſhould bee ſaved, and this is con- 
vertible onely thus; Zrgo ſome that fhall bee ſaved were added to 
the Church, not univerſal, all that were added to the Church ſhould 
dee ſaved, So that wee need not betake our ſelves to the anſwer of 
underſtanding it of the inviſible Church, Nor is there a neceſſity to 
underſtand it of eternal ſalvation, For the word being co 
in the preſent tenſe may bee tranſlated the ſaved, that is as v, 40, 
by relmquiſhing of that crooked or peryerſe generation, and if Be- 
t conjeQure hold chat 785 is put for 7m, the reading is to be, 
and ſome bee daily added to the Church to bee ſave, Let the read- 
ing bee either way, it proves not that there are none to bee ſaved 
who are not added to the Church viſible, And indeed fuch a propos 
fition were falſe, fith it is otherwiſe in the caſe of infants dy ing in the 
womb, ftill born, &c. Mr, Fs. inference, if Aft 2. 47. bee meant 
of the Church irviſibie then the ſpeech, they that are to be ſaved are added 
to tbe Church bolds much more of the viſible, is vain, And the rea- 
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fon is as vain. For it is uneertain whether the vifible Church be far 
larger then the inviſible, conſidering the number of dying infants and 
the uncertairty how far their election and ſalvation extends, and 
though there bee many of the viſible Church who are nor of the in- 
vitble, yet the viſible doth not contain the inviſible in it, there being 
many of the inviſible Church who are not in the viſible, and there. 
fore ic proves not that if they that are ſaved are of the inviſible then 
they are much more of the viſible, So that however ir bee that Mr. B. 
doubt not of the contrary, I am aſſured that the denying infants viſi- 
ble Churchmember(}.ip, [eaves ſufficient ground for Chriſtian hope of 
their ſalvation, | 

„Next, faith hee, let us conſider how far their cwn arguments 
« will exclude all hope of the ſalvation of any infan . If it were erue 
«which Mr, T. ſo much ſtandeth on, That the only way now ap- 
poin ed by Chtiſt to make Churchmembers, is by reaching the per- 
© ſons themſelves ; and that none elſe may bee members of the viſible 
Church, but thoſe that have learnt; then xr. it will much more fol- 
© low chat they are not of the inviſible, as I have ſhewed ; or at leaſt 
« wee are not to judge them to be of the inviſible Church at all, 2. 
« And if from Matth. 28. 10, they may argue, that one but thoſe 
© that are taught are Diſciples and are to bee baptiſed z why ma 
© they not as well argue from Mar. 16, 16. [ Whoſoever — 
© not ſhall bee damned] that all infznts are certainly damned 2 where. 
«in lieth the difference in theſe two arguments ? Sure the later 
« ſeems to mee to have more ſhew from eripture though but lit- 
© tle; 1 dare invite Mr. T. to prove to mee from cripture that a- 
*ny infants in the world are juſtified and ſanctified, and try if I 
© ſha'l not in the ſame way prove that ſome infants are membets of 
* the viſtble Church: Or let hin anſwer the —— from Mar. 16.16. 
* that is brought for their damnation, and ſee if it will not afford him al- 
© ſo an anſ et te that from Matt. a;. agaĩnſt their being diſciples and to 
© bec baptiſed, 

Anſw. 1, He hath no where made good this conſequence, it in- 
fans be not of the viſible Church, it will follow much more they are not 
of the inviſible, or at leaſt that wee are not to judge them to bee of the 
inv ſible Church at all. 2. It doth not follow whoſoever believeth not 
ſhall bee damned therefore infants, becauſe: the text it ſelf ſhews the 
ſpeech to bee limited onely to thoſe un elicvers to whom the Go. 
ſpel is preached, v. 15. yet it followes none are diſciples and to bee 
baptiſed bur the taught, Matth. 28. 19, o. becauſe Chriſt firſt ap. 
Pojnred perſons to bee taught by preaching the Goſpel, whom hee 
appointed to bee baptiſed and :ccounted diſciples, 3. Let Mr, B. 
take theſe arguments and try whether hee can prove infants vi- 
ſible Churchmemberſhip trem them, They of whom is the kingdome 
of heaven are juſtified and ſanRified, Bur of ſome infants is the king- 
dome ot heaven, Ergo, They who are elected to lite, for whom Chri 
died, are juſtified and ſanAified ere they die. But ſo ſome are infants, 
Ergo, 4. The argument is anſwered from Mark 16. 16. Let M. . 
Ooooz try 
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try how he can anſwer mine from Matth. 28. 19, 20. Mark 16. 15,16. 
c. as it is in the ſecond part of this Review, ſect. 5, &c. or az it is 
in my Precurſor, ſe. 15, pag. 66, our of his words, which is ſhewed in 
the 2d. part of the Review, ſe, 4. pag, 66, 67. not to be anſwered by 
hin in bis Præfeſtinant is morator, Hee chat nulliſi s that 1 muſt 
make reformation of humane additions to the worſhip of God as part 
of it void, ; 

Mr. B. adds, Put why do I expe? ih when hee ſuſpendeth his 
judgement ? f bee mean it of particular infants, it js not home ts the 
queſlien ; for ſo hee muſt ſuſ, end bis udgement concerning the ſalva- 
tion of every particular perſon, as certain, ſeeing bee is uncertain of 
the fincerity of any And yet I bope he will not conclude it uncertain wbe- 
ther any man bee ſavei? But if hee mean it of all the ſpecies of inſants, 
eben 1 muſt ſay he ſuſpendeth much of his ſai h, hope and charity; and that 
doct/ine which ſuſperde:b our belief of G and Charity to our own chil. 
dren, ſhall be noxe of my Creed, . 

Auſw, The ſuſpenſion ot judgement which in my poſtſcript fect᷑. 4. 
I faid God would we ſhould have, was concerning the certainty of ſal. 
vation of all infants of believers dying in infancy, which was meant of 
particular infants, to wit the Infants of believers, and it was home to 
the queſtion between me, and Mr, M. and Mr. BJ. whether there were ſuch 
a certainty of ſalvation of every believers infanc dying ſo, by vertue of 
the promiſe I wil be thy God and the God of thy ſeed Gen 17, 77 There 
was no ſuch queſtion as Mr. B. would impoſe on mee, as it I doubred 
whether any infant ſhould bee ſaved? Bar this I did and do ftill con- 
ceive, that there is no promiſe of ſalyation to every believers infants, 
and therefore we are to ſuſpend our judgement concerning this or that 
particular infant, nat of all the ſpecies of infants 2s hee ſpeaks, And 
t';0ugh I am certain of every believers ſalyation, yer I am not certain ot 
this or that profeſſour that he js a ſincere believer, and therefore concer- 
ning this I am to ſuſpend any peremprory judgment of ſejence, yet Iam 
not to ſuſpend my judgment of charity, which yet I am to ſuſpend to- 
wards infants, there being no ations of theirs which may occafion ſuch 
2 judgment. Nor hereby do I ſuſpend any act of faith, hope or charity 
which | ought to have towards God or my own children; and if what [ 
hold be no part of Mr, Bs, Creed, yet it may be part of the Creed of as 
holy and learned a man as he is, 

Hee adds, And where hee thinks wee muſt rake vp wich that 
« Rom. 9. 18, Hee will have mercy on whom hee will have merey, I 
« anſwer: 1. This is no other ground of hope, then of any heathen 
« in Americe Wee may entertain. 2, It is no ground of hope for in- 
« fantsatall; For it neither direRly nor indirect ly promiſes any mer» 
cc cy to them, nor ſaich any more of merry then of hardning ; and ra- 
te ther would afford ſuch diſputers an argument againſt mercy to any in- 
tc fants, becauſe it is mercy put in oppefition to hardning, which infants 
cc in that ſenſe are not — of. 

Anſw. I ſaid God would ha ve us to reſt on the Apoſtles determins- 
ion Rom. 9, 18, to wit concerning the ſalyation of all believers * 
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and to this I was induced by the Apoſtles arguing, v.11, 2, 13. concer- 
ning Facob and Eſau. Bur this was not alledged by me as a ground ot 
* hope, and therefore though Mr, Bs, conſequences be granted, there is 
nothing #gainſt what I faid : which I think very agreeable with the 
words of wickliff, cited as an approved ſpeech by Mr. B. himſelf, p.291 
which if he like, he cannot gainſay my ſpeech, 

But he ſaith, Yer Mr, T. tels us [there is hope for all this, though 
© not certain, yet probable and con.fortable ] and he ſheweth us thtee 
grounds for ite It this be ſpoken of the ſpecies of infants, as if there were 
© no certainty, but a probability that any of them ſhall be ſaved, then I 
ge will prove it falſe and vile anon; It it be ſpoken of particular individu- 
wal inſants, chen 1. it is as much as can be ſaid of any men at age; for no 
« other man hath any cettain, but a probable hope of their ſalvation, 

Anſw. I have often ſaid, I mean it not of the ſpecies, but the indi- 
vidual infants of believers, and I ap;cal ro Mr, B. himſelt whether he 
do not ſay as I ſay, Plain Script ure, &c. pag 216. inthoſe words: Theugh 
yet for my own opinion, I have reſolved no further then this, that we are 
to jadge the remiſſion, juſtification, and ſalvation of particalar infant. of 
true bezevers mo probable, till the contrary appear by them ;. and for the 
ſull certainty, I leave it as to me uncertam. If we have but a probabie 
hope of the ſalvation of men at age, it is no abſurdity, in my appre- 
henGen, to ſay we have but probable hope of their ſalvationz yet we 
have a greater degree of probability in our hopes ef the ſalvation 
of ſuch as have in appearance ſpent their lives in a holy courſe, then of 
infants ſo dying. 

2, Saith he, © It is as much as 1 deſire 3 for if their ſalvation be 
© probable, then they are viſibly or ſeemingly, or to our judgement in 
*a ſtate of ſalvation, and ſo muſt needs be viſible members of the 
„Church. How dare Mr. T. re fuſe to take thoſe for viſible Chuichmem 
© bers, whoſe ſalvation is probable, when be hach no more but probabi. 
* lity of the ſalvation of the beſt man inthe world, 

Anſw. 1. I have ofien told Mr, 8, that to be ſeemingly, or to our 
judgement in a tate of ſalvation, is not all one as to be ſuck viſibly, and 
that ſuch may be no viſible Churchmembers whoſe ſalvation is ſeeming 
or probable to our judgement, 2, Though 1 have but probability of 
the ſalvation ot the beſt man in the world, yet I have a certainty of 
his profeſſion, by which 1 take him to be a viſible Churchmember, 
and net by the probability of bis ſalvation; and this I dare do, an 
I wonder how Mr. B. agaiaft the current of all the N. T. dare do o- 
thecwiſe, 

3. But, ſaith he, doth not this contradict what went before > And I wiſh 
be do not contradi# it again in bis proof. His firſt proof of the proba. 
bility, is from ſome general indefinite promiſes ; but what theſe promiſes 
are, be tels us, Apol,rag.64, By gencral and indefinite tromiſes be means 
ſuth as determine not the kinde of good promiſed, nor the particular ter . 
ſox; and therefore are true, if perſormed to any perſon in any ſort of goed; 
and conditional upon condition of faith and obedience, Anſw. 1. If it de. 
termine not the king of good formally nor virtually, nor contain it gene 
ical, 
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riealy ; then bow doth it make it probable? 2. And if it neither deter. 
mine the perſon, nor give m ground to determine, bow then doth it become 
probable ts that perſon ? 3. And how then can that promiſe give hopes te 
the faithfull of the ſalvation of their infants, which us verified, if perfor. 
med to axy perſon in any ſort of good F it were but to one inſaue in « 
nation in reprieving bim a day from dawnatien ? 1f it intend more thang by, 
then it is not verified or fulfilled in this much; if it intend no more, then 
how doth jt mate their ſalvation probable > 4, And ſure the conditional 
promiſes which be mentioneth, requiring faith and repentance, are little tg 
the benefit of inſauts, if theſe conditions are required of themſelves in 
their in fancy. And for bis other two grounds of bote, viz. the favour 
of God to the tarents, and experience, they are comfortable belps to ſe- 
cond the promiſe , but of themſelves without a word, would give wu 
20 ground of Chriſtian hope in ſuch mat ters as juſti fication and fal vas i. 
on are. 

Axſw, I perceive no contradid ion in my words, 1, By putting in 
thoſe words nor contain it generically ] he intimates as if I had denied 
the promiles I mention to contain generically the good of juſtification 
and ſalvation; whereas T termed the promiſes exprefly general, and 
cited ſal. 103. 7,18. Pſal. 112.5, Sc. which inention Gods righteouſ- 
neſs and bleſſedneſs, and ſo may comprehend eternal righteouſneſs and 
bleſledneſs, and thereby the juſtificacion and ſalvation of infants be» 
comes probable, though ic be not certain, fith Gods righteouſneſs and 
bleſfedneſ may be conferred in anether kind, As if a rich King promiſe 
money tO a mans children, it's probable he will give them gol., thou, h 
i: be not certain, 2. Though the particular perſon be not determined, 
yet ſich the qualification of the perſon is expreſſed to be the generation 
of the righteous, it is probable that ic is meant of cach, till the contrary 
appears; as if a man promiſe to make ſuch a mans children heirs, his 
is probable of every one till it appear otherwiſe, and yer nor certain, 
3. I have ſhewed how, eſpecially if we confider that tavours ate went 
to be amplikged to the moſ}, Though Gods intentions are not fulfilled 
perhaps with(o litle, yet the words may be verified if no more but tempo- 
ral blefſedneſs be given. 4. The conditienal promiſes I canſeſs * us 
but flender hope of infants by themſelves ; yer with general inde- 
finite promiſes, declarations of Gods favour to his people, and ex- 
perience, they yeeld a ſtrong ground of hope of the juſtificarivn and 
ſalvation et mfants of bellevers, though not certain and ſure, as Mr, 
+ 2 have, but how ſhort he is in proof will appear iu that which 
followes, 
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SECT, LXXIIII. 


76, 77, 78. ſhrew nos a fironger ground of hoye © 
dying, then mine; Hi 23d Arg. ch. 28. bis 2516, 


Hr, Bs, allegations, [+ 
infants ſalvation, 
ch. 30. are anſwered, 


Hr tels us, That be hath a ſtronger probabilty then I mention, of 
«the la lvat ion of all the infants of the faithfull, fodying , and a 
« certainy of the ſalvation of ſome, in that God admired them viſible 
« members of hi Church, For Chriſt is the Saviour of his body, and he 
« preſence his Church clenſed and unſpotied to the Father: And if God 
« will have them to be viſible members of his Chureh, then he would 
have us take or judge them to be members et it t And wichal, there is 
« leſs danger of miſtake in them, then in mer at years z beeauſe they 
« do not diſſeuble, nor hide any bypocrirical intents under the vizot of 
« profeſſion, as they may do, And it is certain alſo, that if God would 
« — ſo ne and many to be of the true body of Chrift, and ſo be fa ved, 
« then hee would not have a'l to bee viſibly out of that body, That 
©« he would have have them churchmembers is proved, and ſhall be, 
„God willing, yet more. If God add to the Church ſuch as ſhall be fa. 
«ved, then there is a ſtron probability of their ſalvation whom he ad- 
(eth to the Church, 

Anſw, Mr. B. here, p.7 4. in his arguments ad. and 3d. intimated 
that he afferted a ſure ground for faith concerning the ſalvation of be. 
lievers infants ſo dy ing, and that to be a promiſe in the word of the ſal 
vation of thoſe within the viſible Church; and here he aſferis a ſtrong- 
er probability then I mention of ti e ſalyation of all the infants of the 
faichfull ſo dying, and a certainty of the ſalvation of ſeme, in that God 
admitreth them viſible members of his Church, Yet pag. 78. he dares 
not ſay there's a full certainty of the ſalvation of all beſievers infants 
ſo dying: Yea, pag.11o, he ſaith, Kem. 9.8. be Apoſile pleadeth that 
ſal vat ion is not by the Covenant tyed to a Abrahams ſeed, Out of which 
T infer, 1. That Mr. B. hath no ſure ground for faith, ro wit, a promiſe 
zn the word concerning the ſalvation of all the infants of believers ſo 
dying. For the Apoſtle pleads, that ſalvation 1s not by Covenant tied 
to all Abrahams ſeed, and if not ro Abrabams, then to none elſe; and 
the certainty of the ſalyation of ſome is acknowledged by me as well as 
by him, And ſure if the Covenant aſſure not ſalvation to all, and nei- 
ther it nor any other revelation of God tell us ſalvation belongs ro this 
infant of ſuch a believer or to that, there is no cert#inty concerning the 
ſalvation of this or that particular infant of a belie ver dying, nor ls there 
a ſure ground for faith concerning it, nor is the hope ot it certain, and 
we axe to ſuſpend our judgement concerning it, which Mr. B. eat pt at (© 
much in me to make me and the truth 1 hold odious, which is almoſt all 
the work he docs (for he proves nothing he ſays in oppoſition to work 
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hold) and though his ſpeeches are inconfiſtent, yet when he ſets down 
his opinion he agrees with me, Mat he dares not ſay there's a full cer. 
tainty bf the ſalvation of all belie vers infants ; nor dare he I think ſay, 
that he is certain of any one believer on earth his infant dying, that he 
is ſaved. 2. That he bath a ſtronger probability then I mention of the [al- 
vation of all the infants of believers ſo dying, in that God admitieth then 
viſible members of hi Church, is ſaid by him: Bur 1. he ſhews not what 
degree of probability I deny which he aſſerts : 2. I never oppoſed the 
ſtrengeſt probability Mr, B. aflerts, onely I declared my ſelf unlatis. 
ficd concerning the certainty, which Mr. B. dares not aſſert: 3. That 
God hatn admĩ. ted them viſible members of bis Church Chriſtian, is not 
yet proved by Mr. B. nor ever will be: 4. If he had, yet this proves 
the certainty of the ſalvation of none now exiſtent; for rhe ſpeeches, 
Epheſ. 5. 23, 27. muſt be underſtood of the Church which is ſo viſible, 
that it be alſo the inviſible, Now though it be certain, that ſome vilible 
Churchmembers are ſayed, yet it is neither certain that all, or any viſi- 
ble Charchyembers or Churches now exiſtent ſhall be ſa ved, and there- 
tore no more then a probability of the ſalvation of all or ſore infants of 
believers now exiſtent can be inferred, though their vikble Churehme m- 
berſhip were granted, As for the ſtrength of the probability, I ſtick 
not to grant it as ſtrong as he would bave it, ſo that he aflert not x cer» 
tainty. And therefore, did not Mr, B. mind to pick a quarrel with we, 
and to affright people from my do&rine, this Chapter of Mr. B. might 
have been ſpared, 

Yer Mr. B. adds, And the promiſes to them are fuller then Mr. T. 
expreſſeth, and give us ſtronger ground of hope. 1. God bath, as I bave 
proved, aſſured that be will be merciſull to them in the general, and that 
in oppoſition to the ſeed of the wicked, on whom he will viſit their Fathers 
fas : Now this giveth a firong ground of bopethat be will ſave them, For 
if the Judge or Kang ſay, I will bang ſuch a traytor, but I wi be merciſul 
to ſuch à one, it is an intimat ion that be meaneth not to hang him. If your 
friend promiſe to be good to you and merciſull, you dare confidently hope be 
means not to deſtroy you, 

Anſw, This proves not Gods promiſes any fuller then I expreſs, 
for thoſe I alledge not excluding but including in an &c. this, are 3s 
tull as this, Exod. 20. 6. Nor doth this give. a t:onger ground of hope 
then | do, who yeeld as much as Mr. B. infers, though I like not r. Fg. 
inſtance, which intimares that God ſhould ſay, I will damn the children 
of the wicked to the 3d. and 4th, generation, v.53. and ſave the chjldren 
of them that love me to a thouſand generations, 

He adds. 2, God ſaith ( as 1 bave ſhewed ) that the ſeed of the 
righteous is bleſſed, Now is not that @ firong ground of hope, that ſo dying, 
they ſha not be damued > It is vet likely toat God would call them bleſ- 
ſed whom be will damn eternally, afitr a few days er bours life in a fate of 
infancy, which is capable of lit le ſenſe of blefſedneft bere. 

Anſw. What mercy js meant, Exod.20.6. and what blefledneſs, 
Fſal 37. 26. bath been conſidered before, and thence it may appear, 
mata certainty oi alvatios to all infants vt belieyers, or to any 9 
* 
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ly now exiſtent cannot bee inferred, Yet I oppoſe not the in ſetting 
th-nce a ſtrong ground of hope, Nevertheleſs that God ſhould call 
them bleſſed in a ſort and yet damn them, is no inconſiſtency, nur 
doth it appear much leſs likely then that hee ſhould reprubate E- 
ſan aſore bee was born or had done good of oil, Rom. 9. 1, 12, 13. 

3. © God (ſaith My. B.) entreth Covenant to be their God, and ta 
© take them for a peculiar people to himſelf, Heut. 29. 11, 12, 13. And 
* this giveth ſtrong hope ot their ſalvation, Fur as if the n ing promiſe 
to bee your King, and to take you for his l bject, it is likely bee 
„ incends all he benefits of Kingly government 10 you ; or ut A 
© man promiſe a woman to bee her husband, it is likely that bee 
„ intendeth to de the office of a husband: And ſo when God pros 
a iſeth to be their God, | 

Anſw, Though I ycild that there is ground for a ftreopg hope o the 
ſalyatjion of infants of Chriſtian believers ſo dying, yet in the text 
cited there is nothing to that purpoſe, For 1, that Covenant was made 
only with the people cf Iſrael, and was a peculiar Covenant with that 
pation, 2, or the Covenant was of Cods being Cod to them while 
they owned him, and kept his Commandments and fo w.s condi:io- 
nal. So that thi Covenant is not a Cevenant with every belicver and 
his iſſue, nor did Gods promiſe to bee ibeir God aſſure the ſalva- 
tion of all the Iſtaelites infants ſo dying, much leſs the ſalvation of 
infants of Chriſtian believers, to whom all che promiles in the new Co- 
venant are perſonal, none that I remember national cr domeſtical as 
were to the Jews, 

4. Saith hee, And Paul 1 Theſ. 4. 13. would not have the faith. 
full mourn ſor the de1d as thoſe that are without hope : now what dead 
are theſe'> And what hope i it 7 1. Hee ſaith the dead in general, which 
will no: fand with the excluſion of the whole ſpecies of infants. 1. Hee 
ſpeaks of thoſe dead for whom they were apt to mourn, And will not parents 
mourn for thcir children? And for hope, it is evidently the hope of reſurrefi. 
on tolife, For reſurrefi.n to damnation 1 not à thing to be boped for, 
This ſeems plain ta me. 

Anſw. bough I oppoſe not a ſtrong hope of the ſalvation of belie- 
vers intants ſo dying, yet 11 ſhew how vainly he tales of his ſhewing more 
for it then I do, the reader may take notice, that it the Apoſtle be inter- 
prered of the hope of the reſurreVion to life of the dead in general and 
thoſe they were apt to mourn for, as Mr, By, arguing intimates his 
ming to be, then the Apoſtle woulu have them hope tor the reſurre&ion 
to life not e nely of the infants of believers ſo dying bur alſo of their Fipe 
aged hildten though infidels and profang, yca for their wives, kindred, 
neighbours, ſervants z whereas the Apoſtles ſpeech is plainly meant one- 
ly of them that are belie vers. who as they are ſaid v. 12. to ſleep ſo v. 14, 
to ſleep in Jeſus, whom God will bi ing with Jeſis, v. i C. dead in Chriſt, that 
1s tor Chriſt : M. Mede conce ivs, apply ing it peculiarly to the gagreyrs, 
or 23 moſt W faith of Chriſt, ſuch as ſhall be for ever with WW v 
17. F omen tvith many other inftances in bis writings it may 2pppdr 
bow ſights an Trperficially Mr. B. opens and jinfers from texis of Sri. 
rin Pppp 5. Sand 
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7. Saith Mr. B. David comfortetb bim ſelf concerning his dead child} 
decauſe bee ſhould go to the child, but the child ſhould not return th 
bim. To /ay that tbis was onely that bee ſbaul d bee buried with it, is 10 
wake David too like a Pag n rather then a Chriſtian : However it ſeems 
bee was confident chas be ſhould not bee damned : or elſe bee would not ſay, 
1 ſhall go to bim. And to ſay Navid knew bis ſal va ion as a Propbet, u 
4 groundlefs fition that cannot be proved : Prophets knew not all things, 
not ordinarily things of another world by ſuch revelation. Therefore 
what ever ground of hoe David bad, other faithſull parents have the 
FA k. : * 

a Anſw 2. That David in thoſe words 2 Sam 11. 12,23. did expreſs 
any ground of hope of the ſalvation of his child, and that thereby 
hee comforted himſclf concerning his dead child-, is more then [ 
think can bee evinced from the text. Rendering a reaſon of his 
not faſting any longer, hee doth not alledge any thing co cern. 
ing the bappineſs ef the childe, bur the bootleſneſs ef hs praying 
and faſting fith the childes life could net bee recovered, And the 
whole. ſpeech conſidered, the words import no more then this, can 
I bring him back again to life? I ſhall go to him, that is to the ſtate 
of the dead, as counterfcit Samuel is brought in, ſaying 1 Sam. 28, 
19. Ts morrow thou ſhilt bee with mee, that is dead as I am, and as 
Jacob ſaid Gen. 37. 35. Nie ſhould go down to bis ſonne into the grave, 
or ſtare of the dead. And in thele ſpeeches though no more were 
meant, yet there is nothing that reliſheth of Paganiſm, not ſo much 
as other ſpeeches ſeem to do, Fal. 6. 5, Pſal. 30. 9. Tſai. 38. 16, 
19. Fob 14, 7,8, 9,10, 14. For though they the expreſs not the ex- 
pectation of the reſurrection or the preſent eſtate of happineſs, yet i 
was not becauſe they believed it not, but becauſe it was ſufficient 10 
give a reaſon of his preſent action, in which kee gives firſt an ac- 
count of what hee did before, bee ſafled and wept while the childe 
was alive, for bee ſud, who can tek whether God wit bee gratiou 
to mee that the childe may live? In which words if wee may ar- 
gue after Mr. Bs, mode, wee may as well (ay hee was too like a 
Pagan rather tben a Chriſtian, fich hea mentieng no prayer for 
his childes happineſs, but his natural life, 2. An account of his 
not faſting, becauſe God had fruſtrated the end of his prayer and fa- 
King. And 2 in both hee ſheweq faith in G O D, in his pra 
er acknowledging G O D the authour of life and death, and in the 
other the ſentence of death paſled on himfelf, and his acquieſcence 
in Gods will concerning both. All which hee underſtood as one 
acquainted with GOD and his word. 30 that wee need not al- 
ſert that David knew the b#ppineſs of his childe by ſpecial revela- 
tion, ſich hee expteſſeth not any thing of ir, And if hee did, yet 
hee might ſpeak chis net 86 an aſſured thing, but as probably ho- 
ped for, and yet not upon common groun to all believers, but 
out cial favour to him (ot which hee had more then common 
exper ) and Gods wont of bearing his prayers, So that yet Mr, 
2; hack brought ne Recoger Zroutde of probability of the falyatiqn o 
a 
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all belle vert infancs fo dying, then I have done norwithRandidg bis 
cracks. Let's view the reft, 

6. Saich hee, Again, if there wers not farre more bope of their 
ſalvation , then ſtar of their damnation ; it would never bee ſaid, 
That children are an beritage of the Lord. and the fruit of the wos 
is bis reward; And the wan blefied that bath bis quiver full of them, 
Pſal. 117. 3, 4, 1. 2 
ö Anſw. 1. Mr, B. pretended to ſhew a ſtronger probability of the 
falracion of the inſants ot believers then 7 have done, but wherein do h 
hee ex cecd mee in his aſſertion in this place or bis proof ? Did Ic» 
vt ſay there is leſs hope of their ſalvation, then fear of their damna- 
tion > If I did not, why doth hee ſuggeſt as if in this concluſion hee 
afferred more then I do? If I have faid fo, let him ſhew it, or elſe 
let him bee taken for what hee is, a calumaiator, 2. For his proof, 
would any man alledge this text ro prove more hope of ſalvation of 
infants of belicycrs then their damnation, if hee had any heed to 
what hee writes ? when the text exprefly makes the bleſſedneſs of the 
man hath many children to bee not at all in this place, in refer- 
ence to hope of the ſalvation of the children, but in reference to bis 
own ſafety and proteRion by bis children, whe may oppoſe ene- 
mies, and bee as arrowes or weapons te drive them back, or as 
helps co right his wrongs , and to embolden bin to contend with 
them in the gate, which was counted a great Iblefling then, and a. 
greeable to the promiſes of the legal Covenant, as Dent. 28. 
Pſal, 144. 12, 15, &c, may bee ſeen, But this is not meant of in- 
fants but of ſuch as were grown up and able to defend their parents, 
and chiefly if not onely les, nor is the man ſaid to bee ble ſ- 
ſed by reaſon of the good of them, bur che multitude of them, 
and they are ſaid to bee an heritage as the land of Cazaan, Pſal, 
136. 21, 23, and his reward whether for their obſerving his law, 
or for other reaſon, ſuch as fat which Nebuchadnexgar was rewarded 
with Egypt, Exch. 29. 18, 19,20. or a3 Fſal. 137.8, 9. or 25 reward 
taten Catachreſtically for any gift. Bee it meant of true believers 

though no words in the text evince it ) yet the children are ſaid to be 
heir heritage and reward not Gods heritage, nor is there any intima- 
tion of happineſs to the childe, and therefore not a word intimating 
more hope o“ their ſalvation then fear of their damnation, bur of 
outward benefit to the parent ſuch as may bee common to infidels with 
belierers, and conſequently not a word for a ſtrong ground of hope 

of the ſalyation of believers infants ſo dying, much lefs more then 1 
bring to that purpoſe. 

„ Sick Mr, B. “ And why ſhogld children be joyned in ſtanding 

Church ordinances, as prayer, faſting, &c. if there were nor ſtrong 

hope of the bleſſing of theſe ordinances ro them > 2 Chron. 20. 13. 

S The children char ſuck the breaſt were to bee gathered to the ſolemn 

9 faſt, Joel 2, 16. (this will prove them alſo Randing Churchmens- 

ders, ſceing they muſt joyn in flanding ordinagees; ) fo why recei- 
ved they circumciflon, a ſcal of the righteouſneſs of faith, if thore 

Pppp 2 were 
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©© were-not ſtrong probability that they had the thing ſcaled and ſigni · 
« fed > God will nor fail his own ordinance where men fail nor, 

Anſw. There's nothing here endeavuured to bee proved but what 
I have alſo granted, that there » a ftronz prebability that infants 
of belicvers ſo dying are juſtified and faved , and yet I fee no 
ſtrength in che allegarions to prove it. For though the Int le ones 
and "ſucking children were to bee preſent to ſhew an univerſal hu. 
miliation, as did the beaſts alſo, Jonah 3.8, yet the infants did not 
joyn in prayer, nor was the end of their prefence any ſpecial blef. 
ſing nt the Ordinance ro them, bur the moving GOD to ſpare 
the whole people, invaded or in danger of periſhing by fami-.e, 
nor were the prayer and faftiog ſtanding Church-orcinances, any 
more then the Covenanting Deut. 19. Nehem. 9. but oceafional, 
nor doth this preſenting ot infants prove them ſtanding Church. 
members any more then the like 7onah 3. 8 proves tnoſe infants, 
or the Nizizi'tes beaſts ſtanding Churchmenibers, As for Cir.um. 
ciſion, that inſants recerved Circumciſion as ſeal of the righteouſ. 
neſt of faith, is no where in S-rip:ure affirmed ; and how much 
Pædobaptiſts are miſtaken in their inference of the nature of $a. 
ctaments in general, or Circumc.fi n in ſpecial, from Rom 4. 11, 
hach beene often (hewed, before SefF, 31, Cc. The ends of Cir- 
cumciſing of infanis , was to diſtinguiſh the Hebrews from other 
people, and to ferc-fignifie from what people CHRIST wasio 
come, and to engage them to obſerve the Law of Moſcs which they 
were to receive by reaſon of Gods command whether they hoped 
for their childrens ſalvation, or not, Abraham was to circumciſe Iſh. 
mael, though hee knew hee was not a childe of the promiſe, and [- 
ſaac Eſau, though hee were rejenen — The ſpeech God will 
not fail bis own ordinance where men fail Mt, is like the Popiſh School. 
mens conceit, that Sacraments confer grace where xo bar i put, and inti. 
mares that Circumciſion was Gods o digance to aſſure at eaſt rigrteouſ. 
n:ſs of faith te each infant circumciſed, which is a falſe conceir. 

8. Saith Mr. B. why elſe doth God ſo oft compare bis love to- that 
72 or father to the childe > 1 Tbeſ. 2. 7. Num. 11, 11. Iſa. 49.15, 
FJ. d. 10 3. 13. 

Anſw. Though grant a firong prabality of the ſalvation of be- 
lievers infants fo dying, yer to ſhew the vanity of Mr. Bs, ſcrib- 
lings, as if hee brought more for it then I do, I cannot bur ob. 
ſerve the ſlighty dealing of Mr. B. in this. point, For firſt, where- 
as hee alledgeth theſe texts à if G O D did therein compare his 
love to that of a mother or father to the childe, in the firſt Paul 
(not God ) compares himſelt to a nurſe ; in the ſecond, Moſes 
ſpeaks of himſelf as if God had put an impoſſible burthen on him, as 
if he could as a nurſing father bears his ſucking” chile, carry all that 
people to the promiſed land. In the third, God faith he, would nor forget 
Sion, who had ſaid hee had forgotten them, though a mother ſhould for- 
ger her ſucking childe; and Pſal. 10;. 13.the love of God as a father 
1s ſpken of them chat fear him. $6 chat the two firſt texts were 
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through heedleſnels miſ-alledged grofly by him, the other two expreſs 
Gods love enely to his obedient and ſeeking people, mention nothing of 
his 1--ve to their infants, 2, God deth compare his love to a Fathers 
or Mothers nut becauſe he is engaged to believers infants to ſave them, 
nor becauſe he bath natural affect ion as they have, but to ſhew his gra- 
cioas care ad dealing towards his e lect children, 3. Gods love is no 
mote comp ted to a believing patents love, then to an unhe lit vers: and 
therefore if this prove a ſtrong probability of the ſal vation of a belie- 
vers infant ſo dying, it doth prove the ſalvation of an unbelievers as 
prob ble 4. Gods love and care is compared to an Eagles ia carrying 
her young ones, Deut. 32. 11,12. Chriſts to an Hen, Matth. 23.3 7. AC- 
cording to Mr. Ps. reaſoning, ibi ſhould prove then the ſtrong proba - 
bility of t e ſalvation of Chickens. But I am aſhamed that the od 
ſho!:1d ſee the nakedneſs of theſe magnified rexſonings, though I be ne- 
ceſſitated to uncover it. a 

The „th. trom Matth. 19.14. is no more then I have alledged of 
ten for thoſe infants; and what Mr, 3. here alledgeth to preve this a 
right of other infants, is anſwered at large in the ſccond part ot this Re- 
view, ſef4.17. 8 

10, Saith he, we read of ſome that have been ſanified from the womb, 
and therefore were in a ſtate of ſalvation; and Jacob was loved before be 
was born, and therefore biforc be bad done good or evil was in the like ſtate 
of ſalvation. 

Auſw, Have not 1 alſo granted this thing, ard thatupon the ſa ve 
reaſons > Why then doth Mr. B. ſuggeſt, to draw pare ts hearts from 
me to him, as if he ſaid more in this then my ſelt ? Yer I cannot be 
very confident cf the reaſon from Jerem 1,15, to which 64. 1.15. js 
parallel, ſith the ſanRificatien was to the office of a Prophet, which is 
appliabic to infants ſo dying. 

Ir, we find promiſes of ſalvation to whole boufholds, where it is ro. 
bable there were inſauls, AG,. 16.34. f 

Anſw, 1. Ads 16. 31. is no probability that inſants ſhould bee 
meant, ſith in the next v. it is ſaid, he ſhake the word to all that were in 
bit bouſe, which is not to be ſaid of infants; and v.34. be rejoyced with 
all bis hon ſe, believing God, 2. If they ſhould, yet this can be no more 
then a particular promiſe to him, unleſs this were true, that God will 
ſave every believer and his houſe; And Mr. B. over l ſheth in ſaying, we 
find ſromiſes of ſalvation made to whole boufholds, when there is no more 
bur this one, | 

[The fach. is from 1 Cor. 7. 14. and it is built on Mr. Bs. inter pre- 
tation of | ho!y] 28 if it noted a ſeparation to God as a feculiar people, But 
Thave fully anſwered Mr; Bs, 29th, ch. and have ſhewed his miſtal e in 
the firſt part of this Review, ſet.12, &c. and need to anſwer no more 
in this place, h 

Mr, B. goes on thus, It caznet be ſaid, that theſe promiſes are verified 
accerding to their ſenſe, if any meity be given to any inſant : Here the per- 

ſons are determined, that it, alt the ſeed of the ſaithſull, and we have 

large ground given probably to conclude, that it is cernal mercy that is 
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intended to al that living to age do net again vejeſt it, but that citber at aqu 
keep Covenant, or die in infancy before they break it. And we bave certan 
ground to conclude, that this ſalvation belongeth to ſome infants, and viſe. 
ble Churchmemberſhip to all the ſeed of the faithful, And 1 think this is 
more then Mr. T. deth achnowledze them. 

Anſw. It is indeed, finding the argumen's frivolous which Mr, B. 
hath brought for the viſible Churchmemberthip of infants, though I ac- 
knowledge ſalvatioa belongeth to ſome infants, It is before ſhewed how 
the promiſes may be verified according to the ſenſe of the words it any 
ſort of mercy be given to any ebũdren of the faitbfull; Nor is it true, 
that in the promiſes brought by Mr. B. the perſons are determined to be 
all the ſecd of the faichfull, and how the contrary is determined by the 
Apoſtle, Rem.9.7,8. according to Mr. B. himfelf, le ſlewed before, 
and what reaſen there is to underſtand Zxed. 30.6, ot temporal mercies, 
is ſhewed above, ſo that here is nothing new to be anſwered, 

He adds, If that Matth,18.10, be well confidered, it may make 
© another argument full to the point. If little ones ba ve their Angels 
© beholdi"g the face of Godin heaven, they ſhall be ſaved + For that is 
« a mercy proper tothe people of God, And that the Text ſpraks of 
© infants, others have fully proved. 

anſw. I grant the concluſion and argument, but deny that it is at all 
to the point in queſtion between us, and that any one hath proved th t by 
little ones, Mattb. 18. 10. aremeant infants, Though the contrary be pra. 
ved concerning Matth,;8.5,6, in the ſecond part of this Review, ſe, 
15, where Mr. Bl. and Mr. C. are anſwered ; Vet to ſhew the ſrovo- 
louſneſs of Mr. Bs, talk, I add 1. that Matth. 1 8. 10. cannot be expound- 
ed oxe of theſe little infant t:; for ſuch a ſpeech would ſhew that then there 
were more little infants before them: But ir appears from v.2,4. there 
Was but one ſer before them. 2, From v.14,11, the little ones were ſuch 
as Chriſt came to ſave, and that it was Gods will none ſhould periſh ; But 
this is true onely of the elect and true delievers, not ſimply of infants as 
ſuch, 3. The words following, v.15, & c. ſhew they are meant of a fi- 
ning brother, ergo, nor of infants, 

Mr. B. adds, That though be dare not ſay thereis a full certainty of 
the ſavation of all believers infants ſo dying, yet be profeſſtth to think it 
better grounded then mine, who (he ſaith ) ſhur them ont of the Church. 
But this I rake to be and etfect of that antipathy he hath againſt me, who 
fti'l chooſerh that opinion which is moſt oppoſice to me, and prefers it; 
as p. 147, the epinion of the ed and new Socinians, who take away an 
ordinance, and whom he cenſures pag. 24. as above obedience, and /« 
Gods ; and the opinion of baptizers in-infancy and at age too, pag.143. 
and proſeſſeth he would have nothing to do with me when L 2 af. 


fiſtancce to him in another point; as if be were-Jibe Maldovat the Jeſu. 
ite that could have liked an interpretation had it not been calvin, 
But I leave him to the Lerd to judge him and me, and do not deſpair 
bur that he may yet live to ſee his ert eur, and perhaps wiſh he had 
been beitet adviſed then ſo diſdainfully to have rejected a friends 
offer. 


He 
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He faith, He would urge another argument bere from the univerſalit} 
of redemption, Chriſt dying ſor all, for every man, for the ſins of the whole 
world, as the Scripture ſpeaketh , but that it would require more time 10 ex * 
plain bimſelf in jt then he could then ſpare. However be thinks no man ſhould 
deny that Chrift died - every ſort of men, and every age, and ſo ſor ſome 
infants, To yhich I reply, Did he ever hear me deny it? And if he did 
nor, why doth he talk of proviog it here where he diſputes apainſt me ? 
But he is willing to pick what quarrels he can with me, However when 
he intends to uf ge this argument, I hope I ſhall be provided to anſwer 
ir, if it oppoſe my theſis, That the Scripture ſaith Chrift died for every 
man, ſor the fins of the whole world, is more then |-fand; If 1miſtake 
him not, his Univei ſal redemption he holds is conditional one ly, which 
I think to be a ſict on, redemption and election in Scripture being ab- 
flute in reſpect ot perſons, nd commenſurate, redemption being as 
well from impeniceticy and unbelict as damnation 2 Yer were it granted 
him, that he ſhould-therce infer, not the ſalvation of all, but of believers 
infants ſo d ing and never performing the condition, js yet a Riddle to 
me; and I cannot yet imagin- it to be any bettet then a fick- mans dream 
in Mr. B. 
ch. 28. He urgeth his 23d. arg. from Chriſts being head of che vi- 
fible Church in infancy, that intants may be members; whi h I Ceny 
not: Nor is it the thing in oueſtion what they may be, but what the 
are, But this argument is anſwered before, ſe&.57. And wha be ſairh 
here our of Iren us, proves not what he would infer, That Ire en took 
them for viſible Churchmembers, becauſe be ſalth, Chrift by the example 4 
bis age ſaniifieth them, For every one ſanct ĩũed by Chriſt is not a viſi- 
ble Churchmember : Mr. B. faith before, pag 78. we read of ſome tha 
bave been ſuncti ſied from the womb , were they viſible Churchmembeis 
in the womb 2 I know no abſurdity in it to afſert that Chriſt was head 
of the Church when an infant, and worſhipped as ſuch, and yet no in- 
fanes ſhould be viſible Churchmembers, Mr. 8. perſwaſion chat they 
know not Gods will that think otherwiſe then he doth, is bur an effect 
of his fond affe ion ro his own brats, And yet when he himſelſſiaith, pag. 
63. I conſeft it is diſÞutable whether Chriſt were ever a Churchmember pro- 
perly, he ſhould nor be very confident in aſſerting Chriſt in infancy to 
have been head of the viſible Church. And for Irene bis ſpeech it is 
fo falſe, that were not Mr, B. willing to catch at any ſhadow for bis 
purpoſe, he would have concealed it. 
Mr. Bs. 29th.ch, and 24th. argument, is anſwered at large in the 
firſt part of this Review, ſecł. 22, &. 
C. 30. He tels us, that b 25th, arg. is probable at leaft, that the 
Scripture doth frequently and plainly tell me of the ceafing of Circumciſion ; 
but never (beaqs ene word of the ceaſing of infant viſeble Chu/chmember- 
ſhip, therefore we are not ts judge that it is ceaſed, T hat the antecedent 
or minor in this argument is falſe, is proved at large, fc. 5o, 11, 81. 
The conſequence is ſhewed to be invalid, in that orher things of which 
the ceſſat ion is cerrain, as the freeing of lervans, the dedication uf rhe 
irſt born, are cdaſed, and yer norexprefſed ſo much in Scripture as that 
: of 
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of Churchmemberſhip. To this ſaith Mr. B. Tye year of Jubile was 
oze of their $ abbaths, and ſs a type, Col. 2. 17. But I reply, Thongh the 
year of Jubile were a Sabbath, yer this proves not that fret ig ſel vants 
then is any more ſaid to be ceaſed then infants viſible Churchmember. 
ſhip. 2. Sai h he, The dedication of the firſt bol n was evidently a type 
of Cbrift, and the Church under him: Of both theſe many Scripture, are 
plain But let it be proved, that the admitting of infants into the viſible 
Church is a meer type, or a meer judicial law pr oper to the Jewiſh Common. 
wealth, any more then the ad miti ng of men o women mlo the Church | 
reply, i. Admitting of inſants into the viſible Church, was no other then 
by their ciecumciſing or preſenting at the Temple; andthe ſe are cea- 
ſed, as proper to the Jewiſh Church or Commonwealth, 2. A chin 
may ceaſe though we cannot prove it a meer type, nor à meer judicial 
law, as the receiving tythes, and paying them; and things may remain 
though they were tipes, as mount $62, the land of Canaan, the people 
ot Iſrael, wh:ch were types, X<.1t.22. Gal. 6. 6. c. 3. That the 
Je wich infant Churchnemberſhip was not by & law, bur by a fa& of 
providence whic') rook in the whole people of the Jews into the Church 
viſible Jewiſh, and conſcquently the infants as part of that people; which 
by the breaving off that people, and taking into the Church onely Elie. 
vers, is now ceaſed, av is ſhewed before, ſect 30, 5, 2,64. 

What Mr. B. adds, If all Nations ſhoald ba de become Churchmey- 
bers th y ſho:ld have been circumciſed, and then it bad not been peculiar io 
the Fews , and that Sichemites be ng circumciſed would not have been 
ſ#b,e7? to Jacob, and that when in Eſthers time the _ of the land be- 
came Fews, they were not of the Fewiſh Commonwealth, and under ther 
civil government ; is anſwered before, ſed. 54. 0 

| art which he tai ch, p. 108. 7 bat he bath ſufficiently proved that in. 
fants ought to be admitted viſible Churchmembers, hach fo little truth, that 
it the Keader obſerve it, he ſhall find ſca ce any of his arguments ſo 
much a> to conc'ude the ad niſſion of infants into the vitble Church, 
much leſs to rrove it, but that they are viſible Churchmen bers, Where. 
by it is evident now ( which I could not obſerve in the Diſpute ) that 
Mr. B. did leave the point to be proved, that infants ought to be admit- 
ted viſible Churchmembers ; and proſecured another point inſtead of it, 
that tbey are vifible Churchmen. bers. But enough is done in anſwer w 
that alſo, which I pray the Lord to bleſs for the undeceiving of the peo. 
ple of theſe nations who have been ſo ſhametully mifles by Mr. Bs. coy 
of en ordinance of infants viſible Churchnemberſhip unrepealed, no 
where extant, that were they not either willing to be deceived, oi left ts 
errour by Gd tor their want of love to the truth, they could hardly 
have been deluded by ſuch vain arguings as he hath vented, 
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My Areuments to prove the ingraffing Rom. 11. 17, tobe inte the invi- 
ble Church by giving ſaith, are vindicated from Mr. Bls. excep- 
tions Vand. tzd, chap, 3 8. and Mr. Sidenham's Exercit, chap. 
8, 9. 


Lthough Mr. Bis, manner of diſputing hath been ſhewed to bee ſuch 
as requires not any full anſwer, and would learned men compare, 
as men that ſought truth, mine and hi, writings _— they would 
perceive the inſutficiency of his reply, yer becauſe I perceive ſome lear- 
ned men do yet value his writings (without good reaſon) which oppoſe 
mine, I (a1! add ſomewhat more to ſhew how ſhorthis writivgs are of 
weakening any thing of mine, 
Vindic. ſæd ch. 8. ſect. r. Having made au analaſis of part of Rom. 
11. from v. 16, be takes on bim to ground ſeveral undeniable poſitions, The 
third is the root of this tree ( viz. the firſt ſupri me univerſal root) is A- 
braham, Iſaac and jacob, zot Abraham alone ſo !ſhmatlites would bee 
of the Sedy, Nor Abraham with Iſaac alone, ſo the Edomites from Eſau 
would bave been taken in. But the 4fofile in this Chapter ( from Old Te. 
fament authority) excludes both of theſe, Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob are 
therefore joyntly the root, 
Anſw, 1. Tha: Abraham one ly is the root meant Rom. 11. 16,17, 18. 
I prove from Rom. 4. 11 12, 16. where Abrabam once ly and no other of 
the Patriarahs is termed the Father of believers. But to bee the root. 
Rom. 11. 16, 17,18, is all one with the Father of believers, That 
the root notes a Father Mr. BY yeilds, that it notes not barely a natural 
father, is proved in that the Gentiles ſhould not be in that root, it ir 
not: d barely a natural father, and that believers one ly are branches 
of that root is proved from the text. 1. In that their ſtanding is by 
fith. 2. That by unbelief ſome were broken off, verſ. 25, which do 
plainly prove that they who were branches were belicvers, who 
were unbelievers were not branches. 3. That the pariaking of the 
root cayld bee no otherwiſe then by faith, nor any other way in- 
gratfing can bee meant is manifeſt, in that the Gentiles (who had 
no Gather relation re Abraham as a father then by believing as hee 
did) partake of the root and arc ingraffed into the Olive, Second- 
ly, To Maſter Bs. Argument, I anſwer by denying that the A poſtle 
doth in that Chapter or any other exclude the Iſmaelites or E- 
domites from the body, Fob, and other believing Edomites were inthe 
root and Olive, Yea ifit were meant of the viſible Church and natural 
deſcent, Iſbmact and Eſau muſt be of the body who were of Abrabam by 
natural deſcent and citcumciſed, and fo vifible Churchmembets. If Mr, 
Bl deny they were in the body, becauſe they were not of Abrabam, I- 
ſaas and Jacob, by this reaſon Iſaac and Jacob ſhould be excluded. 
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For they were not from Abraham, Iſale, and Faceb z they were not 
from themſelves and yet were branches, and conſequently they were not 

; the root, but Abraham alone, the root notiug ſuch a Father as from 
whom all branches have deſcent, 

| His fiſch poſition is, the fatneß of thy tree is the glory of ordinances, 
of which the whole Church partahes, Anſw, By orainauces hee means 
outward ordinances, as Baptiſm, the Lurds Supper, prezching the 
word, c. By the whole Church hee means the Church vifible, For 
that is his tener all along, that the olive tree is the Church viſible, 
not the inv ſible, This is then Mr, /. pofition, that when je 
is ſaid Rom. 11, 17. and waſt partaker together of the root and ſatneß 
of the olive tree, the meaning is, thou Genule Church or believer arr 
made partaker of outward ordinances of which the whole Churth par. 
takes, Now under the whole viſible Charch he un..oubredly compre. 
hends infants, and ſure there is no ordinance of whichintants ate parta« 
kers according to Mr, Es. tenet but Baptiſm, ſo that then the Apoſtle 
according to Mr, Bls, expoſition, ſhould mean no more by the farneſs 
of che tree, of which the whole Church partakes, but Baptiſm, Which 
its of itſelt ſo manifeſtly trivolous an expointion, as that I ſhall not 
need of ſer purpoſe to refure it, Though, it is true, there is a glory and 
beauty in the ordinances of the rew leſtament: Yet hiſt ſeme of them, 
as the preaching of the Goſpel (which is the moſt glorious ) thole 
that ate out of the viſible Church may partake of, and thoſe wh ch Mr, 
Hl. counts within may not parrake of, I mean infants end ſome others.Se. 
condly, that fatneſs which is m:ant Rom. 11. 17. paſſeth from the root 
to the tree, and thence to the branches, and therefore he that is ſaid to 
bee partaker of the tatneſs of the olive tree, is firſt ſaid to bee partaker 
of the root, but be the root 4qrabam or as Mr, Fl. would have it Iſaa⸗ 
and Facob with him ordinances paſs not from them, It is true Circum- 
cifion was fir ſt begun in Abraham, but all the reſt of the Jewiſh ordi- 
nances are according to Scripture rather derived from Moſes ihen 4» 
braham, and to ſay they were parrakers of the root, that is of Citcum- 
ciſion (which was the onely ordinance Abrah m, Iſaac and Jacob did 
partake of) is both falſe, for they were not circumciſed; and being ſo 
empty a thing as that it's rermed with all the Jewiſh ordinances, 4 
dow Col, 2, 17. Heb 10. 1. it had no glory then at all. And for Bap- 
tiſm, the Lords Supper, &c. they palled not trum Ab/abham, ſaat and 
Jacob; nor were they partakers of them, but were inſtituted by Cht iſt 
iu the New Teſtament. Thirdly, the partak ing of the root and fat- 
neſs of the olive tice was by the ingra ſfing and conſequent of it. But 
the ingraffing according to Mr. Bl, doth not make them parrakers of 
outward ordinances, For the chief of ordinances, to wit, the preach» 
ing of the Goſpel, was the inſtrument ef their ingraffing, as bis own 
allegation ſhewee pag. 278, from 4d, 11, 21, and ſo was antece- 
dent to the ingraffing, nor by the ingraffing were they partakers of 
the other outward ordinances. For though the heart were wrought to 
2 profeſſed ſubjection to the way of God in ordinances ( which is 
Mr. Bly, ingratkog ) and ſo ingraffed, Vet they might bee never far. 
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takers of eurward ordinances ſuch as Baptiſm and the Lords Supper, 
if eicher ſickneſs or death prevented the adminiſtration or want of an 
adminiſtratour, or the elements, & c. hindered, Foutthly, the farneſs 
of the olive tree makes the partakers freſh and fruicful, Bur that is not 
ourward ordinances, but the ſpirit of God, righteouſneſs by faith, Cc. 
ot which I ſhall ſpeak more in vindicat ing my fourth argument. 

Mr. Bl. faith faither , That the bolineſt Rom, 11, 16. is ſuch as 
is communicable ſrom parent 10 chile, that is, neceſſarily communicated, 
a 4 fol communicates to branches, This is ſo plain, that if it be denied 
all the Apoiiles diſpute falls. 

Anſw, li is true, that if the holineſs bee not communicated from 
Abrabam to all his c..uldren by taith, who are believers as he was, the 
Apoſtles diſpute fals, but the Apoſtles diſpute holds thaugh it bee not 
com uunicated to every chi lde ot every believing father, which is Mr. 
$11, conceit, as his following words thew, Yea hence is a good argu» 
ment to prove the hulineſs not to bee meant of meer vifible Church- 
memberſhip, nor the rot ot every parent profeiiing faith, becaufe 
many ot their children are never Chriſtian viſible Churchmem- 
bers, as experience adundantly proves, and ſo have not this holineſs 
communicated to them, Yea, Mr, . faith, who knowes not that bs. 
ly fathers have unboly children? regenerate parents have iſue umege- 
ntrate ? I may add, abortives, natural fools, tjll- born, bred up in 
Mahomeraniſm, renegado's, unbaptiſed, excoumunicared, and conſe- 
quently not viſible Churchmembers or tederally holy, And it is moſt 
talſe in this holineſs of viſible Churchmemberſhip, or as Vr. El. cals 
it ſtderal that the propohtion holds, as zs the Father ſo is the childe, 
the Father being without the childe 3s without ; the Father being witb- 
in the childe is within in regard of Church eftate, Covenant bolineſf, 
eo nomine, becauſe a branch of ſuch a root, a childe of ſuch a Father , 
which Mr. Bl. dictates here, but proves not, and hath been often refu- 
ted by me, nor is there any thing in Rem. 11. 16. for it. Yea Mr, Bls. 
own interpretation overthi owes this poſition, For if the rot bee (as 
his poſition is ) Abrabam, Iſaac and Facob ] then it is not every be- 
lieving Father, and if the yoot bee every believing Father then all 
the branches of the tree are natural, and they derive their holineſs by 

ſcent of nature, whereas it is plain from the text (and Mr. Els. 
fourth poſition is to the ſame purpoſe ) that the Jews onely are natural 
brancnes, the Gentiles are all ingraffed branches, 

Mr, Cuthbert Sidenbam in his exercit. ch. g. takes upon him to de- 
monſtrate holineſs and Churchmemberſhip of th: children of believing 
Gentiles from Rom, 11, 15, 16, 17. and to anſwer my arguments 
cb 9, Againſt my opinian of the jngraffing into the inviſible Church he 
urgeth, then perſous may be broken off ſrom the invi/ble Church, and takes 
Actice of my anſwer in my Examen p.64. but ſaith nothing to my anſwer 
in my Apology p 76. though he could not bur know of it, taking on him 
to anſwer my arguments in the next pages betore, The reſt he brings is 
from Mr, B. and is anſwered by me in my Review part. 1. ſe, 6. Cc. 
T agree wich him in the poſition, that Abraham is the root meant Ran 
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11. 16. and that he is a root exemplary onely, nor do I deny that the 
Apoſtles arguing i; from a ſpecial prerogative to braham to whom the 
promiſe was given Gen, 17.7. and that the promiſe did comprehend 
the elect of his natural ſeed, and that God had a more ſpecjal regard to 
his natural ſced in that promiſe then to other men; natural ſeed: yet not 
univerſally to his ſeed, nor is it true that the Apofile makes the branche: 
holy Ron. 11. 16. by a prerogative of grace greauded on the promiſe 
of God made to believing Fathers ana ther ſeed which is the [am 
in the New Teſtament and tbe Old, as hee urgeth our of Dr wilt 
For there is not that promiſe in the New Teftamenr, or old. And 
therefore the Argument upon this Conceit can have no ſtrength 
min If, 

Pag. 7. he layes down this poſition, wee believing Gentiles are in. 
graſſed into brabans Covenant in the room of the natural branches which 
were bro{en off 

Concerning which! ſay, that thou ;h 1 deny not the believing Gen. 
tiles to have intereſt in /brabams Covenant Gena, 17, 7. that is, Ge d is 
their God, and tzey have righteouſneſs by taith as Abraham had: yer 
the Apoſtle doth nor ſpeak of their ingra ffing into Abrabams Covenant, 
that s Mr, Sidenbams miſtake, but into the olive tree, that is as Mr, Bl. 
the whole body of the Church, which he would have meant ot the viſible, 
I of the invifible, Now to Mr, Sidenbams arguments to that poſiti- 
en ; I yeeld the concluſion of the firſt, that helieving Gentiles and their 
children ave graffed in, but net all, or any as their chi'dren, and that 
the ingraffing is ſutable to the breaking off, that is, that as the Jewes 
and their children were broken oft from the invifib'e Church, in 
which the elect Jewes and their children who were elect in former 
ages were for the greateſt pars, ſo the Gentiles believers and their 
Children are graffed in. Yer Mr, Sidenbam himſeli pig, 7 5, conſeſſeth 
a very great diſpropottion, taking it as he doth for ingratting into the 
viſible Church. 

For, ſaith he, there us thus difference between the conveyance of pri- 
wiledges of the Fewes as natural branches, and the engraffed Gentiles ; 
That the whole body of the Jewes good and bad, were called branches; 
now onely believers of the Gentiles, who are called by the Goſpel, with 
their children, are ingraffed ints that root. Which is enough to ſhew 
that the Gentiles were net ingraffed into the root or tree, as the Jews 
by natural deſcent, but by calling of the Goſpel, and that the body of 
the Gentiles or any nation of the Gentiles js not ingraffed, bur ſo 
many as are called, The ingratfing of the infant children with their 
patents into the vifible Church by an outward ordinance is but 
his own dream, and is overthrown by this, that the Church Chri- 
ſtian vilib'e is not by deſcent but calling; not national but Con- 
gregational, by voluntary Covenant; nor can the Churches cal- 
led Independent hold this, which Maſter Sidenham, and Maſter Cobbet, 
and others of their way hold, chat the inzraffing of the Gentiles in- 
to the vißble Church is ſutable to that of the Jewes as being in thei! 
Read, but they muſt bold a national Church, which quite * the 
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frame of their Churches, and the Reformation they contend for. 
To bis ſecond argument, the ſome that were broken off might be 
parents and children, or parents and not children, or children and nat 
arcnts; and of theſe there might be infants broken off without theic 
own fin, or their parents, according to Gods good pleaſure onely, But 
of tis I have ſaid enough in anſwer to Mr. Geree an Mr, Baxter, in che 
firſt part of this Review, ſect. 4,6 The conclufion of the tl ird argumen: 
is granted, under ſtood of ingraſfing into the Church inviſible, not into 
the viſible. To the fourth, that [ the fatneſs of the Olive | ſhould note 
priviledges and outward advantages ſuch as this, that the child ſheuld be 
vigble Churchmember with the father in the Chriſtian Church, or tha: 
any other parent then Abraham ſhould have a ſeminal vertue to conycy 
ſuch Church privilege or fatneſs as the root mentioned Rom. 11. 17. is 
a meer fancy ; nor is there any thing Epbeſ.3,6. or any where elſe in 
Scripture for it. 
lo the obj*fion, That now believers aye onely branches, Abraham 
onely the yoote, and therefore the argument bolds not, 1f the parent be 
boly ſo is the childe, being under ſtood of ot her then Abraham ad bij: 
ſeed; hee anſwers, That yet the branches ſwell ingraffed become nata- 
ral branches, and receive as much from the roote as thoſe which grew 
naturally on it, ſo Gentile believes myſt bave the ſame priviledee, 
and that there are fprigges which grow/out of branches which may bee 
termed immediate rootes, But hee dpth not ſhew that the Apoſtle 
or any wiſe man ever termed greaſer boughes of trees rovtes to 
leſſer; neither dare hee ſay, the Agoſtle meant every beli:ving Fa- 
ther by the root, Rom, 11. 16, and therefore all this is impertinent 
to anſwer the objeRion, which way to invalidate the interence con. 
cerning the holineſs of every beliqvers infant, becauſe the Apoſtle 
ſaith, if the roote bee holy ſo are tha branches, becauſe Abrabam one- 
ly is the roote there, As for Mr. \pls, ſaying, I value it nor, it 
being without Scripture. It's ſufficie for pteſent to ſnew the 3r:- 
ſufficiency of Mr Bls, and Mr, Ss, ptocfes, I paſs on to vind;- 
cate my arguments from their pretended anſwers, 
Ho the Diſpute concerning the proof from Nom.;zn.16,17, for 
infants of believing Gentiles viſible Churchr.ember (hip and Baptiſm, 
was brought te this iſſue, Whether the ingtaffing Rom. 11. 7. imo the 
Olive tree, be meant of joyning a perſon to the inviſible Church of the 
ele& by giving faich according to ele on, ſo that none are ingraffed but 
true belicvers or ele& perſons as I aſſfert, is ſhewed in the firſt pare of 
this Re view ſect 1. Mr, Bl. and Mr. Sydenbam take on them to anſwer 
My arguments, _ 

The firſt is, That act of ingraffing to the Church which is made 
Gods ad by his fole power with ſuch an Emphaſis as implies it hopeleſs 
and im poſfible without the intervention of his omipotency, is, and can 
be no other ingraffing then into the inviſible Church by giving of faith 
according to election. Bur ſuch is the ingraffing Rem. 11.17 as 2ppears 
tom v. 23. Eveo, 

Mr, Sydenham anſwers, that te argue from Gods power to bis will, or 
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to election, or from bis power in general to the putting it forth abſolutely in 
ſuch a determinate act, is ſtrange, unſound in Bivinily, and reaſon, hut 
this is no anſwet. For there is no ſuch arguing made by me, My argu- 
ing is gone of choſe ways he mentions, but from the aſcribing the a& to 
God as done by his ſole power, without which jt were hopeleſs and in. 
p>!ſible, ro prove that it is more then man by his ordinary powet can 
do, hie can in this buſineſs be no other then the working of faith in the 
heart. And this the Coutraremonitrants thought found arguing in the 
conference at the Hague, and ſo de generally pleaders for jrrefiſtable 
converſion, And Mr. Sydenbam makes it lite te the reſurrefion of the 
dead, from v. g. which ſure no a& of man can perform. But admiſjj. 
on to the viſible Church may be performed by men, therefore the ingraf. 
ting cannot be admiſſion into the viſible Church, but an higher act ot gi. 
ving fairh according to election. 

But ſaith he, It in work of mighty power to take away the prejudice 
againft Chriſt, in Jews and Gentil es, to bring to outward confeſſion, To 
which | reply, it is no ſuch work but may be done by moral ſuaſion of 
Orators or Preachers, ſpecially backt with the encouragement and com- 
mands uf Kings and Emperours, as experience hach efren ſhemwed, there. 
fore this cannot be all which is meant by the ingraffi ag. 

But ſaith he, 1: will require an att of power to gat ber them but viſibly 
once again, and bring them into oxe entire body to make a viſible Church, 
when they are ſo ſcattered up and down all nations, To which I reply, 
1. The gathering them * into one place, is not ingraſfing them 
into the viſible Church; for ingrathng them im ports joyning them to 
others, but this gathering is a making them a diſtinct body of them- 
ſclves ; the gathering into one place is accidental to their ingraffing ic» 
ro their own Olive, he ingraſting may be without it; and iſ they go to- 
gether. it is likely che ingraſſiig will be before that gathering, and there. 
tore that gathering and this ingra ffing cannot be the ſame, 2. That ga- 
thering may be by che power and favour of Emperors and Kings, as it was 
by cyrus his Proclamation heretofore in their return to Feruſalem, and 
therctore is not this a& of ingraſſing which is aſcribed to God by his ſole 
power with ſuch an Emphaſss as implies it unfeaſable but by his omni po- 
rency. 

0 Mr Bl, ſaith, that I do wvainly make this engiaffing ta be in their 
ſenſe.no more then bapt ixing. But . whether I wrong my Antagoniſts, 

may be perceived from Mr,Ms. words in his Def, nce, p. 135. To what I 

ſaid, the Jews infants were graffed in by Circumciſion ;, therefore ours are 
to be ingraffed by Baptiſm. You anſwer, by demanding whetber ix 200d ſad- 
neſt 1 do thin the Apoſile here means by graffins in. bat ixing, or circumciſi. 
on, or in ſition by out ward e1dinances ; for if that were the meaning, then 

breaking off muſt be meant of uncircumciſing, or unbapti xing. To which I 
reply, that in good ſober ſadneſs I do think that graffing in is admiſſion into 
i ſible memberſhip, or viſible communion with the Church chriſt; and 

that the exterual ſcal of their viſible graffing in was Circumciſion, and of 

ours Faptiſm, And he diſputes againſt the ingraiting into the inviſible 

ChyRhb,therefore he can underſtand it of no more then baptiz ing. 2. Nor 

can 
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can Mr. B. conformably to his rener, For if the ingraffing be ſuch as 
js common to infants and parents, and it be admiſſion into the viſible 
Church of both, and infants are no way elſe admitted then by bap ia ing, 
the ingrafting is no other, 

Bur, ſaich he, we under Hand 2 diſcipling of Gentile nations, working 
the bea t to a profeſſed ſubjeAion to the way of God in ordinances tendered, 
and aſſ.nt of beayt unto a that 1s there promiſed, and achnowledge it 4 
work ab,ve the power of man, and conſeſſ it to be ſolely in the hand of God, 
a Gen. 9. 17. As 1. 71. e do not ſpeak of the bare admiſſion of oe 
that lands intituled, but the working of them 10 ſuch a title; and if an 
outward profeſſion bee in the power of mans will, yet to bring men or 
nations 10 ſuch a profeſſion cordially to embrace the Goſpel ſo ſavre as 
to aſſent to the truth of it, is above man, and a wer ge of no ſuch 


eaſe, 

F I reply, 1. Tf it be not bare ad-11iffion, but ſuch a work as he ſaith, 
theo infants ate none of the branches ingraffed, nor doth the ingraſfing 
belong to them, ſich they have onely bare admiſſion into the viſible 
Church by Baptiſm, 2. If tie c rofe ſſion be onely trum feat, or carnal 
hopes, this may be wreught by Teachers, Orators, eſpecially the fa» 
your and power of Princes concurring, and then it is no act above mans 
power to ingraff, But it the heart be Hrenght ro affent cordially, and ſo 
to profeſs Chriſt in hncet ity ( as ſome of Mr, Els. words ſeem to mean) 
then it is by giving faith acco;ding to election, and the inꝶ raffing into 
the inviable Church: And fo Mr, Bl, while he ſeems to anſwer my ar- 
gument, doth unawares confirm it, through the irrefr2gable fo: ce of the 
truth. Which might have been further cleared from the Text, Rom. 1 t. 
23. where it is ſaid, thc) alſo if they abide not in unbelief ſhall be gra ſſed 
wm, ſor God is able to graf them in again, Whence it follows, while they 
abide in unbeliof they are not graffed in, when they believe they are; 
Ergo, God ingraffs dy giving faith according to election. 

My ſecond argument was from v.15, 6, 17. whete the ingraffing 
is termed recenciliation oppoſite to caſting away. 

To this Mr, Sydenbam anſwers, 1. If I nean reconciliation in the 
ſtrifeft ſenſe, as it denotes pardon of fins, and being made friends with 
God by Chrifls atonement and mediatorſhip, then many abſurdities may fol- 
low + 1. That the Jews and their vejettion was the ground of the Gentile 
reconciliation unto God, 2. That no yeconciliation was obtained for the 
Gentiles before the Jews were broken off. 3. That tboſe which are 1econ- 
ciled and their ſens pardoned, may be casi off; for ſo were the Jews and ibe 
Cen ile threatned with the ſame miſery on the ſume ground, 

Anſw. 1. If by [ ground | be meant cauſe, ] I deny that to ſol l- 
on the expcfirion of reconciliation in the ſtricteſt ſenſe; if by [ ground | 
be meant one ly | eccaſcon | I grant it follows, but count it no abſurdity, 
it being the plain d clararion of the Apoſtle, 2. I grant the ſecond, it 
undei ſtood of the fulneſs or body of the Gentiles, and count it no ab- 
ſurdity; after the time of Gods ſeparating of 111ael to be his pecp'e, 
there were onely leme proſelytes reconciled to God, but no full and 
ample number, ſo as te make any numerous Church of therpſclyes, 5 ; . 
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The bird I yeeld as no abſurdity, underſtanding the caſting off of the 
ſame people, not the ſame perſons, from what their anceſtors were, not 
themſelves, | 3 RE 

But Mr. S. anſwers 21y. by diſtindtion of reconciliation into ou ward 
aud inward, and be would bave it meant of outward reconciliation, by 
bringing them in under the means of the Goſpel and the outward diſpen- 
ſation, of the Church, which is Gods common way to ſal vation, and is 
To ſome effectual to inward grace, un ethers onely to out ward privi- 
l-ages. 

Anſw, 1, This reconciliation would exclude infants, for they are nor 
ſo reconciled and conſequently not _— and ſo the argument for 
their ingraffing hence is evacuated, if the reconciliation ( which is con. 
felled to be the ſame with the ingraffing) be ſuch as agrees not to infants, 
2, He doth noth nor ſo much as offer to produce ene place of Scrip- 
ture in which reconciliation is ſo taken, nor one approved writer lo ex. 
pounding it. 3. Nor can it be expounded ſo, For it is no teconciliati- 
on at all which he deſcribes, In rcconciliarion there is ſtill takin 
away enmity, but in the bringing under the meanes of the Got 
pel thete may be no taking away of enmity, eicher ſtom them to Ged, 
tur they may hate him as much, yea more then before; or frem Ged to 
them, for he may hate them as much or more then before. 4. Nor in 
this place can it be the meaning. For the reconciliation of the world, 
2. 15. is v. 12. theriches of the world, of the Gentiles, Bu; their riches 
imports ſomething -ppolite to their fall, diminiſhing,or dett iment; end 
their fall muſt be ti damnation, for it is v. 11, oppoſed to falvati- 
—_ riches muſt needes rherefore bee to ſalyation, ſo termed 
ef. 11. 5 
Bur, ſaick he, The body of the Gentile world (which I mean) are 
*© not {@ reconciled as by election and ſaving grace, though the ſound cf 
the Goſpel hath gone through all the wor id. 

Anſw, The body of the Gentiles, that is a full ample part of them 
incomparably greater then the number of the proſelytes to the Jewiſh 
Church is reconciled, and bath been for many ages to God by election 
and ſaving grace, 

Mr, Bl. alſo anſwers by diſtindt ien of reconciliation gradual, either to 
take in, or hold 2 people in viſible communion ; or total, to receive them 
with an everlaſting delight in them, The former he exemplifies out of 
Ex0d,32.40,11.12,13,14, And thus applies it. Reconcilia jon is 
oppdſite to caſting away, The Jews then by reconciliation are brought 
*< znco that ſtare, out of which they were once caſt; but they were nor 
** caſt out of the Church invifible ; not out of eleRion and juſtificati- 
en, but out of a viſihle Churchſare and fellowſhip, Breaking off, as 
Mr. T. well ſaith, is the ſame as caſting away, and reconciliation the 
<© ſame as ingrafftinz, Their reconciliation or ingrafting is then into 
that condition from which they were broken, out of Which they were 
** caſt; now they were caſt out of the Church viſble, not out of the 
Church invifible z when they were in a Churchſtate they were nigh 
** un;o God, Dent. 4. 7. Pal. 148.14. Epheſ 2.17, Their reconciliatt- 
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don brings them into the ſame Churchſlate, which is a reconciliation 
te gradual not total. 

Anſw, The caſting away v. 15, is the ſame with the caſting away 
v. 1, 2. Which is oppoſite to Gods fore-knowledge v. 3. to the election 
of grace v. . which obtained, and the caſtaway were hardned or blin- 
ded v. 7, 8,9, 10. which he that underſtands of any other caſting away 
then from the grace of election, and effectual calling, and the inviſible 
Church tecms to me to pervert the Apoſt es meaning very groſly, Nor 
do I conceive it any abſurdity to ſay that the Jewiſh people in Pauls 
time were broken off or caſt away trom that election, and ſtate in the 
inviſible Church which they never had in their own perſons, but their 
anceſtors had, and they in courſe had obtained but for their unbelief. 
As for the reconciliation in all places where he mentions it in bis Epi- 
files, hee means ic of that reconciliation which is by effeual conver- 
lion, and juſtification, through Chriſts death, on which ſollewes ſal- 
vation, Rom. 5, 10, 11, 2 Cor. 5. 18, 19,20, Col. 1. 21 and not of 
Mr, Bs, gradual reconciliation, of which hee kath nut brought one 
inftance for the uſe of the word in bis ſenſe, nor is his example any 
thing like co the buſineſs in hand; For it was not a teconciliation fo 
a5 to bring them to the priviledges of a vi ible Churchſtate, bur ſo to 
pardon the fin of — — tue golden Calf, as not utterly to de- 
ſtroy that p:ople, though che ſinners fell in the Wilderneſs : which 
was onely an abatement of puniſhment, not an eſtating in priviledges 
as Mr. B. would ha ve ir. 

But Mr. F. to my urging any one to ſhew mee in Scripture or 
any approved Proteſtant Writer, ſuch uſe of the word reconciliati- 
on at his is, and my alledging Proceſtanc approved Writers for my ex- 
poſttion, chus faith. 

1. when Mr. T. pleaſeth, hee can beap up phraſes which are onely ante 
aſed in a ſele#t ſenſe in Scripture, and that to bold bis interpretation of 
boly and unclean, 1 Cor, 7, 14, when the context clearly evinces the 
contrary, But that this is falſe, and that the text clearly evinceth my 
— is fully proved in the firſt part of this Review, Section 
22, &c. 

Secondly, ſai h hee, Maſter T when bee pleaſes, dire undertake the 
defence of an opinion beld unanimouſly by al Papiſts, and as mnn- 
muuſly oppoſed by Proteſtants, as in that of Covin.nt bolineſ,, : 

Bur chis alſo is another f Maſter Fs. calumnics and unbro- 
therly taunts which bee frequently uſeth inſtesd of anſwers, and 
if there had been in him any candour ot minde towards mee he had 
deen ſatisfied with my anſwer in my poſtſcript, SeR. 13. But ſith hee 
writes 2g1inſt me in a Cynical humour, I paſs by his ſnat linge, and 
leave the cauſe to the Lord. 

Thirdly, faith he, Gomarws, Tam. i. p. 11. obſerves that world is 
tahen in tha ſenſe, in Rom. 11, 13,15, 47 in no other Scripture. But I 
think this is not true, i: is taten in the ſame ſenſe 1 Tim. 3. 16, and I 
think 2 Cor. 5.18, 19, 1 Jeb. 2. 2. a i 

Four thly, ſaich he, if reconriliation in 20 other place bo ſo xſed, yet liitie 
Rrrr guned; 
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gained ſeeing as wee have [een there are paralel phraſe: that hold out the 
ſame thing to us, 

Anſw, 1, Thoſe paralcl phraſes were never yet ſeen by me, 2, The 
thing is gained which is bete contended fer, if reconciliation ſtill Ggni. 
fe total reconciliation in the Seripture when it ſpeakes of Goſpel re. 
conciliation, and there js no cogent reaſon-ro move us to recede from 
that ſenſe here, and reconriliation be the ſame with ingratfing, ſurely 
ingratfing is by giving faith according to elect ion, and the Church inte 
which the ingratfing is, is the inviſible, | 

Mr, Bl, produceth a ſpeech of Ravanelivs ( which I have not) 
for his ſenſe, But the words as hee producerh th m ſcem not to 
mee to have that ſenſe which Mr. BI. alledgeth them for, bur rather 
my ſenſe, and a paſſage in the Annetations, and another in Dr. Feat. 
ley the Author of them on thoſe Epiſtles, But in neither doth Dr. Feat. 
ley ſay by the reconciliation to God Rom. 11, 15. is meant bare vouch- 
ſafing a viſible Churchſtate; and by c:ſting away, and breaking off a 
leſs of viſible priviledges, nor do Peter Martyr or F ucer ſay ſo, And 
however I finde Proteſtant Writers do expound the 12 and 
breaking off in many of their writings of the visible Church, yet 
thoſe ſpeeches which T alledged out of Mr. Bal and Dr, Ames are 
full to prove the reconci/iation Rom. 11. 15. to be ſaving, and they that 
underſtand by breaking off there, more then the loſs of viſible privi- 
ledges, may notwithſtanding Mr, Bls, cenſure without any fhift in chat 
point be acquitted from Arminianiſm, 

My third arg, was from v. 20, ingraffting muſt be by giving faith, 
becauſe it is by faith that the branch ſands in the tree. To this Mr. 8. 
and Bl, both anſwer by granting the coneluſion, that it is by giving faith, 
But this faith Mr, S. makes proſeſion of faith, Mr, Bl, a faith of pro. 

efron. 
f To which F reply, 1. If it were faith profeſſed by which the 
branches ſtand in the tree, yet infants are excluded from being of 
the branches, for they ſtand not by faith profeſſed, 2. That it is net 
profetiion of faith, ox faith barely dogmarical which js meant Rom. 11. 
20, I prove 1, thus, That ſtanding which is a perſeverance unto fal- 
vation is not by bare profeſſion of faith, but true juſtifying faith, 
But the ſtanding Rom, 11, 20. is that ſtand ng which is a perſeverance 
unte ſalyation, ergo. The major is manifeſt; for it is not a bare pro- 
feſſion ot faith whereby a man perſeveres to ſalyation, but that which 
is juſtifying. The minor is plain from the text. The ſtanding which 
is oppoſed to falling in which God ſhews his ſ:yeriry, is flanding 
by perſeycrance unto falyation, This Ipreſume will be yeilded, dited 
oppoſite termes being according to Logick rules ro bee underſtood 
in a direct cppohrte ſenſe. But the landing Row. 17,0, is oppoſed to 
falling in which God ſhews bis ſeverity verſ. 2, Ergo, 2. The ſtanding 
which was to bee prevented by beeing not high minded but fearing, 
and the loſing of which was to bee feared, is not a bare ſtanding in the 
viſible Church, nor by bare profeſſion of faith, But the loſs of the ſtan- 
ding was to be. ſeared, and to be prevented by not being high minded but 


fearing 
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aring, v. 10. For the loſs of ſtanding in the viſible Church needs not 
bee ſo much feared, and a leſs care would ſerve turn to p:event it, 3. 
That ſtanding which would not prevent Gods not ſparing, is not the 
ſanding meant Rom. It, 10, For that would prevent Gods not ſparing, 
v. 21. But the ſtanding onely in the viſible Church by proteſſion of 
faith, would not prevent Gods not ſparing, Matt. 7. 13. Ergo, 4. That 
faith and ſtanding are meant here, which in o het places in that and o- 
ther Epiſtles are meant by the Apoſtle, when hee ſpeakes of the 
Game thing. But in thoſe places ſtanding ſo as 10 perſevere to ſal- 
ration, and juſtifying faith are meant, as Rom, 5. 2. and 14. 4, 
2 Cor. 1. 24. Ergo. 5, That ſtanding and that faith is not meant 
of which it may bee ſaid the root beareth them not, verſe 18. Bur 
of them who onely ſtand in the vibble Church by 2 pi oſeſſion of 
faith, ic may bee ſaid the root beareth them not, For the root is As 
braham, and hee is a root or father to none but thoſe who have ju- 
ſtifying faich, Rem, 4.17,12, Ergo, 6, By that faith the branches 
ſtand which is directly oppoſite to tbe wnbelief by which othets were 
broken off, ve. 20, But that was unbelicf of heart, and not of 
mouth onely, ergo, the faith is in the heart, and not in the mouth 
onely by which che tranch:s ſtand, 7. That faith the branches ſtand 
by v. 20, by which they are partakers of the root and fatneſ of the - 
live, Bur that is juſtify ing faith, as ſhall be ſhew. d in the vindication 
of the next argument, Ergo ; 

Mr. S. takes upon him to prove it meant of the viſible C hurch 
by ptoſeſlion of faith by ſome of Mafter (g. arguments, which be- 
cauſe they are anſwered already in the rt Part of this Review, 
Sef, 6, &c, I let pass: onely whereas hee ſaith, can any man conceive 
that they ſhould boa(t becauſe the branches the Fewes were brogen from 
elefflim and true faith, that they might be graffed m by anew aft of Gods 
election, and by true and ſaving faith ? 

I anfwer, though they might not thus boaſt, yer they _ boaſt 
* God having broken off the Jews, had in'iheir ſtead ingrat- 
fed them, by giving ſaving faich according to his eternal ele& jon. 

And to what hee ſaith from v. 20, 21, 22, 13 What, are they ex- 
bort ed ts look leaſt they bee cut off ſrom Gods ele lion &c2? wit M. I. 
turn a downvieht Arminian, that bee may bave any ;lea ogainſt the hapti- 
Ing of poor infants ? | 

1 anſwer, 1. that I ſcarſe think that ſcribler did well know what Ar- 
minieniſm was, and that 1 have ſufficiemly acquit ed my ſelf from that 
which is indeed Arminianiſm, and better chen his magnified Aurthor 
Mr. 2. 2, That ie might with as good reaſon icypcach the Apoſtle of 
downright Arminzaniſm, in that he ex horts us to give all diligence that 
we make our calling and election ſure, 2 Pet. 1. 10. 

Mr,8! when he cannot untie this knot, endeayours to cut it a ſunder 
by this affercion, after many words which need no anſwer ; That there 
no ſuch thing in alt Scripture as ingr. fir inte the Church inviſible by 
faith , ak tngraffiag is inte the body viſible, and therefore by a ſanh 
of proſeſion, And yet his three firſt arguments wheteby hee would 
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ove this propoſſ jon, do conclude no ingraffing but into Chrift 
Fra 2 y — into the inviſible nor viſible, which js di- 
rely to contradiR his own ſaying, 41 ingraffing is int the body vip. 
ble. Bur let's view his proofs about this poſition con.erning which it 
pleaſerh Mr, Bl. to enter into the lifts with me. 

1. Saich hee, All ingraſting is into that ſubject, which im- 
cc mediarcly receives what is ingraffed, as the ſtock receives the 
„ ſyens, but it is CHRIST, and not the Church inviſible that 
c receives the elect believer; Chriſt dwels in us by faith, ſo wee in 
« Chriſt, Epbeſ. 3. 17. 

Anſw. | his argument is made by Mr, EI as if hee on purpoſe 
meant to refure himſelf, For 1. he wou'd prove there is no ingratting 
of cle believers into the inviſible Church bat into Chriſt, becauſe 
hee onely receives the ele believers; which If ti ue it would follow; 
Firſt, that e lest bclieyers are not ingtaffed into the viſible Church, 
but onely non. clect proleſſours of faith who are hypocrites, and ſo 
the viſible Church ſhould have no elect ones in it, but all reprobatet. 
Secondly, i the reaſon were good there ſhould bee no ingraffing of 
prof flors of faith into the viſible Church contrary to his affertion, that 
all ing affing i into the body viſible, For it is Chriſt that immediately 
receives, that is owns or acknowledgeth bare profeſſours of faith as vi- 
fible Thurchmembers, as well as he receives, that is owns andacknow. 
ledgethas his invifible members, them who ate ingraffed into his lavi- 
ſible body, 3. Tf wee be ingraffed by that faith by wbich Chriſt d wels is 
us and we in Chrift, Epheſ. 3. 17, then we are ingraffed into the olive by 
that (aich which is juſtifying (for by no other faith doth Chriſt dwell 
in us nor wee in him, nor is any other meant Epbeſ”, x, 17. as is appa» 
rent from the text, the prayer of the Apoſtle being not for a bare dog- 
mat ical faith, which they had already, but juſtifying, perſevering, where- 
by Chrift might dwelt in their hearts by bis ſpirit, &c, ) and the ingraf. 

ag is into Chriſt, and conſequently into the inviſible Church, But ſo 
it is by Mr, Bls, argument, ergo. 

2, I anſwer ingraffing is a metaphor and it notes uniting or joy 
ing, and this joyning is not natural but ſpiritual or moral, and may 
bee at a remote bodily diſtance, and without the knowledge of thoſe to 
whom the perſcn is ingraffed, and may be to Chriſt, and to his inviſible 
body or viſible, without any act of the-Church viſible or inviſible 
which may bee termed receiving; yea if Mr, Bs, pojition bee right, 
Plain Script, proof, &e. part. 1. ch. 27. thit a Ma living alone in 4 
merica may yet bee a member of the viſible church. Foy bee bath that 
which conflituteth bim a vi/hle member 1bough there bee none to diſcern 
it, a man may bee ingraffed into the Church viſible though neicher hee 
know any other Chyrchmember, nor any other know him, and therefore 
I deny Mr. Bls. major propofition in his argument, if under ſtosd (as it 
muſt be if ir be to the purpoſe) of that metaphorical ingraffing which is 
Ron, 11.17, &e, 

2 Saith he, AU ingraffin» is into that which gives ſap and juyce tothe 
ingraffed,s the flock from the root to the ſyens ; now chi gives ſap 2 
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ele believing, not the Churth ; andtherefore it i not into the Church, but 
into Chriſt, 

Anſw. t. This argument alſo gainſays Mr, Bls, propoſition. that 
alt ingraffing is into the body viſible ; for it is not the body viſible that 
gives ſap to theeleR believing, or profeſſors of faith, but Chriſt ; and 
therefore by this argument there is no ingraſfing inte the body viſible. 
2, Chriſt one ly gives lap and juice effectively, Abrabam exemplarily ; 
the Church dorh it onely as a veſlcl receiving it, as the ſtock receives it 
firſt, then th: bi anch; the veins receive the bloud, then ihe other parts 
of the body: And if Mr. Bl. major be unde tſtoood of any other giving 
juice, t is deniedy if of this, the minor. 3 

3. Saith he, I ſaving faith ingraff the branch into the Church invi- 
fible, then the Church inviſible is the proper objef of ſuch fab; but the 
Church is no ſuch objeft of ſaith, but Chriſt, 

Anſw. 1, The ſame arg u nent ho'ds thus, If proſeſſion of faith in- 
graff into the Church viſible, then the Church viſible is the proper b- 
Je of ſuch profelſion: But the Church viſible is no ſuch object, but 
Chriſt; therefore there is no-ingraffing by profeſſion of faith into the 
Church viGble, contrary to Mr, Bs, tenet; 2. To ſay the Church in- 
viſible is the object of faith, is no more then to ſay, to believe the Holy 
Catholick Church is an Article of the Creed, and this | think Mr. | 7, 
counts no abſurdity, 3. The conſequence of the major propoſition is 
denied, Fai h that ſaves hath the object Chriſt, and as irreſpe.1s Chriſt 
doth un ite or ingraff us to him as to our head, and to the in iſible Church 
as his body. 

4 Saith he, That ſuppoſed imgroffing into the inviſible Church, is ei. 
ther known to the body mviſible, or unwitting ; if known, then it is not 
mvifeble, They have no light to diſcern an mviſtble work if unknown, 
then there could net be ſuch a diſpute about the new ingraffing of Gen- 
tiles , nor complaint of breaking oF of the Jewes, all being done by 
n invifible- tranſlation, and ſo the ſubjef of the queſtion is taken 
away 
Anw. It was known to ſome ofthe inviſ ble, to others not; though 
it were known yet it might be inviſible, they had light ro diſcern an in- 
Viable work : Though the work were unknown to ſome, ver there might 
be a diſpute about the new ingraffing of Gentiles, and complaint of 
breaking off the Jews, 25 there was As 11. though all were dene by an 
inv iſible tranflation: So that there is no truth or ſtrength in this rope 
of ſand Mr, Bl, makes. and the ſubje& of the queſtion ſtill remains, 
There is 23 much furilicy in the reſt of his dictates. Scheibler ſaith in 
bis Tepickt, A not- being cannot be a part dividing ; yer be ſai h, incaſe 
any defend that to be which yet is not, in conti overſies ſuch a diviſion 
is to be ſuppoſed, But how vainly Mr. BI. hath diſputed againſt an in- 
graffing into the inviſible Church, may be diſcerned. and thereby how 
frivolouſly ne compares ĩt to a mountain of ayr, And what he ſaith, that 
the acceſt of the Gentiles iu the Act was au ingraffiag into the Church viſi- 
Ne, may be gia ted, and it may be true that it was into the inviſible 
Church alſo. One new man, Ephef. 2. 1 5. is true onely of the inviſible 
Church 
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Church; for the Gentiles were never one viſible Church with the 
Jews, except ſome few profelyres of them, T har the v3ſible Church com. 
municales ſap and juyce which is the fatneſs of the Olive in ordinances, ang 
that ſaith dogmaticalleoks uon the Church (meaning the viſible ) as the 
rartial object, are di dates, which I need not teſute, ſi th there is no proof 
brought tor them, As I concei e he means them, they are falſe; ſo 
much for the vindication of my:third argument, 

My fourth argu nent is from v.17. thus, That ingrafting is meant 
Y. 17. wacreby che wild Olive is co-partaker af the ruut and iatneſs of 
the Olive tfee ; Bur ſuch is onely by giving faith according to election; 
Ergo, I proved the minor by ſhewing that Abraham is ther e the root ag 
the Father of the faithtull, and the ſaneß of the Olive not priviledges of 
outward ordinances, but righteouſneſs, 

Mr, Sydenham anſwers it by referring to Mr, Bl, and cenſuring my 
anſwer to him as 4 poor evaſion, which 1 ſhall free from this cenſure in 
my reply to Mr, Bl, Yer Mr. S. ſcribles ſomewhat beſides, which I ſhall 
reply to. He begins with queſtions, 1, ere not the natural branches 
which were broken off part aters of the fatneſs of the root? Anſw, No. 
Azd were they ail elected and partaiers of ſaving graces, or ont ward p/ivi. 
ledges onely > Anſw, None of the branches broken off were elected or 
partakers of ſaving graces, though ſome were of outward priviledges, 
And why then ſhould it he thought abſurd ſor the Gentiles by ingraffing to 
pirtake of the fatueſt of the root onely in outward priviledges, ſeermy it was 
ſo with the natural branches, and they all grow on the ſameroot ? Anſw, 
The natural branches a+ natural did not grow on the ſame root wich the 
ingraffed; 4brabam was not a natural Father to the ingraffed branch- 
es, they deſcended not from biz by nuural generation, nor did the na- 
tural branches which were brokeu. off grow on the ſame ſpiritual root 
with the ingraffed, Abraham was indeed the Father of the faithful 
Gentiles, and they his ſeed ſpiritually z bur ſo he was not 20 the Jews 
broken off, nor they ever in their own pet ſons in the Olive tree, as it 
notes the Church of true believers, or in Abrabam the root as 15 meant 
Rom 1. 1 7. nor were ever partakers of the fatneis of it, but the Gen- 
tiles were; nor did the Jews fall from election and ſaving graces 
which they had in their own perſons, but which they had in courſe 
been partakers ef if they had believed, which I have cleared more 
fully in my anſwer to Mr. Cobbet, in the firſt part of this Review, 
ſc, 10. 

He tels me further, 1:'s zm:proper.to call a root an exemplary cauſe; 
there is no barmony between tbem ; and example conveyed aothuny ; bert 
is a conveyance of fat neß. 

Auſw. It is improper to term an exe plary cauſe a root, for it is 
a metaphor; but it is no more improper then to term an exemplary 
cauſe a Father, as the Apoſtle doth Abrabam the Fathtr of believers, 
Rom.4.11,12.,when yet the Text makes bim only ſuch by his exemy lary 
believing; and if there were harmony between a Father and n exempla- 
ry cauſe, though Abraham conveyed nor faith or righteouſneſs, but a8 
an example; there is harmony berween a root and an exemplary — 
rhoug 
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though ic convey nothing bur as an example + Nor is i unſuitable to 
good language 10 ſay, the ingraffed branches are partakers of the fatneſs 
or fulne is ot Aby abam as an example, That fatnefs the Jews had from 
Abraham which is meant Rom. 17,17, they had net from bim as 2 natu- 
ral lather, nor did God make the Evangelical Covenant with bim and 
bis nat aral ſeed, nor do the ingrafted branches ever become natu'al bran- 
ches, though they partake of Evangelical benefits as well as the be lie- 
ring Jews, who were natural branches, What Mr. S. adds in anſwer to 
my objection, that if it were meant of ourward priviledges n were falſe; 
for the Gentiles were not partakers of the outward priviledges of Abra- 
ham, that Abraham is @ root in the New Teflament as well as in the Old. 
grant; but deny what he adds, and ſtiff fands' by wertue of the Cove- 
naxt 10 believers and their children: For neither is there ſuch a Cove. 
nant, and it thete were, yer Abraham could be a rout onely to his natu- 
ral ſced, nor to Gentiles by ver:ue of that Covenant, And what he 
adds, that though old Teſtament ordinances were taken away with the Jews 
and that Chuych-ſtate, yet the root 3s not taken away ; but the New Teſba- 
ment priviledges grow on the ſame rant; and our ingraffing in gives ws to 
he partakers of the fatneſs of them, as well as it gave to the Few3 the parti- 
cipation of for mer priviledges until they were broken off; letting pals the 
vanity of the ſpeeches, that aur ingraffng gave to the fem the participati.. 
on of former pi viledges, which they bad nut by our ingratting, bur their 
own propagation from the root, and that the ems had the priviledges till 
tbey were br ohen off, whereas the perſons broken off never had the fate, 
meant Rom. i 1.17. all this anſwer avoids not the objeRion, bur plai ly 
grants the argument. For it tbe Old Teſtament er divances and the Jew. 
iſ cburchſtate were tahen away (which all that are againſt a nations! 
Church-frame muſt aver) then if by fatnef be meant out ward #rdinances 
and Churcbflate, the Gentiles cannot be ſaid to pariake of them, nor 
they be meant by tbeſatueſs, Rom. 11.17. Let's examine what Mr, Hl. 
faith ro this argument. 

1, He denies that be ever ſaid every belzeving parent is the root, a 106% 
he makes them, zot the root, Bur by his leave I charge him with no- 
thing but what doth plainly follow from his words, For that is the root 
accerding to him which communicates Covenant holineſs and Church- 
ſtate, and of whom it is verified if the root be holy ſo are the branch- 
es, Bur this is ſaid by him in his Vindic. Fed. p 277. and cliewhere. 
of every believing parent; therefore it Mr, Bl. avouch his own argu. 
ngs, he make every believing parent the root, Rem 11.1617. 

What Mr. Bl. ſpeaks, that other parents are roots to their pofferity, is 
granted, and needed not to be proved by Mr. BY ut that they being bo- 
ly perſons are holy roots communicating Covenant holineſ to their children, 
is not proved by Ir. Bl. That the Covenant cr promiſe of God made 
to Abraham, Gen.15.5. & 17 4,7. did aſſure and o conſtitute &brabam 
to be the root of the Church of true believers, is not denied, nor chat 
Circumciſion did (ealro him the righteouſneſs of faith as a believer and 

tbe fatber of believers, Kom.4.11,12, But the form denominating him 


Father of believers, ot reo of the Olive, is propagating them by — ex- 
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emplary faith + Nor was Hadid by his Covenant, or Feſſe, or any other 
believing parent a root or father in the ſenſe Rem. 4. 11. & 11.1617, 
Though they were natural roots co their poſterity, and builders of the 
houſ: of Iſrael, and the Fat bers 1 cor. 10.1. by natural generation; yer 
none are ſaid to build as Abraban, from whem the fatneß, Rom 11, 17. 
is derived, and not from any ot her intermediate tather, For Abrabam 
had been tather though he had had no child by natural generation, Mar, 
3.9. deſcending from him: Nor can it be t ue, that he is termed the 
root by realon of natural generation For then the Gentiles had nor 
been bran. hes and children, and -11 the branches had been natural, con- 
ttary ie v. 21,24. ö 

To this faith Mr, BU, © He makes them wild onely at their firſt in- 
© graffing, and ſo was all Terabs race wild likewiſe, till that change of 
© taitn wrovght in Abrahams call, and the Covenant God entred with 
© him; we now are natural as they were, and cannot be called wild, but 
in our firſt original. 

Anſw. They that were ingraffed were ftill branches of the wild 
Olive, and ſo are we that are believers of the Gentiles, for that tit le is 
by natare and natural deſcent, Rom,t1.24, which is not changed by 
grace, though the fruit and ſap be changed that is the qualities and acti · 
om by ingraſfing + We that are believers of the Gentiles are not the 
branches according to nature, for that is plainly meant of the Jews one- 
ly, Kom. 1. 24. when it is ſaid, they that ave according to nature ſhall be 
graffed in their own Olive, Which ſhews that the term they that are accor. 
ding to nature i proper to the Jews: But if exery believing patent 
ſhould ve tbe root, Rom.11,16,17, then every Gentile believers child 
ſhould be a natural branch, contrary to v. 24. for they are all beſides 
nature, and no believing Gentile nor his child i» now or hath been a na- 
tural branch in the ſenſe the Apoſtle means, Rom. 11. 24. 

Bur Mr. Blr. chief objection is this, ** If the ingrafſting be by a 
* ſaving faith enely, to derive ſaving grates perſonal y inherent, 283 
fruit of election from Abrabam, then it myſt needs be that we are eled 
„in Abraham. Abraham may ſay, without me ye can do nothing, and 
© he that believech in me, out of his belly ſhall flow rivers of living wa- 
ter: And we may ſay, the liſe that we live in the fleſh, we live by faith 
«in cke ſon of Terab, This muſt neceſſarily follow, if Abrabam be the 
© root, no one ly reſpective to a conditional Covenant, but tothe gra» 
©: ces under cendition covenanted. 

Anſw. 1, This objeRion may be thus retorted, Ii che ingraffing be 
by a faith of profeſſion onely, to derive : nely outward ordinances, out - 
ward ptiviledges, Covenant holineſs, viſible Crurchmembe' ſhip, a: 3 
fruit vf the Covenant trom Abraham, 1ſaac, and Facob the ror, when 
we arc is Covenant in brabam, Iſaac, and Facob: They may ſay wich- 
out us ye cannot be viſible Chu: cimembers, &c. he that profe ſſeih faith 
ia us, ſhall have ourward Church priviledges; the priviled-es we have 
in the viſible Church, we hav: by profeſſion of 4:ich in the ſon of Terab, 
This muſt neceffa ily follow, it Abraham, Iſaac, and Facob be the root 
reſpe&ive to tht Covenant and Covenant holineſs, as Mr; Bt. —_ 

n 
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when Mr. l. hath freed himſe'f from theſe abſurdities, I ſhall have ſonre- 
what more to anſwer him, 2. In the mean time my anſwer in my Apo- 
logy is, that the abſurdities follow not on my opinion, who make not A- 
b:4ham a roo: as communicating faich by infuſion or impecration media- 
tory as Chriſt, but as an exemplary caule ot believing, in which ſenſe he 
is tiled the ſatber of believers, Rom. 4 11, 12, 

To this Mr. Bl. in his flirting faſhjon replies thus, A root not by 
communication, but example, an ingraffing not to have any thing commu- 
nicated from the root, bt to initate it, us fuck a Catathyeſis as m.y well 
nate ak Rhetorich - ſhamed of it ; and if the Sun ever ſaw a more notable 
piece of non ſenſe, I am to ſeeꝶ what ſenſe is. A root is tos low in the earth 
is have its examples followed, and a yen ſuchs in je, but knowes not 
bow to imitate. q 

Anſw. 1. Mr. 81, grofly abuſeth me by iaſinuating as if I mentio- 
ned a root not by communication, but example: and myraffing not to have 
ary thing from the vos, but to imitate it: But this I laid, that Abraham 
dy not termed the root as communicating faith by in fuſion, or impeera- 
lion mediarory as Chriſt, but as an exemplary cauſe of believing, and 
the ingraffing I make to bee Gods act of giving faith after abrabams 
example, whereby righ,couſneſs is communicared from Abrabam as the 
precedent oc pattern, according to which God gives both, though the 
branches do not themſelves imitate Alrabam. Now this is no more non- 
ſenſe then to term him a father without any other begetting or commu- 
nicativg then as an exemplary cauſe, which the Apcſtle doth, Rom. 4. 
11, 12. and (as | ſhew in the firſt part of this Review, Sed, 2. pag. 
I',) Dr. ui let, Diodati, Parexs, do ſo expound the roo: and father 
of the faithfall ; fo that if there bee non-ſenſe, theſe learned men with 
the Apoſtle are to bee charged with it, as well as my ſelf, which may 
redoun4 more to Mr. Bs. then to the ſhame of Rhetorick, And if 4 
root bee tos low in the earth to bee as an example, © is a fathers beget- 
ng tos hidden a thing to bee our example, yer Abrabams believing 
and juſtificatzon may bee Gods example according to which hee gives 
faith and righteouſneſs, 2. When Mr. Bl. makes Abrabam, Iſaac and 

ace, the root as communicating "Ordinances, viſible Charchmem- 

ſhip, c. I would know how hee makes them communicating roots 
of theſe to believing Gentiles infants. Sure not by natural'generati- 
on, for neither mediately nor immediately are tiſey roots to them 
that way: net by tcaching or example, tor they are not things imi- 
table, nor are they to them teachers, or viſible examples: not by 
— to them the Covenant, that is, Gods act. What way 
ſoever hee make them the root according to bis opinion there will bee 
2s much non-ſenſe and ſhame to Rhetorick, and lefs truth in his ex- 
plicarion then in mine, What bee adds, that whaſvever kind of roor 
I make it, For it 33 4 communicative root, verſ. 17. 1 grant it in the 
ſenſe expreſſed, not bf communication by infufion or mediatery im- 


er 
petration, ' but'as an dl. | f 
Arid what dee faith further, dat the term Fatber and root arc pot 
a's, yet in the main ibey agree 7 as muchas I need to wow 
SIT f that 
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chat it is no mort non-ſenſe to term him a toot who communicates ſap 
onely as a pattern, then it ĩs to tetm him 4 Father who begers onely 1 
an example. ds Bars 

And whereas hee ſaich, both metaphors aptly ſet forth what tht bray. 
ches as from a'root, the children as from a Fther receive, namely their 
title to the Covenant ſrom him ; and thereſore as to Abraham, ſo tg 
all Iſtael pertaineg, the Covenant? and the Adoption, Ram, 9, 4,5. And 
ſs 18 all that are become children ànd branches with them, I gtant the me. 
taphors ſer forch what the branches and children receive from the recg 
and father: But chat the thing received is title to the Covenant in Nr, 
Eli. ſenſe, that is to be pattakers of outward ordinances (which. is more 
truly non» ſenſe then my expreſſion of a root b ex oplat ity, ot that to 
Abraham and ſo to all Iſratl pertained, the ä — and adoption 
Rom. 9. 4, J. or that tothe ingraffed branches or. Gentile children of 
Abrabam, be langed the Covenants and adoption and other p iviledges 
which are there appcoptia ed to 1/7ae! after the fl th, though not impar. 
teq to all) there alledged, is denied. Til. to the Covenant of grace 
is not communicated t Gentile believers any otherwiſe, then in that 
they are made Abrahams ſeed by faith, and this is communicated to 
them no etherwiſc from Abraham then as an example, and theretore he 
is a root no other way hen ] ailigne, it there bee any, other way it is 
more then yet Mr. II. hath ſhewed. 

Yer hee adds, ihe title Father 3s yet extended to a greater Latitude, 
as bee doth impart to bi iſſue ( 4s before) ſo beets a patienn and example 
as even natural parents are ligewiſe atcording as Rom, 4. 73, ( quoted by 
ur. T.) is [et ſerth, yet that plate is too palpably abuſed. 

 anſw, I hough Fathers bee examples and patterns to thelr chil 
dremin theic ad ions, yet not all nor onely parents are ſuch, nor is Ar 
bam called a Father thete becauſe hee was a good pattern onely, but 
becauſe hee as the Atchitype or 1 pattern begat Jews and Gen. 
tile believers as his ſeed to faith, nor in this or any thing have I abuſed 
the Apoſtle, | RE Lal and ie 15 : 

Mr. Bl. tels mee. The Reps of the, faith of the Father Abraban 
<< is the N of faith which Abraham believed, or the profeſſion 
Hof faith which hee male, All that were profeſſedly Jews, and alk that 
© were profeltedly N Griftidps, wall in the ſte ps of that faith: All 
e circumciſed believers had not that fajth that juſt fies, nor yet all 
« the uncircumciſed ; and Abrabars is a father of beth, Hee could 
© bee. exemplary. as a pattern to bee followed, onely in that which 
* is ker, 3 his faith gaz juſtifying could not bee. ſeen to bet 
© amitared, | +5 ad 163 | 

4nſw. I abhor it to abuſe the Apoſtle ſo palpably as Mr, BL doth 
here, For ic appeais not 8 rom the main drift of the Apoſtle in the 
whoſe Chapter ehe ecially 49,19 bur alſa frgm. the. u 

3000 f might bg imputedde them Mo, darn 
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with the heart, Ram. 10 19. An efare thoſe. ſpeeches, acc papa 
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ih which Abraham believed ( which may be by a Teacher chat neithet 
believes nog profefieth ) or the profeſſion of ſath which be made (which 
. or Simon Magus might have, and fo ſhould have righte- 
ouſneſs imputed to them as Abrabam had ) that all profeſſed Jeet 

„ Chriſtuans walke in the ſteps af that faith,: that Abratam 11 Fe- 

ther of thoſe uncircunciſed belicuers who had noi that feith that juſti. 

81. As for Mr, Bs, reaſon, it is againſt himſelfe; for / brabams 
peofe Mon could no more bee ſrene to bee imitated in the Apoſtles 
dayes then his faith as juſtifying ; both might be known by Gods 
ward, and be follewed as a pattern, though I conceive the Apoſtle 

makes thoſe to walt in the ſteps of Abrahams ſaith, who do believe 
2s hee did, though they never ſaw or heard of Ab aba b:lieving, 
as be may be (aid to Write aftet a Copy who writes ti.c ſame, though he 
never ſaw the Copy, « 

He adds, © And the like he hath pag. 78. I make 4brabam onely 

« the root, as he is onely the Father ot believers exemplarily; and 
« that which made him the Father of believers, was not the Covenant, 
* bac his exemplary faith, ds 1 gather,from the words of the Apaſt le, 

Rom 9. 16,17, 8,19, 1. Did none but Abrabam give an example unto 
others of believing ? The Apoſtle to the Hebrews lets him out, abap 1 f. 
« as one example among many; we find many that went before him, A- 
« bel, Euch, Noab ; and more that followed after him. And 1 ſhould 
« rather think that the Tex: by him, produced, proves without any con- 
« tradition, that the Covegant made Abraham the father of believers ; 
« he ix che called tree Facher of us all, ang a Text quoted ſor ir, which 
+ is G&,17.5, A Father of many nations I have made thee + And whe- 
« ther that be not by vertue of Covenant, let the context be conſulted, 
« toggthar with the Apoſtles words, Rom. 4.11, He cloſed with Godin 
Covenant, and accepted te ſcal of the Covenane, that aceording «© 
Covenant he might be the Father af all them that believe. 

. 1. If Abel, noch, Noah, be fet out as examples of believing 
witha faith juſtifying, Heb. 11.4, 5,6;7: by wbich Noah became heir of the 
righteouſnef which i by ſaith, then it is not true which Mr. BY, faith a 
litcle betore, that Avraham could, be exemplary, as a pattern to be follow- 
tdanely in that which is external, 2. Many before and after did believe 
a A], and they.are examples rus, Heb;6.12. Vet we find not any 
whoſe faith was renarkably it ied. and approved is 4brabams; and there 
fore nana deno ginated cha Father believers beſides hiu. 3. It is gran- 
ted the promiſe or Covenant was the object of Abrabams faith, and that 
it djd aſſute that he ſhould be che Rather: of believers both of Jews and 
Geatiles; yet che reaſon of. che denomisstien of Father of helievexs is 
made onely his eminent faicb; and the form denominacing him js 


lation to them, tha foundatige. ofehich was his begetting) believers 
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1 the dau is thero in that 
Va tion of the Covenant, or of the ſeal of the Covenant bur o. v 
Us bapingnermed rab th Fathtr of w af}. u. 171 ½%15, 
20 21, he ſets out his faith as moſt eminent, and that as the reaſon of his 
Fatherhood. 8171 Mr. 
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Mr. Bl. to what ſa. d, the /atnefl of the Olive tree, Diodati ſaid truly, 
3s the bleſſing and promiſe made : Abraham and to his ſeed, and ſo tbe A. 
poſile expreſſeth, Gal.3.1 4. ſaich, This we grant, and priviledge of ordi- 
xances contained this ble ſing and this promiſe , we hnow he Geſpcl to be 
the power of God to ſalvation. To which I reply, The bleſſing, Gal. . 14. 
is j iſtification, v.8,9, and the promiſe is f the ſpirit through faith, which 
2 man may be without, though he have the outward, Aviledge « f ordi. 
nances, and therefore a'e nor contained in it: Nor is the Goſpel the jow. 
er of God to ſalvation without faith; and therefore it the ingraſting be 
onely into the viſible Church and a perſon bave onely the priviledge 
of ordinances, he may be without the b!cfling and promiſe made to 4. 
brabam and to his ſeed, Gal.;.14. which is gran-ed by Mr, Bl, to be the 
ſatneſs mear.t Rom. 11,17, and therefore the fate is mere then ourward 
priviledges and ordinances, and I (aid truly it is too waſhy and ſrigid an 
expolicionwhich doth ſo expound jr, and this waſhcs away the duſt Mr, 
El. caſts on Rom. 11.17. | 
But he argues thus. That wherein the Jews exceeded the Gentiles, 
is the farneſs whereof the Gentiles partake, when they arc ingraffed 
** inſtead of the Jews; this none can deny, for this makes hem their 
d equals and co partners: But ic is priviledg-s of ordinances (ho fri- 
** gid an waſhy things ſoever Mr, T. little better then protanely makes 
it) is the priviledge wherein Jews exceeded Gentiles, Rom. 3. 1, 
** Deut.q.7,8. ſal 147.19, 20. Thereforethis is the farneſs of the Olive, 
Anſw, The ma or is not true, if univerfal ; and Mr, Bls, reaſon 
pro ves ir, For the Gentiles when ingrafigd, were not made equals 
and copartners in many things wherein the Jews before exceeded the 
Gentiles, All thoſe things mentioned Rom 9. 4, J. were prerogative 
of the Jewes never imparted to the Gentile believers, yea that pri- 
viledge mentioned Rom. 3. 1. tbe committing the Oracles of God, the 
Chriſtian Gentiles were never made equals and copartners' with the 
Jews in, God diff never give oracles and anſwers to the Chriſtian Gen- 
tiles, not the Tables of the Covenant, and the Book of the Law 0 
be ke pt, as hee did to the Jews, © But that wherein the Jews and Gen- 
tiles were made equa!s and copartners, was juſtification by faith, and 
union with C hrM by his ſpirit, as Epbeſ. 3. 6. Gal. 3. 28, 29, &c,and 
therefore this argument is rightly retorted thus on Mr. . That Where» 
in the Genciles ingraffed were equals and copartners with the Jews is 
the fatneſt meant Rom. 11. 19, But this is not tte priviledges of Ordi- 
nances, but juſtification and oneneſs in Chriſt, ergo that is the fatneſi 
meant Rom. 11 17, 0 | 22 * 
To what I ſaid, that the Gentifes were not partakers of the out- 
warꝗ priviledges and ordinances of Abrabam and the Jews, they being 
ay, hee ſaith, 3f that of the Apoftle bes true, that the G aſpel 
* bed to Abraham, Gal. 3. 8. then this cannot bee falſe. If the 
Roth aud. Manu in tim wilderneſs ber the ff 6; as tb oh which rd, 
1 Cor. 10. 2, Beard ice e eg 8 the 
ſame with ours. * . 1 ; * 
Ag. 1. If che outward privilgdges and ordinances of nah 
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the Jews be the fame wich ours, then not onely the preaching the Goſpel, 
but alſo Circumcifion, the Patſeover, the Temple, High Prieſt, ſaci ifi- 
ces, &c, muſt be the ſame to us as to them · 2. Though the Goſpel be 
preached ro us whi:h was preached to them, yet not in the ſame mant et; 
it was preached to them #3 future, tous as accompliſhed ;. nor by the 
ſame erdinances, no by the Naying the Paſchal Lamb, the High Prieſts 
gring into the moſt Holy place with bloud once a year, &. 3. Not 
1s it true that the Rock and Manna in the wilderneſt is the ſame as that 
on which we fed, t Cor 10,3,4. though it be true the ſame Chriſt or 
ſpiritual] meat e and drinke was fig.ihed by the Manna they ate, and 
the water out of the Rocke which they dranke, which is hgnihed 
by the Bread and Wine wee receive in the Lords Supper: But 
this doth no: ſhew the ſame outward privil:dges of the Jew:s and 
us „ but the ſame ſpirituall benefits Ggnified ro them which are 
to us. 

He next tels me, I have taker pains for my own ſull reſutation ; for 
if Abravam be the root, then the natural poſterity of Abraham muſt of ne- 
ctſſity be the vat ural branches which were cut off ; which he endeavours to 
prove from Rom. 9.2,;, & 11.1,14., though the concluſon be not deni - 
ed, but oft aſſerted by me; and then brings in Paul thus diſputing, 
Pauls hinſmen aſter tbe fleſh were the Church viſible, not inviſible: - But 
Pauls kindred according to the fleſh were the branches cut off ; Ergo, the 
Church vifible not inviſible was cut off : Which conc luhon duth not 
centtadict any thing I afferr, who never made the Church invifible cut 
off, but ſome branches broken off from the Chutch inviſible which was 
formerly in that people, So that Mr, BY. birherto — m de n an- 
ſwer tomy arguments, but talk d at randome quite beſides the matter 
urged in them. i 

My 5th. argument was, If the breaking off the Jews were by blind- 
ing, then the ingraffing was by giving faith; but the former is tue, v. 
35, Eves, the later, 

To this Mr. S. faith, There is not the ſ me reaſon, ſeeing be takes it: 
of giving ſavin; ſaith; their — was judicial, a puniſhment for their: 

heving: rejefling of the Goſpel, though they had not ſaving ſaub to em 
brart thr Goſpel ; the giving of faith is not en ſuch terms ;, neither is fa- 
ving faith ſs abſolutely antecedent ts make. a man a member of the viſ ble 
eber ch, as blinding to Gods final rejefzon. 

Anſw, He ſich there is not the, fame reaſon, but ſhews not why if 
the breaking off be by blinding, the.iograffing i ould not be by giving x 
ſaving faith, Sure according to all the Logick Lever learned it iss 
Clear an a:gumeot as can be in this caſe, that where oppoſite effects are 
Put, the one effect being from one cauſe, the other ſhould be from the 
Oppoſitecauſe Tis true, I take the jolightning oppoſite to blinding to 
be the diving ſaving ſaith: yet do not. think the blinding v. 25, to 
have bin ſudicial a puniſhment ſor their unbelie ing, rejecling of the Goſpel, 
dur as it is v.32, the vety ſhuttivg up in unbelief;; the antecedent to unbe- 
Hef. conſequent on reprobation oppoſite to election, as ., 9,9, 10. do 
plainly ſhew, not conſequent to unbelief. Wnat hs means by tbe gi. 
in 
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wing of faith is wot on ſuch terms, I cannot readily divine; the ſpeech 
ſeems to me to be either non-ſenſe, there being no terms fotemention- 
ed chat I can perceive to which it may be referred, or elſe it is imperti. 
nent to the anſwering the objection, and ſo as that which follows, For 
though ehe giving of ſaving faith be not on ſneb terms as Mr. S. means, or 
that it be wot ſp abſolutely antecedent to make a mana member of the viſibly 
Church as blinding i» to Gods final rejeRion, doth it tollow, that it the 
breaking off be by blinding, v.25. che ingraſfiag is not hy giving faith, 
v. 247 But Mr. S. adds. 

2. Blindneſs came but in part on Iſrael, it fell ongly on the megr vi ſ ble 
members, not the invi ſible end elef : therefore the ingraffs g muſt be onely of 
viſtoe members into the viſible Church, v. 7. The election bath obtained is, 
but the reſt were blinded, 

Anſw. There is no ſhew of conſequence that I know in it, shat if 
blindneſs fall not on the ele, therefore ingrathng is not of the cle& 
onely; the argument is plain on the contrary even from ver, 7, al. 
ledged by hin, the -reft to wit the non-· eled were blinded, therefore 
the ingreffed who obtained were onely the cle}, and their obtain. 
ing and ingraffing was by ſuch enlightening as wroughkr ſaving faith 
in them, 

Mr. El grants the conclufion, that the ingraffing is by giving faith, 
but a faith of profeſſion into a Chin chſlate, as be anſwered to ibe 39, arg. 
To which I reply, 1. If it were giving of ſuch a faith, yet infants 
would be — ſich they are not ſo ingraffed. 2, I be ingraſfiag 
notes more then admiſſion by an outward ordinance, 3. I proyed from 
the [ext v. 7,8,40. that the blinding was of thoſe who are not ele; 
and therefore the inlightening by which tbe elefion obtains, or the Gen- 
tiles are ingraffed is that, as Dr. Ames ſauh Antiſyned, ani mad v. in art. 
1. c. 16. whereby they obtain faith and ſalvation from eleſtion. And I u- 
ſed theſe words, If the blinding be the effe of reprobation, and ſbe 
breaking off be by blinding, then the ingraſfing is by inlightening, and 
that inlightening is according to election, and ſo is all one with giying of 
faich, by which I mean juſtifying or ſaving faith. | 

Ar this paflage Mr; Bf, lays about bim thus, © Here is Divinity 
© which calls for parience in a degree above all that is Chriſtian ;; which. 
<< one. of the Commeremonſants, worthy the name of an adverſary of the 
© Arminians, hath taught this Doctrine 7 It is that which their adverſa- 
<< ries indeed charge upon them, but᷑ tqat which they una aim ouſſꝭ do dif. 
claim. I have heard that reprodition is the antecedent of fin, but ne- 
ver that jt was the cauſe; and that fin is a conſequent of it, but never 
ban effect. Reyrobacion is the a; of God; and in'caſe.jt be the cauſe 
< of blindneſs, thon God is the cauſc + So that the Comraremonſirans 
A ages ſweet Adyorare to caſt that upon them, that none ot theitʒ 
<< adverſarics (though they have turned every ſtgnoto it) could pevet; 
— AA ere od 

An 1. I did onely uſe chir expreſſſbn [it the blinding he the ei 
fe& ot reprobation] which cauſt i a this inſulting, which doth not po- 
ſtive ly affert ir, onely Mr. Bl. gathers it from the aſſumption which he 
ſuppoſeth 
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ſuppoſeth I would have put, Whick is not very candid dealing. 2. Tac 
allumption he ſers down thus, then bis aſſumption can be ns other, but 
that blindneft ul lb: effect of 7eprobation ; But herein he doth gre ſly abuſe 
me. For I did not lay, it blinduefs be ihe effect of reprobation, but if 
blinding be che effect of reprobation, between whick there is a great dif- 
ference, For blindneſs"is mans fin, but blinding is Gods act, aſcribed 
to God v. 8. when it is ſaid, God bath given them a ſpirit ofSſlumber, eys 
that they ſhould not ſee, And Fob.12,40. e hath blinded their eys, and 
bardened their heart. And this act being no other then the certain per- 
miſhon of fin, is commonly mace by Proteſtants an effect and means 
exicucing the decree of reprobation, which is no other then blinding. 
Potav. ſyat. 1,4.c.10, Reprobationgs effect us ef germifpe lapſe. Ameſ. 
med. Theol, J. 1 c. 25. $. Tertias Neprobationis athus eſi intent io dirigends 
mediailla, quibus juftitia poſſic in reprobas manifiſtari. Media huj us ge- 
weris maxi me propria ſunt per miſſio pecc ati, derelictio in peccats, Rom.y 18. 
2 Tbeſ z. 11, 11. Calvin flit. l. 3. c. 3. S 1. ane rum Rom 9.18.) 
ſequitur abſconditugs Dei conjilium obdu-ationis eſſe cauſam, Yea, $ 4. he 
ſaith, Cajus rei (deſectionis Angelorum) cayſa aon f oteſt alia ad duci quam 
reprobatio, que in arcano Dei eonſelzo alſcandita et Vide Andr. Kivet, 
ſum, contro. tro4.4.4.6,7. And Pita, abſerv.y, e Rm , z. 
Errant igit ur qui putant prade ſlinationem pendere a præviſis eperibus, vel 
12 * fide, vel incredulit ate. Imo hac omnia frædeſtinationis effefia 
ſunt ; quamodo igib ur poſſunt ſatui predefiinationts cauſa? So hat it [ 
had taught ( as Mr. IA. miſteporta me) that Gods.reprobation cauſeth 
blindneſs; yet 1 hid Authours worthy the name of adyerſaries to the 
Anni, ſo faying : Nor have I done any ſuch bigh dif ſervice tothe 
arti. Arminians as in the Table at the «nd ot his Book he chargethwe 
with, 3. If Mr, Bl, had not minded to pick a quarrel, he might have 
interpreced (as indeed I meant) che term effect not ſtricily or rigouroul- 
ly, as Scbeibler ſpeaks, but in the ſenſe in which Logicians call the E- 
clipſe of the Moon, the effect of the inter poſition of the Earth between 
it and the Sun, though it be rather 4 con'equent, then an effect; alter 
which manner 1 explained the term cauſe in the ſame Book, Review, 
part 1. /ef.35. p. 238. 4. Let the word [ effect] be leſt out, and let 
the word ¶ conſequent ] be put in, my argumen bath the ſame force; 
and therefore this was in Mr. Bl, a meer wrangling exception, 

Let's view what he ſaith in anſwer thereto, He ſaith, ©© Mr. T. lays 
all upon God, Gods reprobation cauſes blindneſs, and their breaking 
© off is by blinding; bere is no hand but Gods in their deftru&ion, 
©* Andnow the blalybemy of the conſequence being denied, ſo that blind- 
**neſs is no effect of reprobaciun, breaking off being not by blinding ; 
* what becomes of the rule of oppoſites here produced > And viz, T. 
** ſhould not be ignorant, that election and reprobation in the work cf 
** ſalvation and damnation do not per emnia quadrare, otherwiſe as e- 
lectiog leads to ſalyation without any merit of works, ſo reprobazion 
** ſhould lead to deſtructlon without any merit of ſin; which Centrare» 
** mon(irents unanimoufly deny, though Mr. T. here will bavc them 10 


affu m, having before quoted v. . & 10, of this chapter, he ſaich - 
: | | | pur 
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© which Antl- Arminiaens gather abſolute reprobation, and then explains 
© himſelf what this abſolute reprobation in his ſenſe is in the words 
** ſpoken to. And then in op alien to me cite Gomerus denying ab. 
© ſolute reprobation in my ſenſe, that God abſclutely reprobares any 
©©.man to deſttruction without ſubordinate means, to wit, (in ; that God 
<< d>th not effect fin, or decree to effect it : And Dr, Prideaus, that fin 
<« fellows not on reprobation as an efficient, bur deficient, is a conſe. 
<< quent, not effect of reprobation: And Mr, Ball, that Gods decree is 
nat the caulſe of mans un. 

Anſw. In all this there's not a word that takes away the force of 
the argument; if that word ¶ effect] had been left our, as it was left out 
ia the fiſt traming of it, and ( conſequent ] had been put in, though the 
argument had been as ſtrong if that word had been uſed, or, as it was in 
the firſt framing, neither uſed, He accuſeth me of blaſphemy here as 
aſſerting blindneſs to be the effed of reprobation, that I lay all upon 
God, no hand but Gods in mens deſtruRion'; that] mike Contrarcmon- 
rant as to afficm an abſolute reproba tion without any merit of fin; and 
that I ex plain abſo!ute te probation gathered by them from Rom. 11.8, 10 
in this ſenſe, of all which charges there is not one true, ſo that hereis 
nothing bur a fardel o manifeſt calumnies. And as for what he alled- 
geth, that breaking off is not by blinding, becauſe blindneſs was their guilt, 
and cafting off their juſt ſentence, and the guilt and puniſhnent are not one, 
it doth no whit infringe my argument. For theſe may well ſtandroge. 
ther, that Gods reprobation is executed by blinding, and yet blindneſs 
their guilt, and upon their unbelief or blindneſs God breaks them off 
by a juſt ſeatence; as on the other fide, election is the cauſe of Gods en- 
lighteniap, whereby the ingraffed branches believe, and through fai. h 
they are by Gods ad of grace ingraffed into the inviſible Church of true 
believers ; And in this manner the rule of oppoſes holds evidently, al- 
though election and reprobation in the work of ſalvation and dam nation 
do not per emniaquadrarg, nor there be any ſuch abſolute te probation as 
leads ro deſtrution without any merit of fin. Which kind of abſolate 
rep obation | never afferted, nor aſcribed to Centraremonſirants, who 
onely make reprobation abfelute, in that the reaſon why God in his 
eternal decree ot purpoſe did chooſe one to life and not another, is not 
the foreſeen belief and obedience of one, or the foreſeen nnbelict ot 
diſobedience of the other, but his own will, Rem. 9. 11, 13,18. Not 
do I make fin in proper or tri acception the effect of Gods att; | 
never ſaid, blindneſs is the e ffe c of God reprobatian, „ Mr-Bl. miſ- 
reports me, nor that God doth by any poſitive influx work it in mam as 
an efficient ; but 1 ſaid, blinding was the effect of reprobation in a Jar- 
ger ſenie, as effect ls taken for aconſequent, and that it was by — 
which doth not at all gainſey the ſayings of thoſe learned Writers 2 
ledged by Mr. Bl. And if Gods ſeverity in not fparing the natural brau- 
cbes were explicitely ns more then what Chrift tbreatned, Manth.21,43. yer 
my argument holds good, For the taking away of Gods Kingdom? is net 
onely the taking away of the preaching of the Goſpel, bur aſſo the be- 
ing of the Chuteh of true believeromong them as heretofore ; and " 
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the breaking off wasby blinding, and che ingraffing into the inviſble 
church of true belicyers by giving of faith according to election, which 
was to be proved, 

My sch. arg. was, If reingraffing of the Jews produceth ſalyation, 
is by turning them from iniquity, raking away their ſins according to 
Gods Covenant, then i is into the invifible Ci urch by giving faith; But 
the former is true v. 26, 27. Ergo, the later, 

Mr. S. faith, © To which I gave a fair anſwer, that doubtleſs aceor- 
ding to thole promiſes, when the Jews mall be called in to be a viſi- 
ble Church again, there ſhall bee abundance of more glory brought in 
with them, then ever yet the world ſaw; and the new heavens, and the 
© new earth, che coming down ofthe new jeruſal m and all thoſe gloti. 
© ous things are fitted to fall in with that time. And from theſe conſide 
© rations many do interpret v. 26. litter ally, And ſo ſhall all Iſtael bee 
** ſaved. But get 1. they ſhall be ingtraffed in as a vilible Church, elſe 4- 
*© braham and che Fathers would never be mentioned as roots. z, 1 hey ſhal 
de ingtaffed as they were broken off : now they were broken off as a 
« yifible Church. 3. All char can be gathered is this, that the fulnefs of 
* ſalya:jon,and the vertues of the promiſes (hall more fully and univer- 
ſally rake effect on the Jews,even tothe ſalvation uf all of them; aud 
* ſo the inviſible & vifible Church be more pure and as one in the ear: h, 
© bur this fulneſs (hall be to them as a viſible Church and on the earth. 

Aw. Tis a tair anſwer, but ſuch as hath nothing to weaken the ar- 
tument, there being neither of the premiſes denied, but the minor gran- 
ted expreſly, that the vertues of the promiſes ſhall take effect on the Jews 
even ts the ſalvation of all of them, which if true, then none are ingraf- 
fed but elect per ſens, and their ingraffing into the inviſible Church, new 
the ingraffing of the Gentiles, was the ſame with the te- ingrafſing of 
the Jews, if then the Jews re ingraffing were into the inviſible Church 
according to election, ſo is the ingrafhng of the Gentiles, What hee 
ſaith, yer they ſhall be ingraffed 41 « viſchle Church, avd this — be 
1s them 45 a viſ lle chi eh, taking [ 4s] reduplicatively cannot true, 
for then every viſible Church ſhould have all in it ſaved, ar d for the rea- 
ſons he brings to prove, they are anſwered before, the fathers are not men- 
tioned as roots, but Abrabam, who is a root not of the vißble Church as 
fuch, but of the inviſible of crue believers,and they are ingraffed as che 
ocher were broken off from the inviſible Church, 

Mr. 8. ſaith, „This arg. well husbanded, mi;ht have made three; 
to the firſt I ay, that a Churchſtare in Scripture phraſe is ſalvation, 
„Jeb. 4. 22. ſeeiag Churchmembers are pattakers of ſaving ordinances; 
And the fruition of ordinances under Goſpel diſpenſations is a great 
© ſfalyation, Heb,z.;, And ſo that text Rom 11.26. And ſo all Iſrael ſhall 
© be ſaved, muſt be underſtood as I told Mr, T. p 67, of my anſwer out 
ol the laſt annotationa, and fo Diedate. 

Anſw. This then is the weaning of Rem. tr, 26. Al! tſrac! fall bee 
ſaved, that is, they hill be in a viſible Churchftate part ahers of ſaving ſenc· 
ward) ordinances under Goſyel Aſpenſations. But can Mr. II. or any ſober 
man think this to be the meaning, they — be ſaved, chat is, — 
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mall be in ſuch an eſtate in which they may bee damned, and in which 
many are damned 7 or that God where hee mentions the effect of his 
his great Covenant of the Goſpel, means no more but ſuch an eſtate 21; 
this all or any part of the new Covenant Heb. 8 10, Oc. Heb, 10. 16, 
17. to have a meer viſible Churciſtaie ? I did alwa) cs think the Cove. 
nant of Grace had promiſed the ſpirit of Chriſt, th et the Miniſtery 
thereof was of tbe ſtirit, 2 Cor 3. 6, 8. of righteouſneſs, v. 9. not of a 
meer vinble Churchſtate. And ſure it we look to tue plac: whence theſe 
words are quoted ( as Mr, / | faith) Iſai. 59. 20, Feen. 31, 34, there 
15 en expreſs promile uf the ſpirits continuance upon them, Which js (ure 
much beyor.d a viſible Churchftatc, As tor what he brings out of SClige 
ture, it is ſhamctully wreſted, Fur 7ob. 4. 22. a mcer vifible Church. 
Rate is not tet med ſalvation, but whe her by it bee meat by a meto- 
nymy, the doctr ine of ſalvation. or the authour ot ſalvation Chriſt 
himſelf, ir is certainly another thing then a meer viſible Churchſtate 
yea in that ſenſe the ſpeech were abluid to term a meer viſible Church. 
ſtate lalvation, and falſe to ſay tha: the viſible Churchſtaie was of the 
Jewes, And for the othe: te xt th 2. 3 it doth not term the fruition 
of outward Ordin.nces under Goſpel d ſpenſat ions great ſalvation, but the 
p: cat benefit purchafed by Chriſt tei med eternal ſalvation; Heb, 5, 9. 
declared and «ffercd inthe Goſpel, Diodutz annot. on Heb, 2, 2. So 
great ] namely everlaſfling redemption, revealed and communicated by the 
Goſpel, and im; citcly oppoſed by the Ajofile to the temporal deliverance 
out of Egypt, for the comtemmn ng of which 1be Iſraelites were puniſhed in 
the wilderneſs, And though the new 4#net. and Diodati paraphraſe 
Rom 11.26. by [ put into the way of ſalvation } yet they do not reſtrain 
this to a meer viſible Chutci.ſtate 3 yea both add, that by C alt Iſrael ] 
may be underſtood the Iſrael of God, Gal.6.16, of Jem and Gentiles, 
which is the invifible Church, And Dzcſon thus parap' raſeth the words, 
And [0 att Iſrael, that is, the multitude of Jems comprehending the body of 
the people diſper ſed (hall be con verted. And Piſcator in his Scholie, The ful. 
neſt of Iſrael ſhall be ſaved,to wit being effetually called by the preaching of 
the Goſpel, and juflificd by faith in C briſt. But what is ſaid of all Iſrael, 
is not to be extended ts each, but ts be underſtood of the greateſt part, from 
which the denomination is wont to be made. 

Mr Bl adds, And ſuch men brought into a Churchſtate are turned 
« from iniquity partially, from their former way of inic;uity, their con- 
« tradiRing and blaſp eming;having eſcaped the pollution of the world, 
« 2 pet. 2 6. of the world hat remains out of the Church ot God. 

Anſw. 1, Were this the meaning, yet infants ſhould be excluded, who 
are not hus turned. 2. That ſuch « partial turning cannot be mant, is 
manifeſt, in that the term is age lac £75 lac g, wngodlineſſes, that is, 
all ſorts of ungodlineſs from Jacob, that is, as Piſcalor in his ſchotie, by 
pardoning or remitting and juſtifying by faith, and this to be done by the re. 
lee mer which (hall come out of Sion who ſo turns from iniquity as to bleß 
them whom be runs, Ats. 3.16. which doth not agree to Ar. Bs, partial 
turning More righely Dicſen thus paraphraſ-th the words. He foretet 
tetb that ſo it ſhould be, that the true redgemer ſhould free his pation from 
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the guilt and ſer vit ade of fin, the iniquities of that people being pardoned ; 
and that it ſhould be, that be would receive them into the Covenant of grace 
to the ful aboliſhing of ſin, 

Bur, ſaith Mr, . Their fig is pardoned quad bet : and when Mo- 
« [es prayed for the pardon of the (in of 1/rarl, Exod. 32. and Cod 
« promiſeth it, 2 CÞr0#,7.14. it is ſo to be underſtood of a national 
„ pardon, 

— A partial pardon quoad hoc of ſome particular fin, and re lea- 
ſing onely ot ſome particu'ar evil, cannot be meaſ t Rm. 1.267. ſith 
it is a taking away of their fins, by the agency of the edeemer that comes 
out of Sion, ad according es Gods Covenant to them; which 1 the ſame 
with char, Fer. 31 33. Heb. B. 12. & 10.36,17, in which eternal redemp 108 
and inberitaxce are alluied, Heb,g.12.15, I grant it ſhal be a nationa par- 
don, under ſtanding by nation the greaceſt or chieteſt parr of the nation, 
but different trom the pardon obtained by Moſes, Exod. 3 :, cr promi 
led, 2 (hren. 7.14. 

io what I ſaid in anſwer to Mr. Geree, that I thought at ihe Jews 
reſtautation there ſhall be ſome of them furmaliſts aid hypocrites, but 
none of the re-ingrafted, Mr. Bl. replies, The re-:»grafſing here zs im thei 
ſtead that ſe away by multitudes, and therefore were yypocrs es and forme- 
4, and the ingraffed ſuch as * ſall, which is not ſpiritual Iſracl, baut 
ca. Bur the 1 ext doth not ſay, the ew, ſhall be re-ingraffed in their 
ſhead that fell away by multitudes, but one ly that the Gentiles be gra ffed 
into the Oliv. in ſtead of the Jews broken off, v.17, and the Jews ſhall 
be re ingraffed when the fulueſ of the Geutiles ſhall come in, and botn be 
ingraffed together, not the one broken off to make room for the other, 

a, in the calling of the Gentiles, v. 19. Yer were it ſoa» Mr. El. faith, 
how doth it tollow, the re-ingratfing here is in theic Read that fell away 
by maltitudes, Ergo the re · ingraffed were ſome of them formaliſts and 
hypocrites > I conceive it follows rather on the contrary, thoſe that fell 

away were hypocrites, therefore they that are ingraffed in their ſtead 

are living branches, or ſincere belieyers, As for what he ſaid befote 
about tue falling away of the ingraffed, is anſwered betote. 

But Mr, El. yet adds, There is a national pardon, and a perſonal : 
«* pardon i ott applied to a national ieturn, as 2 Chron,7.14, & Jerem. 
18.5, 8. there it is the removal of drovght, locuſts, peſtilence ; here 
their judgement was the vail of blindneſs, not aflenting to the Gol- 
© pel light; and they ſhall be ſaved from this blindneſs, as the Text 
expreſly hath it, V.25,:6. 

Anſw. This biindae's is no way removed but by giving of faith, as 
is proved before; and therefore this proves for me, che ion ro be 
giving taith according to election, and all the jugraffed to be elect. 

Vet once more faith Mr, B“. © The werds quoted out of v.26,27, are 

* partly trom Iſa,59.10, and partly from Feen. 31. 34. as I conceive, 

a which in the Prophets are directly ſpoken of a national return, and na- 

tional pardon, as Mr. B. of one of them hath well obſerved: but in New 

** Teſtament Scriptures variouſly applied, as all know that text ef Habah- 

Aut is, cb. 2.3. That of Jeremy is applied perſonally; but here as the con. 
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text ia clear, it, mult bee applied nationally to Iſrael according to the fleſh, 
The wail ſhall be taken ſrom them on whom it lies; it lies on Iſrael accord. 
ing to the fleſh ; what myftery had the Apoſile revealed intaſe be had onely 
ſhewed that all elect bilievers ſhould be ſaved ? 

Anſw. Though that were no myſtery, yer it was a myſtery, that 
Go4 ſhou'd contrive it ſo that Iſrael Gods people tormerly ſhould now 
be blind, and the Gentiles ſce, and when their ſulneß is come 10, then 
all iſrael ſhould be ſaved, who were then broken off, And. this ſalya. 
tion is to be nationa', and yet [piritual, there being a national eHtectual 
convetſion to God, although all of the nation be not converted, as well 
as there is 2 national retum trom captivity, and yet not all return, The 
words be ing quoted trom Jai. 59. 10. Fer. 31. 34. there being no rea- 
ſon to the contrary they ſhoul . be applied perſonally here, as hey arg 
Heb. 8. 12, & 10.16, 17. 1 ſhall cloſe up the vindication of this argu- 
ment with the words of Dr, Owen of perſeverance Cb. 7. S. 24, The 
force then of this promiſe, Ila. 59. :0. and the influence it bub into thy 
eſtabliſhment of the trath we har e in band, the perpetual abiding of the ſyi- 
vit with the Saints, will not be evaded and turned ade, y- ff mn, that it 
3s made to the whole people 4 Iſrael. For be, des that the ſpit of the Lord 
could not bee / aid to bee in the ungodly re efed part of them, nor bis word in 
their mouth, tbcre is not theleaft in text and context, to intimate ſuch an 
extent of this promiſe as to the ob ect of it, and tis very weakly at. 
tempted to bee proved from Pauls accommodation, and intergretation of 
the v. fore going in Rom. 11,36, For it is no evident, and indiſputable 
10 azy one, whe ſhall but once caſt au eye upon that place, that the Apoſtle 
accommodates and ap;lies theſe words ts none, but onely thoſe who ſhalt be 
ſaved, being turned away from wiged/inefl to Chrift, which are onely the 
ſeed before deſcribed. Aud thoſe bee cals all el; either in the ſpiritual 
ſenſe of the word, as tagten for the choſen Iſrael of God, or elſe inde ſui e. 
ly for tht nation, upon the account of thoſe plentiful fruits, which the Ge- 
ſpel ſpall finde amongft them, when they ſhall fear the Lord and his goodneſs 
in the /atter dayes. . 

My ſeventh argument was, If the re. ingraffing bee by vertue of 
Gods election and love, his gifts of calling. tlien it is into the invidble 
Church, by election and giving of faich ; But the former is true v. 165 
Ergo, the latter, Mr, S. anſwers, 1. It's ſaid, that as touching cleQi- 
on the Jews are beloved for cheir fathers ſaxe ; hence it tollows, God 
c hach a love of election to beljevers and their natural ſeed; for ſo the 
Jes were the natural ſeed of Abrabam. 

Anſw. It followes not of be iev ing Gentiles and their natural ſeed, 
for this is ſpoken peculiarly of the Jews, Nor doth it follow of all the 
natural ſeed cf Abrabam, the contrary is determined Rom 9. 6; 7,8. 
nor of any at all times, as in the time of their great Apoſtaſie Much 
lefs doth it hence follow, as it hath been pleaded for Pæd / ba ptiſm, that 
becauſe God loved the Jews for the fathers ſake, therefore wee are to 
take in the parcels, all the infants of inchurched believers, to bee elect 
and in che Covenant of Grace, ang thereupon to baptiſe chem, this, to 
y.apprehenfion hath nog a (hadow of. conſequence, * 
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But ſaith Mri*S. 2. It's granted that the calling of the Jem: ſhall 
he according to Gods election and firſt love; and that Gods election fhatl 
more fully take bold of the Jews at their recalling, then of any nation : but 
yet (#+# the argument is of no force to prove that their re-ingraffing and ſo 
aur is onely or firſily into the inviſible Church; for they are elected as well 
to be 4 viſible Church, as to be partakers of inward graces ; and their re- 
in;raffing mut be ſpecia i and firſily into the viſible Church from which they 
were broken 4 or alſe there will be no correſpondence between their rejection 
and re ingra fing 

Anſw. Vet the arg. 13 of force to prove it i; into the Inviſible Church. 

ſo as none are re · ingtaffed but the elect and partakers of inward graces, 
though it were granted that their re. ingraſkog be ſpecially and firſtly in- 
to the viſible Church: Yea, Mr.Ss reaſon is againſt himſelf to- if their te. 
. not firſtly and ſpecially into the inviſible Chur en by faith; 
there wil be no correſpondence berween their re-ingraffing and te jeg ion, 
which was fit ſl ly and ſp:cially from the inviſible Church by unbelief. 

Mr. Bl, anſwers thus. His eledion, love, and gifts of calling, did at 
the firſt put them into a viſble Churchflate and condition, Deut. 7.7, 8. And 
the ſame love, election, and gifts of calling, now they are broken off, doth re+ 
aagraff them ; if this argument bold, it was an inviſible cbrreh that was 
browgbt out of the land of Apt. 

Anfw. According to Mr. Bl, the Apoſtle ſhould mean that the elctli. 
en and /ove, Rom. 11. 18. ate meant of ſuch election and love as may be 
to them that periſh, and ſuch à calling and gifts as may be loſt, for ſueh 
the ele tion into a meer vifible Churchſtate and condition, and calling, 
and love, and g iſis are, which Mr. Bl, p. 302. will have to be the mean- 
ing of the Apoſtle here, But this ii not meant here, 1. bec auſe that electi- 
on, love, giits and calling are here meant. as are from the Covenant of 
the Redeemer, v 26,27, and whereby all Iſrael ſhall be ſaved; this is 
manifeſt from the connexion, the words v1, 9. being a conficmati. 
on of the propoſition 4 Iſrael ſhall be ſaved, v.26. from the covena nt 
to turn away impieties from Jacob and to take away their fins, for this rea- 
ſon, becauſe they are beloved according to the el: fron and calling of God; 
which are unchangeable. Bur ſuch ſalvation, eleRion, love, gihs and 
calling ae ver happen to them that periſh, the Covenant, turning away 
from tmpieries,and raking away fins, belong onely to tbem who are eter- 
nally ſaved; therefore they ate not an election, love, gifts, and call ng 
which put into a meer viſible Chur chſtate and condition. 

2. Such gifts and calling of God are not here meant which ate te vo- 
eable, or of which Cod repeniszſor to be without repentance is to be with · 
our revocat ion, or change: But the gifts and calling which are into a meet 
viſible C hurchſtate, are revocable and with re pentance, as both the Scrip» 
ture and experience ſhews, therefore they ate not here meant. 

3. That calling and election are meant here which are aſcribed to Ged 
in the paſſages where there is ſpeech} of Gods clettion and calling os 
perſons before in the 8th, tl. and 11th. chapters; for it js manifeſt; 
that the diſpute about election and calling of the Jews and Gentiles, 
eb. 5,10, · l. aroſe irom the words of the Apoſtle, Rem, 8. 26,29, C.. = 

| the 
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the election and calling in all the paſſages Ggnifies ſuch an election 
and calling as is co eternal life and righteouſneſs, as is manifeſt from 
Rom 8. 28,30, 33. Rom 9.7,11,24,35,:6. Rom,ti.5,7, Therefore not 
an election or calling into a meer viable Churchſtate, 

4. That calling and eleRion is meant here, which is uſually, if not 
always, meant by the Apoſtles in their writings, For it's likely Pay! 
would ſpeak here in the ſenſe in which the word is commonly uled, there 
being no cogent reaſon to the contrary, Bur the words clection and cal. 
ling in the Apoſtles writings are taken uſually, it not always, tor election 
and calliag co righteoulnels and cternal lite, as may appear by theſe 
places, 1 C0or.1.2,9,24,26,27,18,29. . 15, 18, 20. Epbeſ.1,4,18, & 
4.1, 4. Gal. 1. 6, 15. & 5.8,13. Phil. 3. 14. C/. 3. 12, 15. 1 Theſ.t.4 & 
2.12. & 5,24, 3 Tbeſ. 11. G2 11,14, 1 In. 5. 11. & 6,12, 2 Tin. 
1. 9. & 2.10, Tit. 1. 1. Heb. 3. 1. & 9.15. James 2.5. 1 Fet 1.1, 15. & 
2.9 & F. 10. 2 Pet. 1.3, 10. Jude 1. Revel. 17. 14. Theretore the mea - 
ring is in like manner, Rom. 11. 28,29. 

That which Mr, Bl. alledgeth from Deut. 7.5, 7. doth not weaken 
this, For though it prove that which is ner denied, that there is an e. 
le&ion of a people to a viſible Churchſtatez yer ut proves not ſuch an 
election and love to be meant Rom. 11.28. nor by my argument doth it 
with any colour of reaſon follow, that the Church brougbt out of A 
was the inviſible Church, becauſe they are ſaid to be choſen, Deut.7.6,7. 
any more then becauſe Zudas is ſaid tobe cboſen by Chriſt, J aba 6.70, 
therefore election, Rom. 1 1. 28. is into a meer viſible Churchſtate or A. 
poſtleſhip. 

But Mr. Bl, after his calumny of my dif ſervice ts the Anti Armini- 
ans. wiped away before, tels us that the Apoflle there delivers an univerſal 
propoſe:zou, and ap lier it to ſuch election, love, and gifts that belongs to 
bodies or nations; yet it is 4 truib that equally bolds, when it is a;plied to 
election to ſulvation, and with juſ warranty is applied by Divines ts that 

urpoſe, 
8 * It ĩs not true that the Apoſtle delivers, Rem. 1. 29. an uni- 
verſal propoſition concerning any election, love, calling, gifts, for then 
It would be falſe, there be many gifts and callings of God which are not 
without repentance in the Apoſtles ſenſe ; but 2 propoſitios of the gitis 
and calling which are to ſalvation, according to that love aud eledien 
which are to everlaſting ſalvation according to the Covenant mentioned 
v. 26 27. and therefore thoſe Divines who underſtand it of election, 
love, gifts and cal'ing to a meet vifible Churchſta te and condition, have 
no warranty to apply it to prove that election and perſeverance which 
the Text, if they ſpeak true, ſpeaks not of; and the argmuent from 
thence for that purpoſe is utterly enervared by that interpretation, fith 
the aſſumptĩon is by it made conf. ficdly falſe, if the argument be thus 
framed, That decree is immutable, and char gift and calling of God do 
certainly continue which the Apoſtle ſaith are without repentance, But 
the Apoſtle ſaith the decree of election to eternal life, and the gift of u. 
king away fins. and the calling which is iaward are without repentance, 
Ergo. As for Parexs his forming it as from the leſs to the greater, it 
is 
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is, 85 for the moſſ part ſuch arguments are, liable comany exce; tions; 
and in this matter hath no ſtre th; for then jt would follow, that it 
Gods gitt and calling to viſible Churchſtate is without repentance, cal. 
ling tothe office of a Presbyter, which js more, is without repentance, 
L deny not but Commentators do ſpeak fome of them as Mr. Bl. alled- 
eh, and ſome doub: fully of which election and calling to underſtand 
it, and ſome ſpeak dif junctively as it it were meant of cither ; and ſome 
one while means it of the one, and another while of the other, Bur jr is 
not wocth while ro ſearch into or ſet down their werds. It is ſufficient 
thit I have demonſtrated that i muſt be meant of fuch election, love, 
gifts and cal ing as are to ſaving holineſs, and righteouſneſ?, and eter- 
nal life, Yet choſe which I alledged as writing againſt the //rminians, 
and underſtanding it of the acerce of election un o life and perſeve- 
rance in ſaying grace, Mc, Bl, denies not that T have tightly cited them, 
onely he will not have Ames ſo peremptory as I am, by reaſon ot ſome 
words of his, from which Mr, BI. duth moſt fallely inter thus, ¶ /o that 
it appears according to bin that they Date truth in the demal of this to bs 
meant of the untbaxgeable decree of eternal eleion, ] which they v read 
Ames his words in his Ceronis, art. 5. cap. 4. may eaſily diſcern, I add to 
tho e l cited in the firſt part of this Review, ſect. 2 pag.t 5, Di. Owen, of 
perſeverance, e 2. $.7.&c, Dr Kendal, of redempuon, ch 8 pag 20, Cc. 
I he reaſon why ſome wil not ha ve it meant of election and etfectual cal- 
li 8 to ſalvation is their miſtaxe, that particular perſons may not de ſaid 
to tall away from ſuch ele ion and cal ing. For thoug|: it be true, that 
the particular perſons never fall away from their perivnal election and 
ealling, yer chey may fall away from that eledion and calling to eternal 
life which they in their anceſtors had; which ſenſe I have 1;ewed to be 
agreeable to the Apoſtles meaning, in the firſt part of this Review, cf, 
3. And Dr. Twiſt ia his Vind. Grat. /.3, err 8. ſect. 3. achnowledgeth 
that when the Apofile ſaitb, Rom. 11. 23. they ſhall be graffed in, be means 
it not of thoſe individuals in their perſons, but their poſterity. 

But Mr, Bl. a'gues thus. The Fathers ſor whoſe ſake they are beloved 
are the ancient Fathers from whom after the fleſh they did proceed, ſpecially 
Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, the word is for the Fathers: Then election 
muft needs be underſtood of an external grace of the Covenant, whereby God 
cboſe this nation to bimſcif, according to that of Moſes, Deur.7.6. ianleſt 
we are ele# in Abrabam to ſalvation and not in Chriſt, And Abraham, 
Iſaac, and Jacob are our med-ators of reconciliation ; and when the A- 
poftle ſaith, we accepted in the beloved, F pheſ. i. 6. it is to be under flood 
of accept ation in Abraham : and we ave to conclude our prayurs, not in 
and theugh Chriſt but Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob; we are not for their 
ſakes beloved to ſulvation, 

Anſw. 1, That the election, Deut. 7.6. muſt be underſtood of an 
external grace of the Covenant, needs bertr proof then Mr, Bl. brings. 
For God may be ſaid to chooſe 2 nation, and yet not chooſe every one 
of the nation, it being uſual, as Mr Cobbet obſerves, Fuſt vindis. pare . 

ch. 1. that things ſeid of a people colled ively are meant of the greater 


ot berter part diſtributively. 2, The abſurditics will preſs Mr, BY. — 
well 
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well as me. For if, as Mr, Bl, ſaith, the ele&ion and love be tos meer 
vifible Churchſtate and condition, we may ſay by the ſame reaſon which 
he uſeth, We are elected in Abrabam to Churchſtate, and not in Chriſt; 
he is eur mediator of reconciliation; we are accepted in Abrabam the 
beloved; we are to conclude our prayers not in and through Chriſt, but 
Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, which are abſurd ; We are not beloved for 
their ſakes in the ſenſe in which we are beloved in Chriſt, to vifible 
Churchſtate, any more then to ſalvation, 3. Though we are not for 
their ſakes or tor them beloved to ſalvation, yet the Jews are, 4, We 
are elect in Chriſt as the firſt. born among many brethren, Rom B. 29. as 
the head of many members, as the mediator, the ſecond Adam, by whom 
the life we ate elected to is conveyed, in Which ſenſe we are ſaid to be 
accepted or fayoured, he is the mediator of reconciliation by his bloud, 
we conclude our prayers in and through him as the High Prieſt of our 
profeſſion + But fo that ſay, the Jews are beloved to ſalvation for the 
tathers ſakes, or for Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, need not, nor do mean 
it in theſe ſenſes ; but thus, they are beloved to ſalvation by reaſon of 
Gods Covenant to them, Exod.zz.1z. Levit. 26.4. their fidelity to 
him, Nebem,g.8, ſo that Abrabam was called tbe friend of God, James 1, 
23. Which are no whit derogatory tothe prerogative of Chriſt, in whom 
alone we are elected, reconciled, favoured, heard, as the onely begotten 
ſon of God, and the alone mediator berween God and man, 

What Mr. BI. deſires me to confider that Moſes interceded for the whole 
body of {rac}, Exod.z2.13, and that God promiſeth ts remember the 
whole nation under ſuffering, Levit. 26.42. is nothing for Mr. Bls, pur. 
poſe. For if it were granted, that Moſes interceded for the whole nati- 
on, yet it follows not, that Gods promiſe was toevery individual of that 
nation, Levii.26.4z. And if it were, yet it follows not that it muſt be 
ſo Rom t 1. 26,27, 8, 29. Nor if it were granted 3 the contraty 
i5 to me more probable) doth it follow, that the election, love, gifts, cal. 
ling, cannot be to ſalvation, but muſt be into a meer viſible Churchſtate 
and condition, or, as Mr, Bl, terms it, external grace of the Covenant, ſith 
there is no abſutdity, that I know of xo conceive, that at the calling «| 
the Jews every individual Jcw ſhall be a true believer, and ſaved, Nor 
doth my opinjon impute any errour to Moſes or Paul, but Mr, Bl, doth 
in this as in other things, egregioufly wriflle as one that writes without 
heed of hat he ſaith. 

My 8th, argument is this, If the ingrafing both of Jews and Gen- 
tiles be the fruit of Gods mercy, the breaking off by ſhutting up in un- 
belief, then the = pray + is into the jnvifible Church by ele & ion and 
Pens faith; Bur the former is true, verſ. 30, 31, 32, Ergo, the 
iter. 

Mr. S. rather . then anſwers this argument, For he tales no no- 
tice of thar — ot the medium, ¶ the breaking off by hurting up in un- 
belief, ] which ſhews what mercy it was by which they were ingraffed, 
to wit, converting and reconciling mercy proper co the elect, as the very 

oppoſition of the terms ſhews, v. 33, they were before hut up in unbe · 
lick by ſeverity, now by mercy they are brought to faith and * 
ut 
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but tels me, this propoſition is unſound on which the argument it builty 
what ever is a fruit of Gods mercy is from election and ivgvaffing into i be 
inviſible Church, becauſe that health, & c. are frusts of Gods meicy. But 
n not true, the propoſition on which the argument is builc is as hee 

ith, but thus; 1 hat mercy which doth take away the hurting up in 
unbelief, is converting reconciling mercy from clection, whoſe effect js 
the ingraffing into the viſible Church by giving ſaving faith, ergo, it 
the ingraffing, c And this Mr. S. hath not diſproved, nor do | think 
can be diſproved, 7 

Mr. Bl. ſaich, Hebath anſwered this before, and onely deſires mte t 
give him a Comment on Hof, 1. 8,9, 

But firſt it he have anſwered this before, then his anſwer is alſo re- 
felled, and it is ſhewed that the mercy here is more then the priviledge 
of a vifible Churchſtate, 2. Mr. 81s. deſire I ſhall not re uſe to yeild to, 
when l finde any argument drawn by him from Heſ. 1.6, 9. to make 
void my argument ft om Rom 11. 30, 3, 32. 

But to my additional confirmation of my arguments in my Apology 
þ. 73. that the whole ſcope and ſeries of the © hapter and the frequent 
mention from v. 1, to 13, of rermes importing ele&ion, reprobarion and 
their eonſequents, with the Apoſtles (xclamation v. 33. do fully (1 ew 
the ingraffing rs be imo the jnvifible Church, by election and giving 
faithz Mr. Bl. replies thus, | 

Mr. T. might do well to tell us wbat ingraffing is by election 1 take 
that to be an immanent a if God, which is terminated in bimſelf, and 
x0! on the creature; ſuch expreſſions do not ſute with Mr. IT. bis bigh pre- 
zendings to ſcholaflical harning, 

Anſwm. Where and when I made high pretendings ro ſchol- tical 
learning, if Mr, Bl. had informed mee ic might have done mee good to 
humble mee for ſuch folly, bat this dealing of Mr, Fl. by «<uips to 
miſ· re preſent me as an rrogant man, hath no better appearance then 
2 ſhew of a male volent minde in him towards mee, 1 hope I have ſo 
much ſcholaſtical learning as to vindicate my own writings, from 
his and others Cavils, and ſure I am that what «ver my learning bee, 
Maſter Bl, hath ſhewed more of a ſurcoſtical bitter ſpirit in his 
writings againſt mee, then of ſcholaſtical learning, in which how 
much hee is defeRive, I had rather Mr. B and ſuch birds as are of 
the ſime feather ſhould tell him then my ſelf, As for this excep- 
tiun it's ſo frivolous, as that it deſerves not a reply, 

I did nor ſay the ingraffing is by election alone but by election 
and giving faith, which ſometimes I doexpreſs ſutably te Epbeſ. 1. 4. 
thus by giving faith according te dedion? and even in the firſt part 
of this Review, pag. 14. where I repeat this very thing, and do of- 
ten tell What the ingraffing is which is by election, to wit effectu- 
al calling, converting, reconciling, giving faying faith, ſo that Mr. 
Bl, were hee nor diſpoſed to quarrel, might have omitted this ex- 
Ception, As for that hee takes election to bee afl inmanent ac 
in G OD, ſo do J, and conceiye that the will or counſel of God 
Aft 13, 36. is an immanent act in. God, and yer it is ſaid thar 
Vuuu David 
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puvid having ſerved bis generation by the will or counſel of God ſel 4. 
ſleep, and though election as the will ot Gud be not in another ſubje 
then himſelf, yet it is terminated on the creature as the object, it bei 
one of thoſe acts of God tha are ad extra though not extra, which meg 
thinks Mr, Bl, ſhould underſtand, it age and diſuſc have net worn out 
his Legick and Theologick notions, : 

„ Mr, Flake faith of me, To have made up bis argument lc ſhould bave 
taken in by way of aſſumption, The | ews in their fall from Church fel. 
lowſhip, cannot bee ſaid to be rejected, hardened, given to a ſpirit of ſlums 
ber, o/ ibat their eyes are darkened, or that they have ſtumbled, And 
that ſor their call into Chu ch-ſfellowſhip, neither elecizon or grace ſha 
bawe any band inn: This muſt bee his reaſoning if there bee any ſhew of 
reaſon in his hea) of words, and then all men will admire My. | , while 
be is in bis admiration of Mr. M. I ſhall ſay uo more but that bee is vt 
weak both in Divinuy and Logic, that caunot preſently upon the fir ſt fight 
diſcover the weakneſs, and 1e:uin a ſatisfying anſwer ts this flouriſh of 
words, 

Anſw. The words were as few as the matter would bear, without 
any flouriſh at all. Ihe aflumption would not have been as Mr. B/ ma kes 
ir, but thus, that the Jewes by bare fall from viſible Church fe!lewſhip 
cannot bee ſaid to be rejected, hatdened, given to a ſpiric of ſlumber, 
or that their eys are darkned, or that they have ſtumbled, ( For a per. 
ſon may fall from viſible Churchtcllewſhip onely by ex communicati. 
on, putting out of the Synagogue, and yer bee neither rejected by Cod, 
nor hardened, nor given to a ſpirit of lumber, or his eys darkened, or 
he tumble, as in the caſe of he man born blinde, Job. 9. 34, 35. ) and 
that the election and grace mentioned Rom. 11, 5, 7. are meant there 
or in any part ofthe Apeſtles diſcourſe of theſe things, Rem. 8,9, 11, 
ch. of election into meer viſible Churchfe! low ſhip, or grace that extends 
to no more then outward priviledges of Churchſtate js not likely, And 
if any do take this reaſoning to bee weak, I muſt needs ſay that ] or hee 
are ſtark blinde in Divinity and Logick, and omitting my admiration of 
Mr, M. who I think after his edition of his Defence gave over the dis 
ſpuze, I admire not that Mr, Bl, (whoſe ſuperficialneſs I perceive plain. 
ly enough) bat that any man that accurately ſtudies Rom. 11, ſhould in- 
terpret the ingraffing there meant of the bringing of perſons into a meet 
viſible Churchſtate by a dogmatical faith, or ourward ordinance without 
giving ſaving faith according to Gods election. 

Mr Hl, p:oceeding to vindicate Mr G. rechtes the words of the 
firſt part of this Review pag. 14, and then faith, It 35 well that Mr. J. 
yeilds ſo much, and being nw imbarqued in this buſneß, if bee did not not 
plus conſulere tam quam conſcientizx, bee would yeud mere, and freely 
confeß that the mercy here is no other, nor no more then that which ii gent. 
val, and that the faith here is hiſtericat and not ſaving, 1 am ſure there ii 
enougb to con vince but it i God alone that muſt perſwade. 

Anſry, If Mr 24, had never known me, this cenſure might have 
been the more excuſable, but His many crimiaatfons and cenſures 
and miſreporrs of me in his preface ro his Book cf the Covenant 2 
chroutzhout 
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throughout his Book do fully aſſure me he hath an evill eye rowards me, 
and that he is indiſpoſed to put any fair conſtruchon on what I do or 
write. Of which malignity in him I know no reaſon, but my oppoſing 
his da ling of infant perfuſion, for ſprinkling it ſeems he ownes not, and 
biptiſm he uſeth nor, As for what hee here ſaich © me, if this reply of 
mine acquit me not, I have no remedy but to appeal ro my wimeſs in 
heaven, I do again proteſt, that I ſee no reaſon to convince me ot that 
Mr, l. here ſaith, but abundant reaſon to the contrary, if Mr, I l. or 
any other ſhall dete ct my errour, I am willing to be convinced and per. 
ſwaded ; but ſuch flirting, quipping anſwers as Mr, EI. makes, I ſhall 
hereafter pa's by as the froth and tome of an angry ſatytiſt, not the di- 
ſpute of a ſcholaſtique, 

He faith of me, His reaſon to aſſert it to bee meant of ſaving faith, is 
worthy of con/ideration, being oppoſed to their former hardning, &c. And 
is there not a bardzing that reaches ſo bigh to bold men from ſo much as 
faith hiſtorical and dog maticil, as well as there is an h dning te bold men 
from that which 3s ſaving ? 

Anſw, There is, but no hardning meant Rem. 9, or 11, which doth 
nor deprive of ſavi g faith together with hiſt»rical, an conſequently the 
ſhewing mercy oppoſite muſt bee not a giving an hiſtorical tai h onely, 
but alſo à ſaving faith. 

Mr, Bl, adds, The va / is ( as the _ tels at) onthe heart of the « 
Jews to this day, when Moſes is read 2 Cor, 13. 15. And does net this 
vail ſo ſar blind their eyes that they ſee not ſo much as with f1itb hiſtorical? 
That which the Jews to this time want, is that from which they fall let Mr, 
T. tate that into conſideration ; But to this day they want even a faith bi. 
ſoricel, bad they hept faith in Chriſt ſo ſar as an aſſent in their whole 
nation, ſo that they had paſt in name and digmty for Chriſtians, and had yet 
wanted among them tha! faith that was ſaving, then there had been colour 
for what My. T. ſaith. But their being as #t is, and as it is bere affirmed, 
I comot but wonder at the vail before Mr, T. bis eyer, that what is thus 
clear, ſhould be thus held from him. 

Anſw. I ſhall forbear wondering herezfter, foraſmuch as I diſcern 
the reaſon of Mr, Bs, wrangling, prejudice our of his affe&ion to his 
brat termed Rirth-priviledge, makes him imagine a yail over mine 
eyes, which is indeed over his own, What colour or proof rather is 
for my ſaying is ſhewed before, My argument is no whit infringed 
though the tate of the Jews were ſuch —— they wanted both hiſtor i- 
cal and ſaving faith, hardning being oppoſed to giving ſaving faith, and 
no perſon ſajd to be hardned but he that wants faving faith, and be that 
wants being hardaed though bee ſhould have hiſtorical, ſo that if 
hardning be a privation of both, yer ir harh its denomination onely 
from the privation of ſaving faith. And for Mr Blz. reaſon hee would 
have me conſider, firſt the conclufion of ir is not to the preſent point. 
For if the Jewes might nor bes ſaid to fall from a ſaving faith, yer 
their unbelief mentioned Rom, 1f. 30. might bee and was 2 privation 
not onely of hiſtorical faith but alſo a ſaving ( elſe Mr. II. muſt ſay 
they had a ſaving faith choughnot hiſtorical, which is a palpable abſur- 
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dity, for. then a perſon may have a ſaving faich and not an hiſtorical, 
and the unbelieving Jewgs had a ſaving faith) and conſequently the 
ſhewing mercy muſt bee not onely a conferring an hiſtorical faith 
bur alſo a ſaving, 2. The m or is not crue univerſally taken. All 
that which the Fews to this time want is that from which tbey fell ; For 
they want their Temple, ſac ifi.es, Pricithond, Cc. and yet they fell 
not from them, Third the argument is thus retorted, That which the 
Jewes to this time wane, is that fron which they fell, let Mr, 3“. 
take that into conſidera jon, But to this day chey want even 2 ſaving 
faith, Ergo, they fell trom a ſaving faith, Such ill hap bah Mr, B/s, ar. 
guing: yer as one whoſe fingers did itch to bee dealing wich mee hee 
iccivbles further, | . 

Whereas I alledged Epbeſ. 2 12, to prove the unbelief of the Gen- 
tiles in times paſt mentioned Rom 11, 30, was notonely a privation of 
hiſtorical, but alſo of ſaving faith, Mr, Bl, puts theſe frivolous queſti- 
ons co mee, Mere they not without a dogmatical /aith ? were they nat a. 
liens and ſtrangers ſo much as from the Commonwealth of Iſrae! > 

To which 1 an{wer, they were; and ask bim, Whether they were 
not without a ſaving faith > And if ſv the ſhewing metcy is oppoſed to 
the no. giving a ſaving faich, and Mr, ZIV. poſition moſt abſurd, that 
the faith bere (to wit Rom 11. 20 where alone the word faith is uſed in 
that Chapter) is b:ſtoracal and not ſaving. h 

Me. Bl, adds, © And though in ſome ſenſe every regenerate 
© proteſling Chriſtian is wicthour CHRIST, without God, with. 
© out hope, reſpeRive to ſaving fruition, and acceptable communj- 
© on with him, yet that text is manifeſtly abuſed when it is applied 
to any of Chriftian profeſſion, The whole muſt be carried on ina 
due application of it, Gentiles in the fleſh, aliens from the Common» 
«« wealth of Iſtael. | 
| Anſw, Though I finde no emendation of it in Mr. Bs, Table of 

Errata, yet I doconceive | regenerate] is printed for [ unregenerate] 
otherwiſe the ſpeech were more groſly talſe then I ſhall imagine Mr, 
Bl, would thus deliver, And it becing ſo, I concei-e no abuſe of it 
to have applicd it to meer viſible profeſſors of Chriſtianity among 
the Gentiles, if the words were added to it which Mr, EL. would 
have joyned, For they were Gentiles in the fleſh, aliens from the 
Commonwealch of 1ſrael, without Chiiſt , without God, without 
hope, Nevertheleſs 1 know not what this makes to infringe my infe- 
rence from Epbeſ. 2. 2. to prove the unbelief Rom, 11, 30, to have 
been a privation of ſaving faith, 

Maſter. El. denies not «is ſenſe of the words, that the Epheſ- 
ans in their infidelity were without Chriſt, without God, without 
hope, reſpeRive to ſaving fruition and acceptable communion with him, 
and ſure they thac were ** were without ſaving faith, except Mr, Bl, 


imagine they had 2 ſaving faith, who had not ſo much as an hiſtorical: 
Nor is it denied the ſame ſtate to bee deſcribed Rom. 11. 30. which is 
deſcribed Epbeſ. 2. 11. and therefore my inference ſtands norwithſtand- 
ing this paſſage of Mr, El. 


He 


(601) 

He further ſaith, And for bis obſervation, qbat it occaſioned the Apo- 
Ales exclamation, O altitndo ! O the depth, &c. v.zz3. Sure the goodneſs 
of God bringing the Gentiles who were dogs, Rlaith. 15. 26. unte tbe glory 
of children, and the ſeverity of God in cafling out the childrewof the Mag- 
dome, Matth. 8. 12. might well occaſion this exclama'ion in the 4joſile, as 
be bad called to bebold the geodneR and ſeverity of God, ou them which fell 
ſeverity, but towards the Gentiles goodneſs He might well cry out upon 
the greateft turne of providence that ever the world ſaw (which in 
os bad beene bid, and the Angels deſired to locke into) O tbe 
depth ! &c. 

a True: but was this goo neſs or ſeverity in teſpect of a meer 
vibble Churchſtate ? or was it not alſo in reſpect of their Nate in the. 
invifible Church > Sure the thing had not been ſo admirable, if it had 
not been in reſpect of the later as well as the former; and Weiters 
and Preachers uſually apply it te filence the ob jedtion againſt abſolute 
election and reprobation encerning their everlafting ſtate, as if it 
imported unmercifulneſs and injuſtice incompetent to God; and ir 
ſeems ſo like the paſſage, Rom. 9. 19, 20, 21,22 23,4. that me thinks 
if Mr, B/, did con pate them, he ſhould judge both places meant of 
the ſame thing: and which is an irtefcagable argument, it i clear Roy 
11.33. hath reference to what he ſaid before, v. 11,12. which is mani. 
leſtly meant ot their eſtate of ſalvation and reprubation, and theretore 
muſt be ſo meant v. 33 

What Mr, Bl, adds concerning my ſpeech about Mr, G. and the 
Aſſembly, is thi ough miſtake, as it I had cenſured Mr. G. as like*Plau- 
tu his miles glorioſus in his diſpoſition ; whereas I cenſured him onely 
in reſpe& of thoſe words there uſed, which was right hcwever in other 
things he were without gall, from which nevertheleſs that in his writings 
againſt me he was not altogether free, is ſhewed in my Apology, ſect. 6. 
And for Mr. Bls. conceit, that where one degree of boaſting is aſcribed 
to Mr. G. one hundred will be aſcribed to me by them that read our 
writings. it is not unlikely, if they ſee through Mr. Bls. ſpeRacles, which 
make things ſeem black that are white, and make ſrall | illocks ſſem 
bills: But I find cauſe to make it part of my Letany, From the untigh- 
teous and bard cenſures of Mr. Bl, Mr, B. and others of my Antago- 
niſts, good Lord deliver me. 

What / ſaid of the Aſſembly ſhewed no more boldneſs chen was meer, 
It is too apparent by the dealing with Mr. Coleman, wy ſelfe, and 
others, that the ſtream of voices in the Aſlembly went to eſt:bliſh 
all after the Scottiſh mode, without a through examination of what 
was alledged to the contrary, except what was objected were back- 
ed by a very conſiderable party in Parliament, or Army, or City cf 
London, It is no more boldneſs in me io aſſault ſuch an Aſſembly, then it 
Was in a particular diſſenting brother. My weapons I aſl .ult them with, 
are ſuck as the Holy Scriptures yeeld, and my interpretations ſuch as 
my adverſaries themſclves give, and my arguments and anſwers are the 
very ſame which they uſe in other diſputes againſt Prelates and Armini- 
ans; and with the ſe weapons which M. B/. diſdaintully like a G 3 
rem. 
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reeds or bulruſhes, I am ne mere afraid to aſſault the Aſſembly of pz. 
vine at weſiminfler , then to affaule Bahewel, Huſſey, and ſuch live 
ſcriblers, a let pl t Mr. BY ct. 

Co my gth argument frem parallel places, Mr, Bl. tels me, Mr 
Hudſon, par. — net onely affirmed, but proved, that the 7 ext 1 Cor 
12,13, ii meant of the Church as viſible. 

Anſw, I have viewed the place, and find Mr. Hudſon ſreaking thus 
in auſwer to the object ion + But thy is meant of the inviſible company of 
believers he ſaith, it i true, but it is Degen of them viſible. Sothar 
Mr, Hudſon athrms the ſame with me, that 1 cor. 13.13. muſt be under. 
ſtood of the inviſible Chureh, yet in reſpeR of that which is there ſaid 
of them, ſomething is ſpoken of them as vifible. 
| To my allegation of Epheſ. 3.6, that the Gentiles were made ſellow. 
heirs of the [ ame body, and co-partakers of the promiſe of God in the Goſpel, 
not by an outward ordinance, but by giving of faith according to eſecii- 
on: Ergo, the jingraſting Rem. 1117. parallel to ir, is not by an out- 
ward ordinance, bat by giving faith according to election: Mr, Bl, thus 
in his flirting taſhion anſwers, Oh that Mr, I. ſpake truth; then ( as the 
Apoſile ſaith of Iſrael at their reſtauration, all 1ſrael ſhall be ſaved, Rom, 
11.26.) Ak England in ſtatu quo, fhould be ſaved in the ſenſe that My, 
T. would under ftand ſalvation, whether we be by deſcent Britains, Sax. 
ons, or Normans, we are Gentiles, and conſequently by bis Divinity parts- 
hers of the Goſpel by faith according to election. 

Anſw. Nor ſo, unleſs by Gentiles were meant every Gentile,which 
a tre h man in the Univerſity would corret Mr, Bl. in, who knows an 
indefinite propoſition no: to be equipollent to an univerſal incontingent: mat. 
ter. It is ſaid, Afs 11.18. th.n bath God given to the Gemiles repentance 
antolife; yet it follows not, he hath done ſo to every Gentile, Mr. Bl, 
adds, Sure I amibis Text is meant of Goſpel glory in ordinance difpenſed 
by the Apofiles miniflery., Axſw. Sure IL am, that to be fellow bens, and 
of the ſame body, and partakers together of bis promiſe in Cbyif} by the Gj. 
pel, imports more then a meer viſible @hurchſtate, even an eſtate of 
righreouſneſs, union with Chriſt, and inheritance ot eternal life ; And 
I doubt not but many of his Auditors would correct Mr. Bl, if he taught 
otherwiſe at any Lecture of ChriſtianFot ordinary — 

Yet he he ſaith ſut ther, And as to the Jews apperrained the glory 
and the promiſes, Rom.9.4,5, ſo now the glory and premiſes belong 
« to the Gentiles : And 23 many Jews as tell not off, ſtill enjoy 
« this glory with the Gentiles, and ſo both make one new man, E- 
<« obeſ. 2,15, The viſible tare of the Jews was a diſtin& body from 
© che Gentiles : Now upon this glorieus call they are one ne mn, or 
new body. 

Anſw, The glory and promiſes meant Rom 9 4,5. did never belong 
tothe Gentile believers in the Chriſtian Church , nor do the believing 
Jews ſtill enjoy that glory with the Gentiles, though both make one 
new man, yet not the meer viſible Church is chat one man, or body, but 
the Church inviſible reeoncilcd to God by Chriſts death, as the Text it 
keli ſnews, Epbeſ.2.15,16,17,1g,19, a 
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Mr. Il. tels me, The ingrafling is net by giving faith of ele dion, 
« por is it an act of admiſſion into the viſible Church by an outward 
« ordinance 3 but it is by Gods giving of faich in and by Goſpel ori. 
« nagces, to give aſſent to Goſpel myſteries, and make profeilion of 
© them, 

Anſw L have proved defore it is more then the giving of an hiſto« 
rical faith, however this conceſſion in the cloſe ſerves my purpoſe, For 
if this be che ingraffing, then they onely that thus do aſſent and make 
profeſſion, ate ingraffed : Bur infants de not thus affent and make 
prole ſſion; Ergo, they are not ingraffed, and conſequently the Text 
Rom. 11.1 6,17. alledged by the Aſſembly, Mr. G. Mr, M. &c. for admiſ- 
fon of infants with parents as with the Jews, is brought obtorto colls 
plai:ly againſt the meaning of ir, 

What Mr. Bl, adds, that Gal.3.14,16,28,29, there it an ingraffing 
ius Chriſt mentioned, but xone into be Cheb, is as vain as the reſt, 
there being no ingraffing into Chriſt by fairh, but it is alfo into the 
Church javifible, who is Chriſt myſtical, 1 Cor.12.12 The Scriptures 
I have produced are proved to be meant of the Church inviſible, becauſe 
the things ſaid in thoſe Scriptures are ſuch as agree to none other; and 
they a-pear to be para llt by the inderticy of the matter, all ex; refling 
the ſtate of Gentile believers upon their eff. ctual cal ing. It is Mr, 
Bls, falſe charge, that the Reader will hereafi er find. me 16aſoning with 
my ſul ſtrength againf] the force of a/l arguments a pati: This calumny 
is retelled in tte 2d. pait of this Review, ſect. 3. 

As for my 10th. argument, whether the faith in th: teſtimenies cited 
de meant of juſtifying, and the election to eternal lite, needs no othet 
decifion them the veiy wo. ds, which I took from Marlerat without ſear» 
ching into the Authors ow:: books becauſe I had them not of my own, 
141 ſaw it needleſs to look further, 1f the words be ambiguous, the Au- 
thors intended to deceive; if elſewhere they ſcak againſt me, they 
gainſay themſelves : neither of which Mr, Bl, hould charge them with, 
if he regarded their credit. 

In Mr. Bis. argumente, /ef,z. the firſt |; anſwered before in vindi- 
eating my 4th, argument, I deny the major of the 2d. which is anſwered 
in the 2d, part of this Review, ſef.s. pag.66,67, In the zd. the minor 
is falſe, that the priviledge of ingraffing is the priviledge of every member 
of the viſible church: in that which is added to prove it to be the pri- 
Viledge of ordinances, if the nir be univerſal, ic is falſe; beſides, the 
argument may be rerorted, In the 4th, I deny the major, and have of- 
ten anſwered the inference ſ that then I muſt maintain falling away from 
true faich] that by my expoſition the falling away of particular pet ſons 
rom the true juſtitying faith they bad in their own per ſons, i not ma in- 
tained ; bur the falling away of the pron of one age from that which 
their predeceffors in a former age had. In the 5th, if che miner be meant 
of a caſting onely our of a viſible Churchſtate, ir is denied; nor is it 
proved, Maith 21 93. For the —— of God not onely notes the 
outward Churchſtate, but alſo the rule of Chriſt io their hearts, and pto- 
reftion of them by his ſpicir, In rhe 6th, che conclufion is gramed, — 
cn 
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"which Mr. Bl. faith, that the body of believing Jews aud Chriſtiax Gemiles, 
called by the Apoſile one new man, Epheſ. 2.1 J. «re capable of no other in. 
graffing then that which 13 viſible, and the body of them entitled new, as 
the Fews before, onely to priviledges of ordinances, is not true. Nor is it 
true, that in my ſpeech recited by him pag.312, a fakes ſor granted, 1, 
that the whole viſible body of Chri tian nations are truly ingrefied into the 
Church inviſible, it by whole body be mcant all the parts, ol every part, 
2. Nor is it true, that it js taken for granted by me, that in after ages 
the ſame body, thongh not the ſame perſons, may be caſt off, and vet no par. 
ticular tei ſon 16;efed, withour this explication, that no particular perſon 
ho was an elect perſon or true believer, is rejected. 

But againſt this 2d. imagined grant of mine, Mr, BY, thus argues, 
© The 2d. muſt be examined; this Church thus cat off, exther continues 
ia the inviſible body as before, or clſe is degenerate by the death of 
© thoſe numerical perſons, that made up a body inviſible, and ſucc ſſion 
© of others that are no more then v.fible me vbers, If it continue in 
© the inviſible body till the time of breaking off, then Mr. T. is not hol. 
© pen with his diſtin4ion of a conſiſtent and a fluent being, nor with 
chi ſimilitude of Euphrates; for fo a Church inviſible is fil broken 
© off and te jected, and falling away is maintained, [t ji be degenerate, 
*thea 1, chey fall off themſclves, and are not broken «ff by God 
their own fin than ſhould be noted, not Gods act as their puniſhment : 
gut their breaking off, or rejeRion is the act of Cod laying waſte his 
% Vineyard, Ifa 5, taking away his Kingdome, Matth. 21 43. remo- 
ving the Candleſtick, Epheſ 2. J. (it ſhould be Revel. 2. 5.) All no- 
* ting the act ot Goꝗ puniſh ing upon the peoples act of ſinninę, which 
© js of the Church, not inviſible, but vifible, 2. For the ſimilũude of 
© Cyrus his turning of Eipbrates, that he turned the ſame River that 
God created, this will not ſerve Mr. T. his purpoſe; for Eupbrates 
© continues a River of the ſame kind and nature as it was at the firſt 
© creation, and the Church in his expreſſion is charged ſ om the inviſi- 
© ble body of Chriſt, to a viſible company cf bare prefefſers, The 
Church had changed her own channel, 3. Mr, T. indeed grants the 
cc queſtion, for he confeſſes that the Church js viſible that Ged breaks 
« off; and whatſoever it had been, now it hath no more then a viſible 
ce ;ntereſt ; ſo that a viſible Church falls off, and Gentiles are ingraf- 
© fed into that which is viſible, Sef,4. M Bl. adds theſe words © That 
© wild aſſe rtĩon pag.19, That the branches were broken off from eledi · 
< on and true faith, and the inviſible Church in which they were, with 

„ this limitation; underſtanding it not of the ſame fingular perſons, 
© but the ſame people or nation, is a thread that runs through almoſt 
© the whole, and enough I ſuppoſe is ſpoken to jt; And when he ſhall 
© ſhew me an inviſible nation { of which he ſpeaks ) from which there 
© may be a breach; I will either yeeld »pall, or he ſhall hear more. 
Till then 7 ſhall look on his words as ſuch 2. unworthy the pen 
©« of ſuch a Writer , an inviſible nation it mult be, a viſible nation cannot 

© be cut off from the Church inviſible, 
Anſw, S peak out man, let me know the worſt you can ſay, I expect 
| no 
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no fayour from you having found neither charity nor equity in your 
wriings againſt mee, The afertion is ſuch as will endure your ſtton · 
geſt battery, what you ſay here is merre wrangling, like a Sophiſter 
perverting 2 words when they are truly repeated, though thy are 
very plain, The Argument is quite trom the matter. The Conclu- 
fion is, that the Church cut off is not the invi ble Church but viſs- 
lle, which is not contradictory ro my aſſerti n; who never aſſerted 
that the Church cut oft was the invifble Church, but often aſſerted 
the concrary, alwayes making the Olive tree the inviſible Church to 
abide the ſame, though ſome branches were broken «ff, others were 
iagraffed, as in che firſt pare of this Review ze ct ion 9, page 83. with 
this explication page 66. yer not as 2 rock that abi ſes the ſame, but 
as a river Which is in flux, and ] often deny in expreſs tetmes, a 5yap. 
22, 74. that my meaning was that the Church of God is broken off 
from the inviſible Church; bur this I ſay, that the Nation of the 
Jews, of which the body or moſt part in ſome ages were in the inviſi- 
ble Church as branches in the Olive in a continued ſueceſſion, in the 
time of the Apoſtle that people, ro wit the moſt part of that nation 
were broken off from the inviſible Church or Olive tree, in which 
that people in che individual perſons of a former age did ſtand. Which 
thing having been ſo often and ſo plainly expreffed by mee in that 
book which Mr. BI. takes on hin to anſwer, it is an extremely ſhame- 
full abuſe hee offers mee in going about to refure that as my aflerti- 
on which js diſclaimed by mee, Non this being premiſed and the term 
tba Church] (as it ſhould be) being changed into [this people or na- 
tion] that is a great ot the greateſt pare of them, I anſwer they are bro- 
ken off from the inviſible Ct.urch, in that the numerical perſons that 
made up the inviſible Church in a former age being dead, the ſucceflors 

enerated from their faith, and were neither viſtble profefiors nor in- 
viſible believers in Chriſt + which nor believing was their own act from 
their own will, yet conſequent on Gods act of rep obation, andthe brea- 
king off, ro wit the deprivarion of them from the memberſhip and 
priviledges of his inviſcble Church, was Gods act of punitive juſtice 
for their unbelieving. And thus the ſimilitude of cyrus bis turning 
Expbrates, ſerves my purpoſe, to ſhew how I am free from holdin 
Arminian A poſtaſie, the ſame people like that river becing wrne 
from their old channel, though not the ſame perſons ; not as Mr. 
Bl, falfly chargeth mee, that in my expreſſion the Church is changed 
ſrom the invifible body of Chrift, to a viſible company of bare trofeflours, or 
that the Church had changed ber own channel, Nor do I grant the quaſi- 
m, or confeft that the Church is _ that God breaks off, and what ſoever 
it bad been, now it hath no more then a viſible intgreft ; ſo that a vi 


Cburch falls off, and Gentiles ave ingraffed into that which 33 viſible; 


bur what | fay is of the Jewiſh people, Who had not fo much as « viſible 
intereſt when God brake them off, er they fell off, arid the Gentiles 
are ingrafted into the inviſible Church in their lead. Nor need 1 

v an iuviſ ble nation broket off, it being neither true that I ſpake of 
av mvifivle nation, nor that « vifible —— cannot bee cut off Ru 
1 a XXX Pe 
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the Church inviſible, bur theſe are Mr. Bls, dotages for want of heed 

mine and his own words (as I conceive)through haſt to inſert ſome thi 

againſt mein that book cre ic was printed, Which is ſo far from being e. 
nough to anſwer me, that a, S lomon laid of him t hat anſwered a maticy a. 
fore be heard it, fo it may be ſaid o. Mr. Bl. anſwering me atore he had fty. 
died my writings, he hath faid enough to hew his folly and to work his 
ſhame, My candour p. 23. is ordinary where thete is the like cauſe; 
conceive the elefjon of bodies, ſocietier, or nations, in the ſenſe I have 
otten given, may bee as well into the invifible Church of true belie. 
ve:s, as into the viuble Chur ch of true profefiyrs, and that the election 
of the Gentiles, by which they were ingraffed, was inte the inviſible 
Church of true believers, Of Calvins and Bacers Words | ſhall ſay n 


more having not the books, Mr. Bl. p. 31 4. adds, 


Mr, G. ſyllogiftically concluding that the ſeed of Chriſtians by a pure 
Goſpel Covenant ſhould enjoy outward church priviledges, Mr, Ted, 4, 
replies, that it is not either formally or equivalently the thing to be proved, 
which z5, that the Chriſtian Jews and their ſeed were in infancy to be bapti- 
ſed. . But by bis favour, be that concludes the whole; concludes the parts 
of the whole, Outward Church=privilcdges is the whole, 15 is a part 
of the whole; concluding Church privileages be concludes baptiſm, ai bes 
that can conclude Mr. T. is at Lempſter or Sudbury, concludes alſq 
that bis bead and ſhoulders are. And if any pri viledge bee concluded, 
then baptiſm 11 concluded, which is the leading one among . Church» 
proviledges. : 

Anſw. Omitting Mr, Bls, ſnarling at my dwellings in Lenſler 
and Ledbury (for ſo hee means) I obſerve how well he pleads for Mr, 
G. who would haye him conclude, that the ſeed of Chriſtians by a 

ure Goſpel Covenant ſhould enjoy in infancy outward Church priva- 
— as a whole, and conſequently Baptiſm. as a part. Which if it 
were Mr, Gs. arguing, hee ſhould by the ſame —— have concluded 
their enjoying the Lords Supper, and Church office, Nor is the other 

lea much better: For ſome priviledge may be concluded, as laying on 

ands for a ſign of prayer as Chriſt did, and yet not baptiſm, For t 
baptiſm be the leading priviledge after a perſon is brought to the fai 
yet afore a perſon i a believer,it there be any leading Church- priviledg 
competent to jnfant>, it muſt be laying an of hands, the Scripcure gi- 
ving no hint of any other. 

he diſtin&ion I give in the firſt part of. my Review, ſect. 4. p. 28. is 

band ſome, being ſer down as it is by me there, though Mr, Bl, carp at it, 
for hoſe priviledges which Mr. G. termes Goſpel priviledges, and 1 
term ſo in anſwer to him as keeping his term, I may ſay of them (if they 
may be ſo called, and not rather legal, 

Str, oy words, the breaking off from the Church i an unavoidable con. 
Henne of the revohing of the ft 0 Churchmemberſhip, and the repeal. 
ing of the andinauce:therfore where there ii no breaking off from. the Church, 
there is no ſuch reveking or repealing , do juſtific the title of the ch. /ef, 
of the firſt part of my Review, That the breaking off Rom. 11. 17, was 
ao5 by repos! of a9 axdioance coneecaing lnfages ridhle Ce 

rſhip 
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berſhip 2s Mr, R. conceivs, which Mr, Bl. ethwich me. And bis firſt 
reaſon,the deſerving cauſe of that breating off is unbelief now unbelief i not 
in inſants, much leſt proper ts in ſant a, ſer ves to prove that the infants of un- 
believers are not broken off, for unbelief is not in them, and that infants 
of believers are not graffe d in. For as the de ſer ving cauſe ot breaking off 
is unbelief which is not in intants, ſo the me ans of graffing in by the rule 
of oppoſites is faith which is not in infants, And when in his 2d, reafon 
he ſaith, this breaking off was of the general body of the c burch of the ems, 
that is the major part. Now infants were not the generality, they made not 
wp the major pars of that bedy, ttus ſerves to anjwer what Mr. Bl. before p. 
307, and eiſewhere would infer,that if the Gentiles or the body of them 
be elect then all muſt be ſo, whereas the body according to himſelt may 
ſtand tor the m4jor part or generality which he denics iofants co be, and 
therefore the b. dy and gen. raluy may be ingraffed and not infants. 

Mr. B/s. exceptions againſt my diſtin&ions of breaking off becauſe 
being off implied a ſormer union are vain,for there ma; be a breaking off 
from that union which they had not in their own perſons, ſpecially when 
the breaking off is of a people, nor isit aſual to term th. ſe acts privati- 
ons of habits which take not away habits that we re, but might have been, 
as when we ate ſaid to be redeemed, delivered from hell, to be caſt out 
into outer darkneſs, Matth. S. 2. though never in heaven, But were nct 
this _ but noneſenſe, yet Mr, r exceptions againſt the diſtincti- 
ons is trivulous, For in thoſe diſtinctions 1 do not ſet down the wayes 

of breaking off that were actually, but ſuch as are imaginable, which 
is neceflary when we go about to argue by a dif junRive ſyllogiſm, as 
all Logicians know. 

Let what Mr. EI. ſaith, excofimanication is not the brieahing off meant 
Rom. 11. 17, 20. For that is the aft of the Church on ſome particular mem» 
ber ; But this bere is the act of God, which is by taking away the Ring- 
dome, by removing their Candleſtick, departing with bis preſence, is right, 
if under ſtood of the ſubtracting of the preſence of his ſpirit, as well as 
his word. Which is to be conceived, for the word was offered and prea- 
ched to them when they were broken off, and therefore they were not 
broken off barely by ſubrraRing that. Beſides che ingra ſfing is not by 
bare outward ordinances, tor they were vouchſafed even to the broken off, 
and conſequently the f:eneſs of the Olive is not the bare priviledge of 
ourward Ordinances, And it it be not the Churches aR, but Gods by 
which there is ingraffing, then infant are not ingta ffed, who have no 
a@ of God to ingraff them, but onely that of the Church or adminiftra. 
tour of Bapriſm, | 

Mr. Us. talk of the Ordinance of infanrs viſible Churchmemberſhip, 
begun in'the great Charter of heaven, and continued, is but va pouring; 
Mr, Bl, mil recites Mr, Bs antecedent which was not 2s hee repeats It, 
That the Jews were caſt off fir unbelief, but that none of the Jews were 
— of 5 — 1 denied, and Mr. Bs, exceptions is 

1 s, But tho text a »nbelief, Mr. T. aſſignes no other cauſe, 
then that muſt ſtand, To — I reply, and ſor a y my anſwer, and 
Jet l doaflign another cauſe, Gods act ofcxecuting bis decree of rept o. 
bation, XXIX To 
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To what I ſaid, that the unbelief being poſitive Rem. 16, 11. if none 
were broken of but unbelievers here meant. no infants no not of infidels 
that never heard of Chriſt were broken off, he ſaith we eaſily peil bit con- 
claſon, if be 2 it in a /yllogiſm ; ihu the infants of infidels that never 
were ne ver broken off. [hey could never be broken off that were 


will not pwn:fh the children for the fathers ſins (as Mr, B. — much /ef 
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Anſw. Their unbelicf was the means of their breaking off, but not 
of their breaking off from that viſible Church. ſtation in which they 
ſometimes ſtood ; the viſible Church- ſtatĩon in which they Rood, is, as 
Mr. Bl. bimſelf deſcribes it, their ation in the Jewiſh Church vitble 
in the way of Church ordinances, Circumcifion, Sacrifices, &c, chan. 
ged by God; yet, as he himſelf ſaith, the Jews ſtuck therets, and there- 
fore Rood ſtill in their former viſible Church- ſtation. Befides, their 
unbelief was not their breaking off ſrom it. For 1. as Mr, Bl. ſaid before 
the breaking off was CrodsaR, ſo was nut their unbelief, 2. According 
to Mr, Bl. breaking off was Gods act of puniſhment, but it was no pu- 
nimment but a merc+ to be broken off from that viſible Chuſch ſtatien. 
Nor upen the account of their breaking off from tha: viſible Church 
ſtation in which they ſometimes ſtood, were they kept out from in. 
tereſt in the Church inviſible, but for their unbelief, and their keep- 
ing that Church ſtation, However, it they were kept out from imercſt 
in the Church inviſible, their breaking off is more then depriving of a 
vilble Churchſtace, yea the ſame which I aſſett, a breaking off from the 
invigble Church, 

Itthere be any mazes In my Sch. and 9th, ſefions of the firft part of 
my Review, Mr:B, led me into them, whom I was neceſſitated to fol- 
low ; Mr, Bs. arguments are anſwered without contuſion, and with fo 
much ſtrength, as neither Mr. BI. nor Mr, B. ate able to refure, 

Mr, Bl, aſſerts contrary to me, that the Chriſtian viſible Church and 
the Jewiſh are one and the ſame, 1, becanſe Japher d wels in Shems Tents, 
which are the Church vi ſible, and this he ſgith needs no proof. But re- 

uire proof that by Sbems tents are meant, Gen, 9,27, the viſible Church 
Jevitt or Chriftian, 
. ..2, Becauſe they are one fold, Fob 10.16. and to the objed ion 
that it's meant of the inviſible Church, becauſe Chriſt gives notes of 
thoſe that were indeed his ſheep, he faub, © Chriſt ſpeaks to thoſe that 
were Diſciples onely according to profeſſion, and gives notes, 7ob.8: 
« 31, of Diſciples indeed; and it is again all rea ſon, that Chriſt ſhould 
„in diſcourſe point out the inviſible Church with the demonftrarive 
bas and that to thoſe that were malignant enough in the Church vifi- 
dle, che Phariſees, as appears in the cloſe of the former Chapter. And 
the mention of thieves creeping into it, hirelings employed ja ir, doch 
*contradi&t it. The viſible Church of the Jews and Gentiles in which 
* Chriſt hath true ſheep for whom he dies, and others that thie ves and 
© hirelings do deceive, makes up one ſhee p- fold, 

Anſw, The Text rather proves the contrary as Mr, BI. expounds it. 
For il the fold be the viſible Church, and the other ſheep are not of that 
rifle Church, chen there is not one fold or Church of Jews and Gen- 
tiles, but ſome ſheep are of one fold; or viſible Church, and ſome of 
another, As for Mr, Bls, ar nes, they are of no force, For Chriſt 
might well enough in his diſcourſe point out theinviſible Church wich 
the demonſtrative ¶ this] it being uſual to point out inviſible things dy it, 
as fob. 6. 29, Cc. This God iu our God : And yet I do net think C 7h 
fold, Jobn 10,16.) notes the invifible Chureb, but the people or wg 
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of the Jews, as Piſcator, Grotiue, &c. expound ir, or rather the place; 
For the fold, avail, notes not the ſheep, and the retore not the Church 
but the place or country where or hence they ate Nor were deceivers, 
hicelings, thieves, or wolves, in or of the Church meant Job. 10. 516. 
though they — get into the place and aompany of them, Nor i it 
truly tranſlatod by our I ranſlatours ¶ there ſhall be one fol d,] though 
(which | lomewhit marvel at) they follow therein the vulgar Latine , 
For the Tigurixe Divine note, mi/411 in Greek ſign! fies the flock, not 
the fold, And Bexa excepts againſt the vulgar for it, and againſt the Ro. 
maniſts, who woald have that one fi ld to be Rome, And Grotius obſer ves 
that the ſpeeth js p/overbial, One flock one ſhepbeard, to which he makes 
Exch.37.24, to be like. Now that the one flock is not the meer viſible 
Church, but the inyſible, it appears from many things in the ! ext, that 
Cbrift laid down bis life for them, that they follow bim, bear by voyee, 
bis Father and be knows them diftinguiſhingly from others who do not believe 
becauſe they are not of bus ſheep, that be gives them eternal life, nonecan 
pluck them out of bis Fathers bands, v. 1 4,15, 16, 26,27, 8,29. out of 
which many Proteſtant Divines gather abſolute cleRion, particular re. 
demption, effectual converſion and perſeverance, againſt 4rminians, 
And Piodati in his annot. on Job. 10 16. hath it thus. Otber ſheep] name. 
ly, the elef among the Gentiles, who are to be called by the Goſpel, and in. 
corporated into 9 — with the elect of the Jewiſh nation, One body, 
I Cor. 12.13. one new man, Epheſ. 2. 15. are the invihble Church as is 
ſhewed betore. Matth.8.11. The Kingdome of beaven is the Kingdome 
of glory. Matth. 21.43. The Kingdome of God js either the Goſpel by 
a metonymy, or the rule of God in their hearts, which was taken from 
them, that is that people, with whoſe anceſtors it was, though not in 
thoſe perſons trom whom it was taken, The viſible Church cannot be 
meant by the Kingdome, for the fruits of the Kingdome are not the fruits 
of the meer viſible Church, they are not bare profeſſion, but real faith, 
holineſs, and obedience, which are fruits of the ſpit ĩt, not of the Church; 
or if of any Church, of the invifible, not the meer viſible, And 
though all inviſible members bring forth fruit, yet that nation which 
had iovifible members bringing torth fruit in a former age, may in 
an after age not bring forth fruit, and for that reaſon the Church in · 
viſible may be raken trem them, with whom it was in reſpe& of their 
anceſtors, 

To what I faid, Ii che Chriſtian Gentiles were graffed into the ſame 
viſible Church with the Jews, then they ſhould have been circurnciſed, 
Cc. contrary to the determination AH 15, Mr. Bl replies, © Thatis 
of no force, asthongh we may nor be inthe ſame Kingdome, and yet 
under a ne of adminiſtration. Law-givers on earth are ſome- 
times pleaſed-e change their Laws, and ſo deth the: Law- giver of Hea- 
* yen; or if ke will limit his inſtance to:Circumciſion, raking in no 
other Laws, The ſa ne houſe may have a new door or porch, Let 
* Mr, T. then know chat he is in the ſame vifible Ki: gdome as Alra- 
5 bam, 1ſaac, and Facob, and their poſterity after the fleſh in 1/rad 
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Anſw. That which. Mr. Bl, faith of the ſameneſs of a Kingdome- 
under a new way of adminiſtration, of Law givers changing their laws, 
of Gods doing ſo, the identity of a houſe with a new door, i5 all grant. 
ed ; but doth not take away the force of my reaſon, unleſs he could 
ſhew that any were graffed or to be graffed into the viſible — 

ewiſh without Circumciſion, if he were a male, Doth not Mr. Bl. 
maintain here in anſwer to my 4th. argument, that we are partakers of 
the ſame out ward priviledges and ordinances with the Jews, as he ex- 
pourids Rom. 11. 17. which 1 his ſpeech here of a new way? Doth 
not Scriprure term the Jen iſh Church or people, the Circumciſion, be- 
cauſe thoſe that were in that Church, if male, were circumciſed > Was 
not Cornelius taken for unclean, and not of that Church, becauſe uncir- 
eumciled ? or was he ever in the Jewiſh Church after his Baptiſin 2 
God might admit into the Jewith Church another way then by Cireum- 
cifon ; bur Mr, 8/, cannot ſhew he or the Jews did ſo, We ate in the 
ſame inviſible Kingdome of true delievers, and elect perſons, with A. 
brabam, Iſaac, and Jacob: bur I do not yet know by any thing Mr. El. 
hach hitherto ſaid, that I am in the ſame viſſble Kingdome with Abrabam, 
Iſaac, and Faceb, and their poflerity after the fleſh in Iſrael. Every one 
in he viſible Kingdome M Iſrael aiter the feſh, did par rake of the Paſſe- 
over ; the Apoltle ſaith, 1 Cor.10 18. Bebold Iſrael after the fleſh: are 
not they which eat of the the ſacrifices partakers of the altar? Which inti- 
mates that Iſrael after the fle h did then when he wrote eat of the ſacrjfi- 
ces, which Chriſtians did nor, and therefore were not adjoyned to Iſrael 
after the fleſh, but in that very place, v 16,17, diſtinguiſhed from them, 
I take Mr. Bls, aſſertion to infer Jad: iſm : and if he or any other be not 
ſatisfied by my anſwer to Mr, cobbet I have more tea ſon to im pute it to 
their prejudice, then to deſect in my anſwer, 
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My 2 of matrimonial holineß 1 Cor. 7 14. is vindicated from Mr, 
Blakes exceptions, Vindic, Fæd. ch. 39. and Mr. Sydcnbams Exir- 


cit, cb, 7. 


R. Bl, ch. 39. aveuche th, ſtill his ſenſe of federal holineſs, 1 cor. 7. 

14. I proceed to view what he ſaith, Seck. 1. be ſets down the Apo- 
ſtles reſolution and the ceaſon of it rightly, which becaufe it will tend 
much to the clearing of the {-nſe which I give, I ſhall hererranſcribe ir, 
Lat him not put ber away, let ber not leave bim, unbelief breaks not the mar- 
Mage bend, renders it wot a u, Religion being not of the ſubſtance of 
marriage But what he laith, that their ſcruple and ground of their fear 
Was the condition of t heir iſſ«e, left that they ſhould not be reckoned with 
the Saints, bus of the {fellowſhip of the unclean Gentiles, is fiditious. For 
the reſolution of ic rightly given before by Mr. Bl. hichfelf, ſhews that 


cheir ſcruple aroſe not from fear of their childrens condition, —— 
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nullity of their mirriage, or unlawfulneſs of continuing in it by reaſon 


of the unbelief of the one party; elſe the Apoſtle had not made his reſo. 
lution appoſite to the removing their ſcruple. Yea, Mr, BYs. own ſpeech 
15 againſt his own coneeit, when he ſairh, Reaſon is ſlrong for this, for 
they well nem, as it is with the parent, ſo it is with the child for Church 
flats and condition being 4 priviledge communicable aud deſcendable from 
parent tochild, F the parent were without, and of the Gentiles, the child 
was ever ſuch ; and in caſe they were of the people of God, their cbi/dren 
Were rechoned ſo in lite manner; Now parents being divided, the one boly, 
the other unclean, they feared that the iſſue would ſolos the worſer part, 4 
ſtain would lie apon them, they would be accounted unclean with the unheliz- 
ving parent, In a like caſe it bad been ſo determined, Exye 10,3, For if 
they well knew as it 1s with the parent ſo it is with the child for Church. 
fate, they knew chat the believing parent being a Churchmember, not- 
wichſtanding the yokefellows unbelief, their children were Charchmen, 
dere, and ſo made no ſcrup'e of that, not did Paul, or need he to reſolve 
chat ſerup e about their childrens condition, Yea, the very form of the 
Apoſtles reaſoning, elſe were your children anclean, doth plainly import, 
that they took the uncleanneſs of their children as an abſurdity de- 
prehended by them, and the contrary out of doubt; as when, 1 Cor. 1g. 
29. the Apoſtle ſaith, Elſe what ſhill they do that are baptized for the 
dead, if the dead riſenot > he ſuppoſeth they rook it for an abſurdity, and 
the contrary out of doubr, that they thar are baptized for the dead do 
it in vain. - And though that the parents being divided they might ſear 
that the iſſue would follow the worſer part, a tain would lie pon them, 
yet that this ſtain ſhould be in reſpe of their Churchſtate, could not 
be, if they well knew, as Mr, Bl. fich, 85 it is with the parent ſoitis 
with the child for Churchſlate, their own ſtate in the Church being mani- 
feſt and certain, That the caſe of the Corinthians and thoſe, Exra1o.z. 
is not life, is ſhewed in the firſt pare of this Review, ſeR.17,18. and will 

come inte further conſideration in that which follows, yy 
What Mr. Bl, adds, That the Apoſile tels them, that the wnbelicving 
party deth net ( as they fear ) defile the iſue, but it ſancti ſied as to iſſue by 
the belie ver, is a meer FRion, For the A poſtle one ly tels them they did 
not defile each other, but were ſanRikied to each other, by reaſonof 
their marriage ſtate, not the faith of one party, And it is as falſe, that 
by reaſon of the parents faith the Apoſtle tels them the child 38 not reckoned 
With the unbelieving parent whois a Gentile, or that by wnclean 35 meant 
« ſiuner of the Genules, for the child ef both parents Gentile believers is 
ſtill a Gentile ; and if wnc/can be 4 fuer of the Gentiles, by boly ſhould 
be meant 4 Few by nature, which is a ridiculous conceit of Mr, Bts, 8s 
if tbe parent being a believer, the child were a Few by nature, and not a f- 
ner of the Gentiles, What he adds, that by believer in that place, 1 C. 
7.14. it meant apro'eſſor of the true faith, is Vain, when the word beſie- 
ver is not uſed in that v. or any v. of that Chapter about that mat. 
ter, nor in that ſenſe there. If to be ſanfifed, 1'Cor.7.1 4. be not tob, 
ſet ayart for God, as Mr, fl. determines, then the term ſanfified is not 
uſed in the common if not onely uſe of the word in Scriprurg and 1 
* e 
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ace writers, and by him conceived bete, as Mr. B. aſſerts Plain 
Sit. proof, &c. part. 1. ch. 29, p. 8r, 

In anſwer to the 2d. ſect. of the 39th, ch. of Mr. B/s. vindic fed. 1 
ſay firſt, that I do nor yeild that the Corintbians had any (cruple at all a- 
bout their iſſue, 2. T hat my waving the examiniog of the occaſion of the 
doubt reſoþved 1 Cor. 37.12, 13, 14. was not becauſe of any ſtrength [ 
ſognd in Mr. Bs, allegations, but becauſe I conceived neither of our vpi- 
nions any ®ther then a conjeRure, and therefore the thing noi marerial, 
nor in the framing my poſtſcript had I time enough ro do what I did after, 
not out of a mind to quarrel, bur to ſhew the invalidity of Mr, Aarſhals 
4b. arg. for his interprecation from his conceit of the occaſion of he 
doubt, to have been by readirg the fact meuricned Er. 10. 3. Mr. Bl. bete 
endeavors to confirm his exce prions againſt my allegation of 1 Cer. 5. 9. 
as the occaſion of the doubt reſolved 1 Cor, 7. 12. Vet replies notl ing to 
my anſwer to the two firſt, but to the gd. fairh, I/ their ſcraple was concer- 
ning con ver ſing with their idolatrous yoke fellows, upon occaſſan of thoſe 
words not to keep them company; they muſt needs ſcruple their converſing 
with covet 044 and ext ort ioners, busbands or wives uon the ſame account; 
and the A poſtis being ſilent in bis anſwer it is clear they were lent in their 
letter, and moving no ſcruple, they had no ſrrule; when it is impoſſible for 
them io ſcruple one upon thoſe words and not ſcruple all Here is the wildeft 
of ſncies, when hee names four evils reſective to civil ſocial converſe , 
they ſhouls N artle at one ( reſpeftive to therr marriage ſociety ) and que- 
ſion no more. To which l anſwer, it is neither impoſſible nor very un- 
likely, much leſs a wild fancy to imagine it of them, that the Corinthians 
eicher did not ſcruple at uſing their covetous husbinds, from 1 Cor. 5. 
95 lo. though they did their ĩdolatrous, it they did not beed the ex pla- 
na ion after added v. 10. but onely the precept v. 9, and underſtood by 
tornicators idolaters, which they might ea ſily de; or if they did heed the 
explanation, yet did not conceive the like reaſon of relinquiſhing cove- 
toys yoke. fellowes as idolatrous, which they might well do, finding 
precepts againſt marriages with idolaters, none againſtmarriages with 
them that were one ly covetous and not idolaters, or they might not 
put the doubt of any other to the Apoſtle then the idolatrous, becaufe 
there were none that had eo vetout yokefellows who were not idolaters, 
and they wovld put the caſe onely about that which was the chief cauſe 
of their (cruple, or becauſe they could eaſily teſolve themſelves, that 
covereouſneſs and extortion om men do not ſo defile or are ſo incon fie 
ſtent wich marriage ſociety as idolatry, and going a whoring from God, 
or they might put the caſe abaut the covetcus as well as the idolaters, 
yet the Apoſtle re ſi lve the one onely expreſly, becauſe the reſolving the 
one would re ſolve the other, for which and for other reaſons which 
might cccur, though not diſcernable now, they well either ſtartle at one 
onely, or not ſeek for reſolution of any more, or if they did, yet & aut 
reſolve no more, And this being -underſtoed, the Apoſtle needs not 
write to them as Mr, Bl, imagines he muſt, it my conjecture hold, and 
he rook in every part of their ſcruple, though nog what Mr. BY, conceivs 

muſt be their ſeruple upon my conjeRure, | 
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And hereby Mr. Bls. replies of wander of 'my thaugbts, of the 4 
Nes need of reſatving both ſcraples, of the ſame evident L 
concerniag each, as one are plainly anſwered without reply to his tun. 

ting quips, The reſt alſo 13 anſwered concerning B. Howſon, 3 

my Uncle whately ; for it goes upon this ſup poſtion, that if the cerin. 
thians took occafion to doubt, from 1 C07, 5, 9, then they muſt doube 
whether they muſt live with — yoke. ſeli s, and the A poſtle 
muſt reſolve them, that if any brother haue 4 wiſe that is 4 fornicator let 
bim not put ber away which may not fellow ii by fornicaters the under. 
flood onely idolatets and ſ» doubted of them enely, or chiefly doubred 
of them, or reſolving themſelves otherwiſe propounded the doubt one. 
Iy of them, or the Apoſtle thought it needſul encly to reſolve cencernj 
them, knowing that they might from his reſolurion of them be reſolyed 
of the reſt, eſpecially if the words let bim wet put ber away, be not 
a prohibition forbidding him to put her away, but as a permiſſion al. 
lowing him not to put ber away, which hath its lixelibood, But 
of this enough, if not too much about a conjecture not very material. 
My worde in my #0[t/cript page 111, hare net Mr. Bl, in band of any 
further anſwer tlicn bath been given him, my cenſure of his abſurd 
gloſſes, dictates, fl:rts incobere nt, ia pertinent paſſages, little ſolid ner- 
vous ciſputing is delivered in language meet to expreſs the tiuth. 

If Mr. Calamy and Mr. VJines in chem Epiſtle uſed not vain crackings 
of Mr, Ma ſbal, and Mr, Bls. anſwer to my Letter behdes their milre. 
preſentations of my Exemen, I never met with any, Were their worth 
far greater then it is, and mine far leſs, I ſhall take liberty however wy 
ingeny be queRioned, as freely ro cenſure Mr, Calamy and Mr. Fines, us 
I did in this, if they hall hereafrer by their names and big words diſpa. 
rage the truth as they did in this, who of my neareft friend bave told 
mee to my face , that they bave been aſhamed of that which I beve 
written in my Apology, whoſe bonefly and judgement Mr, Bl, bath 
ſeeen atteſted under my own band, 1 do not yet know, nor by gheſs 
yet imagine. I know I have had cenſures hard enough of perſons 2. 
fore this conttover ſie aroſe taken for my friends, and have laid them 
more to heart then I hope I ſhall do hereafter, finding apon the Review 
of this Diſpute how unequal they have been, and it that eminently len- 
ned man who obſerved that I bad Denum impudentie, were hee who 
wrote the ſecond Epiſtie to Mr. Baxter primed at the end of his Conſeſ- 
fon of bis faith, or any other did cenſure mee without well weighing my 
writings (as I have many reaſons to conceive they do) as they 
are the more unrighteous, ſo they ate defſervedly the leſs regar- 
ded by mee. It was ne impudence in mes to publiſh that men call on 
mee to anſwer Mt. Bl, or that bis writing was commended when others 
had done it before, The moſt frivolous treatiſe that is, if it bee againſt 
me, yet it wants not ſome to magnike it, Mr, Haſſey 1, Mr. Horns, Or. 5g 
vages in Latin and others want not applauders. I diſcern the ſpirit of 
Pædobaptiſts even in thoſe, whom I had taken to be moderate, judi- 
cious, friendly, yet in this point many of them ſhew neither —_ 
me, not love to truth, nor judgement in according their — 

a 003 


(615) 

iſa with cheir former and later principles and pradiſes. Bit I 

ſhall wait till God awake men, and ſpecially thoſe who have been fo 

forward to reform Diſcipline and Ceremonies, and have by folemn Co- 

remant yowed to endeayour reformation according to Gads Word, that 
may ſec rom hat they are faln, I goon, 

Next Mr. Bl, ſpeaks fomewhar of the occaſion of the doubt from Ex- 
149, 10. Let me premiſe, ſaith he, this as an undcubred truth, char 
© theſe Corinthians had their ſerupſes concerning their iſſue upon their 
mar iage in this diſparity, That which the Apoſtle ſatl . ſies in his an- 
« fwer, that the Corinthians ſerupled in their letter; This no man can 
« deny, tor he writes to give ſarisfaRion, as is p'ain v. 1. to their Jet- 
«ter caſes: But we ſee in the text that he fatizbes as ſcruples concern» 
« ing cheraſelyes, ſo alſo concet ning their jflue. 

To which I anſwer, the contrary is to me an undoubted truth, and ſo 
it was to Dr. Thoma Goodwin, whoſe reafon with mine ſhould have 
had fome anſwer from Mt. Bl, As for his ſyllogiſm the 14 or is not 
ceriain, ſ ih the Apoſtle might give ſati ſaction on the by, about o- 
ther things tuen che caſes whieh they ſcrupled and wrote to him about. 
Bur the minor I do dircRly deny, and ſath Mr, Bl. hath brought nothing 
to prove it,{ flight it as a vain d1Qare, | 

As for Mr, Bis. reſuſing te determine perempterily, that the occaſion 
of the ſcruple was that, ENV 9. & 10. it ſerves my turn to prove that 
no argument drawn from thence to conclude federal holineſs of in- 
faats of belle vers is valid. L have often hewed how wee can imagine 
the Corinthians bit upon their ſcruple, and were affected with it with- 
out reſpet to the ſact, Exra 9. & 10. and therefore need not again 
anſwer that queſtion, Mr. . not ſaying that the Iſraelites and the 
(miubians caſe was wholly the ſame, tends to ſhew Mr, Mo ſhals 
miſtake, and the defect of his argument. 

And ſor what Mr, 81. obſerves that the Chriflian Corimbians were 
under the moral Law of Moſes and it was not ſs eaſie for them to deter- 
wiarthat the Command Deut. 7, was judicial, I grant it, and thence infer 
ther norwithſtanding the words 1 Cor, 10. 15, yet they might not be fo 
underſtanding in gathering conſequences, or diſcerning the meaning of 
Ser iptures, but that they might conceive otherwiſe then rati6nal men uſu- 
ally do, contrary to what Mr. Bl. ſuggeſts of them ſect. 3. Mr, Bl. ha- 
riag cenſured rather then refured Dr. Goodwins opinion of the chbi/drens 
Tee/ bolireft, 1 Cer, 7. 14. He tels me my interpretation is firſt childiſfs, 
Fel tbe Corinthia if their marriage ſociety were adulterous , then their 
childrex were baſtards, if their marriage were null childrex were illegi« 
'nnate, this is too low a way of reaſoning, ſuch as every childe well knew 
before the Apoſtle told them, To which I anſwer, if it were ſo cafily un- 
der ſtood it was the fitter for the Apoſtles purpoſe io ſatisfie the render 
conſciences of doubting, Chriftians, who are beſt ſatisfied with that 
which is obyicus, and eaſily diſcernable, eſpecially when the perſons 

ue nomen, and men of ordinary capacities, And therefore this way of 
Tyuing ſhewed not childiſhneſs in the Apoſtle but fatherly wiſedome, 
ad is ⁊ very good reaſon for my interpretation, nor againſt ir, ſich ic 
Yyyy 3 is 


is acknowledged that the Apoſtles arguing as by me framed i right, and 
ſerves his purpoſe, : 4 , 

Secondly, ſaith Mr, Bl. Ie 4s incongruous te bring jbraſes fully an. 
ſwering the Churchſtate and condition of either parents, believing aud 
unbelieving ( which in the Scrifture is holy and unclean ) and yet to un. 
derſtand them of holineft and uncleanneſ of another kinde of legitimation 
and baftardy, iſ they may be ( as I think they never were) ſo called i; in. 
congrusus: That theſe words fully anſwer the C hurchſtale of ta ent. and 
the Cburchſlate and condition which the child en derive ſ10m then, is plain 
in that parallel text Gal. 2. 15. Jews by natare, that u holy by btb from 
believing parents, mot /nners of the Gentiles, not unclean by by th from un. 
beleeving anceſtours ; ſo Mr, Cartwright on theſe words, in bis anſwer to 
the Rbemiſts, If you will know what this holineß of children new born 1, 
the Apoſile telleth you, it is through the Co-xnant to be @ Jew by nature, oy 
bir:b : and if you will f.rther underſtand what this uncleann of childreg 
3s, the 1poſtle in the ſame place telleth you, it is not to be ſinners by nature 
as hoſe which are born of the heather, 

Anſw What ſaid before I ſay ſtill, without any jeer or diſre. 
gard to Mr, Cartwright, that the conceit that 1 Cor, 7. 14. and Gal 
2.15, are two ſul! parallel! Scriptures, is but a dream, thete being nei. 
ther agreement in ſcope, matter, words ar ſenſe between them. Not in 
ſcope, For 1 Cor,7,12,13,14. the Apoſtles ſcop: is o teſolve a doubt a- 
bout contjnuance of married perſons in diſpar i y of religion, Gal. 21. 
his ſcope is to determine by what we are juſtified, noi in matter, tor the 
one ſpeaks of the ſanct iſy ing of husband and wife to each other, and the 
holineſs or unc leanneſi ot the children;the other of Jews and Gentils ac. 
ding to their different national ſtate, nor is there one word uſed G41. 
15, which is uſed 1 Cor, 7. 14. nor can the ſenſe be agreeing, For 
by nature cannot be as much as boly 1 Cor. 7. 14. becauſe then the chil- 
dren of the Corintbians ſhould bee ewa by nature, which was impoſſi- 
ble, they being born of Gentile parents, for ſuch were the Corunthjans, 
1 Cor. 12. 2. Nor is Mr, Els, ſenſe em by nature, that it holy by birth 
from believing parents, any where elſe found in Scripture; Nor doth 
Jew by nature intimate their Churchſtate, as if hee meant it thus; 
we who are members of the viſible Church, or have this priviledge to 
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deſcent from Jacob in contradjinſttion to Gemiles {rom other roots, If 
any ask who are meant by | we, ] and why here is mentioned [ Jews by 
- wtyre,] and why they are oppoſed to the Gentiles, and they termed ſin- 
zers, I anſwer, the words ſeem plainly to be a part of Pauls ſpeech to 
Peter, and that by we are meant himſelf with Peter termed 4 Jem, v.14. 
and other believers of the Citcumciſion, mentioned v. 12, 3. and the 
ſenſe is, We though we are Jews by nature, or even we who are Jews 
by natural birth; andtiis mentioned, becauſe they had the Law pecu- 
larly given them, as 7'i/cator in his Axalyſs, Nos quantum vis Fudai 
ſums, quibus nimirum ſex peculiariter 4 Deo data eft. Oi as the oppo- 
ſite term (C xners of be Gentales ] int nares, knowers and keepers of the 
Law of Moſes, and therefore if any, certainly much more then ſinncrs of 
the Gentiles, we ſhould ſeek and expect to be juſtified by the Law; yet 
if we kuow that a man is not juſtified by the works of the Law, but by 
the ſaith of Chriſt, and even we bave believed on Cbriſt Feſus, that we 
might be juſtified by the faith of Chriſt, and not by the works of the law, 
it js not equal that wee ſhould as Peter did at Antiech, diſſemble our 
liberty in Chriſt, compel the Gentiles to Fudaixe or keep the law for 
righteouſneſs, and ſo not walke uprightly or rigbtſoote ii according to 
the truth of the Goſpel, Now the Gentiles are termed ſinners in the 
ſenſe, in which, in the ordinary acception among the Jewes, it was 
taken for men that obſerved not the law, oppoſed to the righteous, 
Matth. 9 13. Luke 15.1,:,7,10, & 18.9% 3. and many more places 
And in this ſenſe ic is taken, v.17, we our ſelves alſs are ſound ſumers, 
that is, we our ſelves alſo are deptehended, convinced, or proved.to be 
prophane breakers, or deſpiſe: s of the law: which the Gentiles did, and 
which I think is meant Epbe .2,1,2,3, and that Paul doth nut any more 
reckon hinſelf with them E:beſ.2.3, then he doth with chem that are 
alive at Chriſts commizg, oppoſite to them who are dead in Chrift,: The. 
4.17, though he uſe the firſt perſon plural in both; for I {cc not how 
that could ſtand with his ſpeeches of himſelf, Adi 23,1. Philip.3.4 5,6, 
and therefore do conceive a conception or an enallage of perſon, Epbeſ. 
2.3, uſed often in ſpeeches, whereby a ſpeaker rakes that to himſelf which. 
is proper to others, whether to avoid diſtaſte as if he vpbraided them, 
or to inſinuate into their affeRions, or for ſuch like reaſon, Out of all, 
which I infer, 1. That ¶ Fews by nature] is not put Gel 2,15, to intimate 
a birth. priviledge of the children of belĩieveto, whether Fews or Gen- 
tiles, concerning, their Eccleflaſtical ſtate even in infancy as viſible 
Churchmembers ; but it is par to note either the advantage peculiar 
to the Jewiſh nation in that the law of Moſes was given to them, or ra- 
ther the greater likelihood and meerneſs or congruity ro ſeek or claim 
righteouſneſs by the law then the Gentiles, 2. I hat be meant not they 
were Jews by nature through the Covenant of grace, For that were clean 
07 police to bis jorention, which was to ſhew that their eſtate of being 
Jews by nature did not confer to their juſtification, which doubtleſs ir 
would have done if it had been by the Covenant of grace, but to 
intimate, that the law was given to them, or rather they ſtudious of 
x, and Zelots for it, and therefore if any, they ſhould be juſtified by 
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it. 26 Paul in 4 like place, Phil. 3. 3, 4, J, C, 7, 6,9. So chat whatever ag: 
vantage or prese deney is intimared by it, it is aſcribed to the law, and 
their ebferving of ir, not to the new Covenant of grace. 3. Ibe orte · 
riority or worſe condition of the Gentiles is aſcribed to them, not bare. 
ly in reſpect of cheir birch from unbelievers, and ſo agreeing ro their 
infants, much lefs as agree ing to infants of unbelieving Jews as well ax 
Gentiles, but in reſpe& of their manners. either onely or chief y, and ſa 
not competent to infants, And therefore notwithſtan ing Mr. BI. thought 
Gal 2.15, a fir Text for his Sermon, in which he afferted infants birth. 
friviledge of believing Gentiles, though Mr. Calamy and Mr. Vines 
crack in their Epiſtle before Mr, BI. anſwer to my Letter, that behath 
truly ſtated the the queſtion, ſet it upon the right baſis, and well fortified 
it, and Mr, Bl. hath produced ſome what from Mr. C antwright to colour 
his parallelling 1 cer. 7. 14. with Gal. 2. 15. yet I ſay ſtill, and have ſuch 
a gift of impudence as to aver, that both Mr, Cartwright was miſtaken, 
and Mr, calamy and Mr. lines did vainly crack of Mr. Bls, Birth priui- 
ledge and Mr Bl. ach groſſy abuſed Gal. 2. 15. a5 he did alſo Gat 4.19. 
and the re is no paralleliſm of 1 C. 7. 16. and Gal. 2. ü 5, to interpret 
the one by the other. 

3. Saith Mr, Bl. The argument thus under flood is untrue: The 
<« ftrefs is wholly laid upon the believing party, as to the holineſs ol the 
<« iſſue, twice over; the unbeliever is meerly paſſive in It, when the 
child hath letzitimation equally from both. Againft his inrerprerari- 
© on, and for mine ( which Chamier affirms to be cal vini & omnumn. 
« frorum ) take theſe arguments, 1. That holineſs which neceſſarily 
e follows to the ifſue, from the ſanctĩfication of an unbelieving by a bes 
< lieving yokefellow, is Covenant holineſs, and nor legicimarjon : But 
** the holineſs in this place of the Apoſtle neceſſarily follows to the iflue 
from the ſanQificatien of an unbeliever by 2 belicver z Ergo, itis 
Covenant holineſs, not legitimatien. 2. Thar which is derived from 
© the eminency of one parent aboye another, and not equally from bath 
eis not legitimation: But this holineſs ls derived from the eminence of 
< one parent ( vix, the delicving parent) above the other; Ergo, it is 
not legitimation. 3. The reſult or fruit which follows from a belie- 
« vers faith is not legimation: But the holineſs in the Text is a reſult 
te of the faith of the believing yokefellow. The minor is evident, ſeeing 
« faich is twice hinted at in the believer, I know that Mr. . denies that 
«the unbelieving husband or wife is ſanctifled in the ow It is 
< ( ſaithfhe ) in the husband, not in the believing husband; in the 
wife, not in the believing wife, that is not in the Text. The mar- 
6 -- is between a believer and au unbeliever, the unbeliever is ſanfl- 
ce fied, whether husband or wife by their yokefellow, bat nor by their 

< believing yoke fellow ; the Reader that puts off his reaſon may mat» 
© ter ſach denjals, 

Anſw, The Reader that puts on his reaſon, will eaſily ſee good tes. 
ſon for my denial of each of the minors in each of Mr, Bls, three argu- 
ments, and the vanity of Mr, B1s, arguings, laying the ſtreſs wholly up- 
en the believing party, which is not expreſſed in the Text, but onely — 

ted, 
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tes; and upon 2 tranfla tion of the particle i by, which is net denied 
but may be eranflated in or #0, Will any man of competent reaſon con- 
ceive, that the Apoſtle being to give reaſon of his reſslucion of an im- 

tant point of conſeience, about which ke was by Letter conſulted, 
would ſo looſely argue as to leave out the chief word from whence he 
inferred his concluton, and conclude holinefs as reſulting from that 
which is not named, yea though he named the oppoſice te tm twice, and 
expreſs a cauſulicy or antecedency by a term that had ordinarily another 
reſpet, when there was a proper and ulual — dis to expreſs it 
by » And on the other fide fo preciſely name the terms of bx:band and 
wife twice, and your children expreſly, and yer lay no part of the ſtreſs 
upon the conjugal relation ſo often a d ſo plainly mentioned? Tea, do 
ne think that the Apoſtle giving a reaſon why the husband and wife 
night live toge her in diſparity ot Religion, would lay the whole ſtreſs 
upon chat which wa* meerly accidental to their marriage ſtate, to wie, 
the ones being a believer, and the f.deral holineſs of children, without 
which che it mr rriage might be good at firſt, and they lawfully continue 
together, and not aſcribe it to that conjugal relation, continuing which 
alone mad: their living together lawfull as their comming together at 
fir? That Chamier did over laſh in ſaying the inter pretation ct ſedetal 
holineſs was emnium noſtrorum, is manifeſt by the words of Muſculus, 
MelanFbox, and Canmerarine, c ted by me in my Exercitation ſect. 3. I hat 


it was calvin: and many mo. e Proteſtants opinion, is a prejudice againſt \____/ 


our opinion, but ſheuld not be with thoſe that derermin: upon evi- 
dence of reaſon, not the authority of men, Calvii was an excellent 
man, but we may fay of him, Non videt omnia. I follow Mr. Bl, in his 
next ſc (0x, 

Whereas Mr. Bl ſaith, I put the Apoſiles argument into ths form, If 
the unbelieving husband were no: ſaufified by the wiſe, then were your 
children unclean ; | i they are not unclean, but hely; Ergo, the unbelie. 
ving buwband is ſan*ified by the wiſe : Had be dealt fairly with ms, he 
would baut rei fred the major, and changed { by] into to,] the concluſi- 
on of the ſyllogiſm, and the words next before and all along in that 
feltion of my Examen having ¶ to the wife] which I contend for in that 
ſefion, and pag. 14, 1 f. of my Exercitation, as the genuine reading, diſ- 
claiming ¶ by the wife, ] and of this advertiſe Mr. . p. 7. of the firſt 
part of this Review. The reſt of the ſectien is ſpent about the propo- 
fition proving this ſequel, [ If the unbelieving husband be not ſanctiſi- 
ed in or to the wife, your children were unclean, ] and ſo included in the 
Apoſtles confequence, Mr. Bl, would have it to be thus, Anſwer tomy 
Lelter, p.; 8. | Allthe children of an unbeliever are unclean. unleſs for ge- 
a be er ſhe be ſanfiifled by « believer, ] I conceive this propoſition 
to ge incladed in the Apoſtles conſequence, [ All the children of thoſe 
parencs whereof one is not ſanRified to the other, are unclean; ] or [none 
of the children of thoſe parents whereof one is not ſancti ed ro the other 
are holy.] The point in difference between us, is, whether ir be neceſſa- 
ry to inſert | of an wnbeliever, ume {or generation be or ſhe bs ſanfified 
by a believer, } This 1 deny for theſe reaſons, 1. That is not nc ceſlary — 
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be inſerred, without which the Apeſtles conclufion is inferred x gur 
the. Apoſtles concluſion is inferred without Mr. Bls, addition; Ergo 
The major is ot it ſelf evident. The minor is thus proved. The Apoſtle 
in his argument doi h not at all mention ſanctiſication for generation, 
there may be and was ſanctiſication without generation, elſe no husband 
and wife could be ſan&ified one in or to anothenexcept children were 
begotten, and fo the Apoſtle ſhould nor reſolve the lawſulneſt of their 
Ling together who were barren , which is abſurd, Nor is it neceſlary 
to add | by a believer, | ſich the Apoſtle hath omitted ir, and that as it is 
very probable of ſet pu: poſe, Nor is ĩt neceſſary to add [ unbelie ver] be. 
cauſe it is falſe then even according to Pædobaptiſts bypo?beſes, For 
then it would fo'low, the children of two believers are unclean, and ſo 
Iſaac and Jacob ſhould be unclean, or out of the Covenant; if inis were 
added all the children of thoſe parents, whereof one is not an unbeliever 
ſanctiſed ſor generation by a believer, are unclean, 

2. The ſecond reaſon I form thus, That is not neceſſary to be ad. 
ded, which would make the A poſtles propoſition falſe : But Mr, Bls ad. 
dition would make the Apoſtles p:opofition falſe, Fer it is falſe, which 
he makes the Apoſtles propoſitien, 4U tbe children of an uubelit ver are 
u'clean, ux / ef for generation be or ſhe be ſaniiificd by a believer, For whe, 
ther by uncleauneſt we underſtand non · admiſſibleneſs into the Church, 
it is falſe; for the children of unbelievers bought with money by Abra- 
bim, though infants, yet were in Mr, B/s. ſenſe federally holy: and 
me thinks Mr, Bl. who afferts againſt Mr. Firmin the baptizability 
of the infants of the generality of En. liſh though ithe parents ba 
openly profane, and hate godlineſs, ſhould not deny it: however, the 
caſe is clear in the Circumeifion of prof. fled infidels children b ugbt 
with money, Gen. 17. 27. And for feaeral real holineſs, I ſuppoſe Mr, 
Bl. will not deny, but that many of them, as Kabab, &c. were inthe Co. 
yenant of ſaving grace, 

To the firſt of theſe, Mr. Bl. 1+ ſaith thus, pag. 338. I pray leave ge 
neration out, and ſee whether there can be any ſenſe in it, unleſt it be n- 
der ſtosd; their ſanchißcat ion will conſer no legi/4mation, without ge- 
eration ; f 1 ſay not believer, I muſt ſay husband or wiſe that js « 
believer, 

Aſw. If generation be leſt out, and believer, it may be good ſenſe ac- 
cording to my inter pretation. An unbelieving husband may be ſand i- 
fied to his wife, that is, may lawfully uſe her though ſhe were an unbe- 
liever as his wife, and may continue to live with her, and ſhe with him, 
though they never had or ſhould have children, elſe your children which 
you might beger ſhould be unclean; bur this being put, they are legi- 
timate. Bur according to Mr, Bls, interpretg:ion it is aotgood ſenſe 
in the caſe of the barren ; for ſhe or he are not inſtruc entally ſanRifed 
fo; generation, theredeing no generation there is no being an inſtru- 
ment for generation, nor ſanRifcation thereto, And an inſtrument is 
an efficient, and wherethere js no effect there is no efticjient, nor in- 
ſtrument: And to be ſanRified inſtrumentally muſt be as an inſtrument 
to 2 principal agent, which in this thing cannot be any other then Cod; 
now 
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now no jnſtrument of God fails to produce its efteF, therefore wich- 
out actual generation, no wite can bee ſaid to bee inſtrumentally ſan- 
& fied for generation. And for the leaving out the texm ¶ believer ] ic 
is good ſenſe as I expound it without it, and if the Apolile had nor 
conceived it good ſenſe withemt it, hee would not, as hee did, have left 
it our, But I conteſs it is not good ſenſe accordi g to Mr, / ls, inter- 
preta ion, Who faith (:hough falſely) p. 334. The ſtreſß s wholly laid 
upon the believing party , as to the holineſs of the iſſue twice over, 
I confeſs then ſactification would confer no legitimation actual witu- 
out actual generation; yer their might bee legitimation of iflue (bi h 
isencugh to ſhew the ecnſe quence to bee good and for the Apoſtles 
purpoſe ) without actual generation, the legitimati n being one ly up- 
on luppoſition ( as it is uſual in ſuch argumente) and ſo the genera- 
ti-nonely ſuppoſed, Doubt leſs the Apoſtle reſolved the ( orintbans of 
the lawful living together of the barren as well as they that | ad or ſhould 
beger, which will not agree with Mr. / 1s. expoſition of inſtrumental 
ſan&ificacion for that is not true but of actual generation paſt or ſuture, 
25 I have proved, 

But Mr. BY, adus, the 'poſiles major is of an unhe icving bun: band 
and a believing wiſe, ard I make the propo' tion univerſal, accer ding to 
the capacity of the ſubject of all believing wives joyned o unbelicving 
buibands, wot with Mr, I. of all husband, and wives. And this i the 4 
joftles includedpropoſitien, which muſt bee the baſis of ſs many inferences 
and refut at ions, when yet all mens Logick (except what Ar. T. bath learnt) 
Will atteily diſclaims it. 

Anſw. That the Apoſt es major is not of an unbelieving husband 
ind a bel ie ving wife, is manifeſt by the words in which the term ¶ belie- 
ding] is in both ſpeeches left our, And lure if the Apoſtle would have 
aſcribed any thing to the believer as ſuch, hee could as caſily have pur 
it in as the term unbeliever, or the terms brother or ſiſter, uſed v. 12, 
15, And though I deny not that the wife, or buusband oppoſite to 
the inſidel yoke-tellow were belie vers, yer I have l arned ſo much Lo- 
gick and Divinity, that what attributes do agree materially do not al- 
wayes agree tormally in each ſpeech, as though Ih, was the ſon of 
Abrabam, yet what is ſaid of him Gal. 4 13, 24, 25, 29, 30, 3. 13 
laid ot him n t as Abrahams ſonne, bit as Hagart. And fo it is here, 
thou h the husband or wite were a believer, yet they are not there con- 
ſid ted as belic vers, gor the things there poken of them aſcribed to them 
under that conſideration, but under the conſideration of husband and 
wite : and it auy ciſclaim this Logick, be will diſclaim ſuch Logick as 
the poly Scriprure uſeth in theſe and other places. 

Lalleaged in my Examen part. 2. ſe. 8. p. 78. the words of Chamier: 
tom. 4. pauſtr, cath, “ f c 10. 5.67. againſt Auguſtines inter pretation of 
I Cor. 7, 14. ofa ceremonial holineſs, as appoſite to refute his own of 
federal. For ſaith hee, that interpre / at ion is vidiculou : if theſe propoſiti. 
ons bee not true, that all born of thoſe arent; whereof oneis not ſancti. 
fied in the »tber, are begotten in the tine of the womans monethly courſes, 
Infidel butbands never uſe their wives but at ſuch time, ſor ſo the 
Zz zz 2 Apes 
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Apoſtle is made to ſpca by Auguſtines interpretation. Now the ſelt ſame 
Ihe ved to tollow on his own interpretation, the words being changed 
which ſhould bee changed in ſuch a rerorſion, For then according to it 
the Apoſtle thould ſay, AZ the children born of thoſe parents of whom 
one is not ſun i ſied in the other, are out of the Covenant of grace, infidel 
parents never beget of their wives children within the © ovenat of grace, 
Both which ate tale, and ce:ſcquently the interpietarzon of C bamier, 
whence it is apparen: that cbamier made he ſe propoſitions in the Apo. 
ſtles arguing to be included, Ihe. ch. lden bei ebf ene payent 5 mot ſan- 
fed in the o her are unclean, none of the chi/ dien of thoſe ; 4' ents whereof 
ove is not ſanfiſicd in the other are holy, I iaid alſo in my Antidote pag. is. 
that Mr. Bl, conte ſled theſe propofitions included in the Apoſtles conſe- 
uence. Againſt this Mr, BY, thu: riſeth up, | 

What can { i agine bur that Mr, T. knowingly faſtens this groſs 
** un:ruth upon mee? Seeing he ſo we! knowes that { bath deny jt aud 
* havcargued 2;ainſt it (having made ſuch defence as he could in his 
A pology of it) yet now in his Antidote ſays I confeſs it. I amover. 
much honoured to be named (if I may ſay ſo) the day that Chamieris 
* mentioned, but as much wronged to have ſuch a Monſter of abſurdi. 
* ties Cas is contained in that propolition ) obtruded upon mee; my 
thoughts are over-high of Chamicr to believe any ſuch weakneſs 
In him, wien Mr, T. ſhewes it in him (having yet given his Rea- 
© der no account where it may bee found ) I ſhall ſub cribe to 
* that Proverb ; Nullum magnum ingeniam ſine aliqua mixtura dt» 
* mentie. 

Anſw, Chamiers words in the place cited, making the Apoſtles 
arguing with Augaſtines expoſition to include the two propoſitions bes 
tore named, do plainly ſhew, that in his Logick the Apoſtle aſſerted 
theſe propoſitions, All the children whereof one parent is wot ſanfified in 
the other are unclean, none of them are holy; and Mr, Bl. in his anſwer te 
my Letter ch. 7. / ect. 2. pag. 36, to my fourth argument againſt jnſtru- 
mental ſanctiſicatĩon thus made, in this form of reaſoning this ptopo- 
ſition is included; Their children could not bee holy without chat 
fan7tificacion, which could not bee true of inſtrumental ſan&ikcation 
and tederal holineſs, replies never denving the propoſition tv bee in. 
cluded, but avers it true of infirumental ſanFification and federal boli. 
neſt, yea moſt true, neceſſurily and univerſally true: Now hee that ſaich 
without that ſan& ification (of one parent in the other) the children 
could not be holy, ſaich none of the children of thole parents whereof 
one is not ſanct ĩfied to the other are holy, ro which is equipollentall 
the children of thoſe parents whereof one js not ſanRiked in the 
other are unclean, And thus it is ſhewed Mr, Bl, whete hee and Chas 
mier confeſſed thoſe propofitions to bee included, which indeed have 
no monſter ef abſurdities in them, but are the genuine medium of the 
Apoſtles argument, and Chamier without any mixture of madneſt, did 
acute ly diſcern te be included in the Apoſtles reaſoning, though hee 
heeded not how this very obſervation oyerthrowes bis own inter preta- 
tion as well as Auguſtines. 1 
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Thereſt of this ſect ion not anſwered about the reaſon I gave why 
the propoſition included in the Apoſtles ſequel is to be conet ived with- 
our the terms of believer and unbelzever inſeried by Vr. BY, and the il - 
juſttation of it 1 ſhall make no further reply to here, but refer the Rea- 
det to what is ſo largely ſpoken in vindica ion of my ſelf in the firſt 
part of this Review ſect, 21. pag. 170, ſect. 36, pag. 249, 250, I pro- 
ceed ro examine Mr, Bls. fich Sect. of the 29th, Chapter, although acre 
are ſome things in the ſix ch Section which pet ha ps might bee more ſit- 
ly anſwered fit ſt. 

Mr. Bl. Sect. 5. having ſaid that Ialledge, that the Apoſtles in 
this text bri gs a foi mal argument to prove the marriage ſociety of tl eſe 
yoce-fellowe> lawful, which in the two former verſcs hee had deter- 
mined, hee then adds. 

And it cannot be denied but the words at the firſt fight, ſcem to 
« carry ſome colour to underſtand them fo far in Mr. T. bis ſenſe, as to 
« make them formal, concluding reaſons of his former determinati- 
en having ſaid v. 12, 13, then hee adds v. 14. But the way of inte- 
© rence will as well bear it, that the A poſt e doth firſt determine in 
« the contt overſie by revelation (as Mr. T. will have it) as an Apo. 
«ſt'e, then takes off their ſcruples which o. cafioned their fears, both 
e reſpectiye to their poſterity and themſelves; Mr, 7. indecd challen. 
« pes this way ot j-;terpretaticn ro make te Apoſtle immethodical, but 
© what better method then to determine a point, and then anſwer 
© reaſons againſt it; The Apoſtle meeting with their fears in reſpe& 
« of their poſterity and themſelves, it muſt needs bee that they ſigniſied 
them and hee anſwers them; The Apoſtles method ( it is true) and 
manner of inference indifferently fayours either inter pretation; But 
the words themſelvs clearly evince,that they are a removal ot ſcruples 
« againſt their marriage ſociety, and not a formal concluding argument 
© againſt it. 

10 It is true it is a bottome I build much on, 1. That the Apoſt!c 
brings the mcd or middle terms of cwo Syllegiſms or formal arguments 
v. 14, to prove the lawtulne's of the continuance in marriage ſociety of 
the b:l1eving yoke-fellow with the unbeliever, determined by him v. 
12,13, and that they are not as v. 16. a Rhctorical argument onely 
to move the affe ions to embrace what before their judgements were 
ſetled in, but a Logical proof of the refolution by ſetting down the 
medium out of which a ſylegiſm is to be ſraued to infer the concluſion. 
2, That the Apoſtle doth not at all teſol e any doubt about their poſte. 
rity, but rakes the ſtare of their poſterity as out of doubt with them, 
and the ner infers that which was deubttul to them concerning their own 
marriage ſtate, Now Mr. BU denies not the words at firft ſight ſeem to 
Carry ſome calour to under(tand them ſo far in my ſenſe as to make them for- 
mal, concluding reaſons of the Apoſtles former determination, and con- 
fefſ:rh the Apo,.les method and manner of inference indifferently favours ei- 
ther inter ;recatron. Bit that the words are to bee analyſed and con- 
ceived onely in he form I bave reſolved them, I prove, firſt by the 
particles, for, elſe, but now, all theſe particles ate argumentative. 

2222 3 For] 


( 624) 


[ Foy ] in many places, as Rom. 3.20, & 4.15, GC. 1 Corinth, 7.9, 
31, c. 454} 44 tranflated elſe, or othe, wiſe, or for then are argy. 
mentative, as 1 Cor, f. 1% & 15. 15,29, Rom, 11. 6. in which pla. 
ces it notes an abſurdity conſequent, if the antecedent bee not gran. 
ted: yy 4e but now, is uſed alſo frequently as an argumentative par. 
ticle, as 1 Coriath. 2. 18, 20, Rem. 3, 21. Hab. 8.6, & 9, 16, 
there are both thcſe uſed, as 67:1 &* ww» Je, lo 1 Corinth. 15. 20. 

And accordingly Paſor in his Lexicen on the word ry”, dict ur etiam 
127, 1 cor. 15, 20. interdum ſervit aſſumptioni ſyllogi/mi , 1 cer 

7. v.14, & 15. v. 10. Mt. Coblet Juſt, vindic p.rt. 1, chap, 1. ſect. 
1. here the wordt 4: agz uſed in argumentation, 4S 1 Cor. 5. to, 
and the particle d' Je in like ſeit uſed, 1 Cor. 12. 18, 20, So Rom, 
3 2 . Heb 8, 6, & 9. 26. & 11. 16, Do declare that that ſentence 
(in the later fart of 1 Cor. 7. 14) #s aunextd it way of argue 
mentation to the propoſition immediately before, exa anaot, ad 1 Cor, 
7, 14. pailicula i hoc in loco non eſt tempoias aaverbium, ſed eſt cone 
junio qua adbiberi ſolet ia argamentorum afſunptionibas. 2. this is 
proves trom the ma teet, i is agreed on that the Apoſtle determines 
the dou rt of he Corinthiins v. 12, 13, and it is apparent that the firſt 
part ot d. 14. is a reaſ"n of his determination. Let us conſider the de- 
termination v. 12,13. let him not put her away, let ber not leave bim Now 
this determination may be underſtood either as a pla in prohibition fore 
bi ding the believer to put away or leave the unbeli ving yoke-fellow at 
all, being contented ro dwell withthe belicver. Bur this ſenſe ſcems not 
to me to be the Apoſtles intent; i. Becauſe it might then be a hard yoke, 
that a believer muſt not put away his wife which will dwell with tim 
though ſhe play the harlot; or it may be underſtood a3 a determination 
of their liberty, Let him noi put ber away, let ber not leave him, that ir, 
there is no neceſſity that he ſhould put her away, that (the ſhould leave 
him, conſcience and duty to God ties them nut to do ſo, and this ſenſe 
ſeems moſt probable to ne, though I reje& not the other, if ſome limi- 
tation more be added, as thus, let him not put her away, u ſhee leave 
bim, that is, I forbid them to leave each other barely for the diſparity 
of religion. Now the reaſons of this later explica: ion are theſe, 1, Be- 
cauſe the phraſe v. 15, let him depart is not an abſolute command but a 
permiſſion, as the words tollowing, a brot her or ſiſter is not under box- 
dage in ſuth caſes, ſhew, and the like is to bee ſaid of the reſolution v. 
17, ſolet him walk, that is, ſo hee may walk, and that it is che ſenſe, l 
gather from the inſtances in the following verſes, whereby the Apoſtle 
illuſtrates his determination v.17, 's any man called being uncireumeiſed? 
v 18, let him not become ancircumciſed: Is any called in uncircumciſionf 
tet him not be circumciſed, Which ſpeeches do not abſolu ely forbid the 
drawing up the fore- skin or the cutting it off, there might bee caſes in 
which either might be lawful, but lea ve it at liberty, and ſo much the 
words ollowing alſo intimate circumci on is not hing, and uncircumciſſen 
is nothing but the keeping the commande mente of God, which ex pieſſion in. 
timate the i differency of theſe, and the non availing to ingratiate us to 
God, which is not a fit reaſon for an abſolute prohibition, but for a de. 
termination concerning the liberty of either. 4 Then 
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Then the Apoſtle v. 20. repeats his determination v. 17. Let every 
nan abide in the ſame calling wherein he was called; which (though true 
of it) is not meant of bis hrifſtian general calling, as if he bad ſaid, Lec 
every man abide in Chriſtianity wherein he was called, which the words 
ſeem ar firlt read ing to import; for the words following, v. 21. Art 
thou called being a ſer vant? do ſhew, that the term ¶ calling] v. 20. 
notes the ſtate of life antecedent to his being a Chriſtian, which by an 
elegant nt aniclaſit is termed by the Apoſtle bis callin -: And this the 
Apoſtle duth nor enjoyn to as that he forbids any ſeryant ts be free ; 
but the meaning i, as Piodati in his Annot. rightly expounds it, He 
may abide therein with a ſafe conſcience, and ought not raſhly to change it, 
neither through ſuper ſiition, nor by doing anot her any wrong: but af be can 
do it ſor any ju cauſes, or through any lawſull means, it i then lawſull 
foÞ bim to de ii. The fave is repeated v. 24. and is tu be ungertood, 
not (as oft preachers do undei ſtand it) of a mans trade, or imployment 
onely, and as an abſolute command, that a man ſhould nct leave his 
ivployment, trade, or fun{tion in which he was bred, as of a tradef. 
man to become a preacher, & c. but the calling is any ſtate of life in 
which the perion was found, who was called to be a Chriſtian, as to be 
circu aiſed or uncireu ciſed, a ſervant or freeman, married ot unmare 
ried, ſubject or Magiſtrate, and ſo proves that Magiſtracy or any 
other ſtare of lite is conſiſtent with Chriſtianity, And the Apoſtles de- 
termination is not of neceſſi y, as if a Chriſtian might not alter the cal- 
ling or ſtate of life ne was in when he was converted, for then the ſer» 
yant might not become free, vor the unmarried marry ; but of liberty, 
tha Chriſtians ſhould not think themſcl.es bound by their Chriſtian 
profeſſion, to forſake theſe eſtates, bur they might continue in them, 
And ſo is che reſolution v. 2,13. io be expounded, 2, his expofi- 
tion is agree ble to the occaſion of the Apoſtles determination, which 
was the Corinthian Chriſtians doubt of the lawtu'neſs of their living 
together, nor of the i convenience or convenience ( for in that they 
could have beſt reſolved themſclves) and fo the Apoſtles reſolution is 
of the lawtulneſs of living together. 3. This is furcher confirmed trom 
the reaſon of his determination, v,12,13, in the firſt part of v. 14, 
which is apparent ly ſer down to meet with the reaſon of their doubt: 
they thought that they might not live with the unbeliever, becauſe un- 
holy, The Apoſtle on the contrary determines though hee were 
unholy in himſelf, yet he was to his wife as if hee had been holy: 
and the reaſon is thus, The wife may live with him as her husband, who 
though an unbeljever, is in reſpe d of marrioge uſe as if he were ſancti 
fied : Bur ſo is the unbelieviag husband; Ergo, Which reaſon cannot 
be a meer Rhetorical argument to move the affect ĩon, for it ſuppoſeth 
the unbe lie ver con ĩnuing ſuch, which was their vexation; but an ar- 
gument to ſatis ſie their conſcicnces + Yet not of their duty that they 
muſt live tagether, for it is heterogeneous to that end, hey were not 
bound to live together by reaſ-n of the ſan&ifiedneſs ot the unbelic ver, 
ou: Gods command, which alone makes duty; but of the lawfulnefs not- 
withſtanding his infidelity, by determining againſt the ground of their 
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$oubr, the unlawfulneſs of living together with an unſanctified infidel 
As for the words following, [ Elſe were your children unclean, but now 
are tbey boly,] they cannot be the reſolution of another doubt: but t. 
the tor ms of expreſſion | i276 «9 , elſe or other wiſe, and but wow, ] do 
plainly ſhe, that thoſe words do confirm what was ſaid next before, 
the unbelieving wiſe is ſanftified to the buSband, | 2, I hey ſhew thay 
rhe thing was certain even to them, chat theic children were not unclean 
and that it was abſurd in their con: eirs that their chi dren ſhould be 
unclean, ir, Bl. himſelf ſaith, Vindic Fed. pag. 323. Elſe implies 
a ce/tainty, that upon this account of ſancliſicat ian of the parent, iron 
whom the ground of fear aroſe, the children are holy; a like certainty, that 
were it not that they were thus ſauctiſied they were unclean, Which wordt 
do plainly ſer down the two ptopoſit ions 1 conceived in the Apoſtles 
argument, which Mr. Bl, teras a monſter of abſurdity ; for ¶ It is certain 
that upon this account of ſanctiſicat ion of the parent from whom the ground 
of ſear aroſe, the children are hoty,] is equipollent to this, [ All the chil, 
dren of thoſe parents whereof one is ſanctified to the other, are Hy; 
and [ it is certain, that were it not t hat they were thus ſan ii ſied, they wee 
unclean, ] is equipollent to this, [ none of the children of thoſe patenu 
whereot one is nor ſan&ified to the other are clean or holy; ] and herebj 
their ſear is confeſſed to have been about their own living together, and 
the ground of it the imagined non [ani fiedneft f the parent, and that 
[ elſe } doth imply a certainty of tbe childrens bolineſi upon thy account 
of ſan*i3fication of the parent; which evidently ſhews, that the childrens 
holineſs is a conſequent of the parents ſanctification, and brought 10 
prove it, and not to reſolve another doubt of them, Yea, it ve e ridicu- 
Hus to reſolve a doubt by a deubt, co reſolve them their children were 
holy, becauſc they were holy, Righrly ſaith Pzſcator in hi» ſcholie on 
the place, The argument is ſrom the effect, to wit a conſequent abſurdity, 
and ic is after this form, If the unbebeving busband were not ſanttificdin 
the wife, their children would be unclean ; Bat they are not unclean, fot 
they are bely; therefore the unbelic ving buaband is ſari ified in the wiſe, 
Whence it is apparent, that the words are nut a retalu 1 of a doubt of 
theirehildren, tor then the childrens holineſ would have been the con. 
clufion, whereas it is the aſſumption, and conſcquently that the Apoſtle 
uſeth formal arguments, or gives the midale- terms of them, and that 
he doth notrefolve two doubts, but one of the lawtulneſs of the living 
together of yokefellows in diſparity of Relig on, and that the firſt at. 
gument is taken from that which obviate the ground of their fear, and 
the later confirms that argument trom a conſequent abſurdity even in 
their apprehenſion, if that were not granted, Tuis to be the t ue dnclyfis 
o the Apoſtles words, the words of Chamier, R. xa, Zegedin in his tables, 
and many more do ſhew, which I forbcar to alledge as conceiving it 
needleſs, What ſaith Mr, Bl. to this 7 

Let us lool. firſt into v. 16, where the | ſo7 | may lay as fajr a claim 
** ro 2 formal reaſon as this in the 4th,and M./ himſecli ſays is a reaſon, 
** Antip.d pag. 110. Br I would fain learn how he can ma%e ut up in- 
co a reaſon; he muſt thus draw it up. Whom a man in marriae 
++ loclet) 
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« ſocjery may have hopes to ſave from idolatrous ways, with fuch a cue 
« he may continue in marriage ſociety ; Bur a bcheving husband in 
mat ri ge ſociety may have hopes to ſave his unbelieving wife from 
ce ;dolatrous ways; Ergo, This propoſition as to ſuch a concluſion is 
«1, vain 3 for though there were no ſuch hopes, yet marriage {ociety 
js to be c-nrinued, Gentiliſm being nor of the ſubſtance of marriage, 
© which Mr. T {ems to yeeld, Examen, pag 121, 2, This propoſicion 
eis {alle as to is purpoſe ; the ince ſtuous Corintbian might l ave had 
© hopes to have converted his fathers wife ( it a heachen ) and yer ſuch 
© hopes would not conclude the lawſulne ſ of their ſociety together. 
© Herod might have bid like hopes to have converted his brother Pbz- 
lips wife, and yer this was not objected againſt John Baptiſt, and bad 
tit been objected, it had be n frivolous, We have many eaſes put about 
© marriage, if ſuch an argument would ſerve the turn, it would ſalve 
© them all, 

Anſw, Though I fay 1 Cor. 7. 16. is 2 reaſon to perſwade to the reſo » 
lution v.13, yer ] do not ſay it is a reaſon to conclude the lawtulnef(s 
of living together, but to perſwade them the rather to live together from 
the paſſibility or hopetulneſ; of that event, which he urgeth in a Rhee» 
torical way in an inrerrogation, not in @ Logick way as he did v 14, 
and yet it may be dawn up Logically thus. They are the rather to lire 
together, it being otherwiſe decermined lawiull, whereof ene, if they 
live together, may ſave the o her: Bur ſo it may be it the brother oz 
fſter live with the infidel yokeſellow, Ergo, So that by my maintain. 
ing bat v.14, [ ſor ] notes the medium ot a formal argument, and that 
thereby the lawfulneſs of the believing and infidel yoketellows conti- 
nuing together in marriage ſociery is concluded, and that [ for, v.16.] 
notes a reaſon of the reſolution, v 16, yet it follows not the concluſion 
inferred v.16, is the ſame with that inferred v. 4. nor the reaſon to be 
drawn as Mr, Bl. would, nor is there any need I ſhould retract my Ana- 
Mis of v. 12,1 3,14. nor anſwer Mr. Bls, objections againſt an argu- 
ment which I neither aſeribe to the Apoſtle, nor is deducible our of any 
of my grants. 

Mr. Bl, adds. And for v. 14. though I cannot fay, bur in caſe i: 
*were made up (into Mr, T's, his ſenſe ) inte a reaſen of the former 
*concluſion, it would contain a truth, and fo far might paſs in the 
* may of a rcaſon; Yet T have many material exceptions againſt it; 
t. from the thing i: ſelf, it would be a reaſon filly, childiſh, vain, 
* your married condition is lawfull, elle your children were baſtards | 
what child in Coriuth but well underftoed it? 2. From the phraſe in 
* which it is delivercd altogether unſunadle to a reaſon of this doctr ine, 
*1, being onely to tell them, that the levitimarion of their iſſue pro- 
ved the lawinineſs of their marriage ſociety, he ſhould attribute all! 
(As to either ſex ) to the believer, when the child owes his legitima- 
tion equally to either parent: 2: That being to give + reaſon of the 

lawfulneſs of marriage in ſuch a ſpecial caſe, he ſhoul(! give his tea- 
ſon of equal concernment to all marriages where both are unbelie- 
Vers, both believers, as well as this between a believer and 1 unbe- 
ever 
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lie ver: 3. When he is to ſpeak onely of legitimation and baſtatdy. 
© he ſhould phraſe it in ſuch uncouth language, and in words bt 
© jt onely ſuteable to their parents Eccleſiaſtical capacity, whether 
title to it, as in the believer, or want of it, as in the unbelie- 
« yer, Now on the other hand interpret the Apoſtles words ( as 
<« his method will equally beare ) accordingly as you have heard 
© before, and no ſuch inconvenience follows trom the words either 
© y,14. Or 16, 

Anſw, Mr. Bls. confeſſion that my analyſts and expoſition would con. 
tainatruth, and that it might paſt inthe way of a reaſon, and thereture 
is appoſite to the Apoſtles purpoſe, and bis exCceptiois though termed 
by him material, yet as | ſhall ſhew, having no we:ght, and his me- 
thod and expotir.on neither agree with the words nor matter, is a very 
good evidence for me againſt hun, As for his exceptions, they are the 
ſame which he brough: before, ſec. 3. and are an{wercd by me in this 
ſeftion, that it was the fitter for the Apoſtle to ul. if the reaſon wee 
ſo eafily underſtood that the Ap*ſtle doth nor aitribure all to the be. 
lie ver, that nv reaſon was ſo fit to ſettle them about their ſpecial caſe, 
as that which evincad, that the marriag= ſtate was not made void by the 
unbeliet of the parties, that the Apoſtles phraſes ate noc uncouth lan- 
guage atrer my ſenſe, but very agr-cabie to ſuch language he uſeth in 
the ſame Chapter ; as when v.20 by an Antanasliſis he terms the civil 
ſtate of the Chriſtians the calling wherein they are called, and to other 
expreſſions, as I ſhew in ihe fit ſt pare of this Review, ſect 12,23,24,35, 
26 and that the phraſes are not ſujtable to the parents Ec-lehaſtical ca. 
paCity , and the Apoſtles ſpeeches and argument do imply tal hood, and 
arc inconſiſtent with the rerms and matter of chem, it expoundedand 
r. ſolved as x. Bl, would, 

Mc, Bl, adds. And now Mr. T. may eaſily receive anſwer to thut 
** odious inference, which he makes from our inter ptetati /n uf Covenant 
*© holineſs, According to this interpretation ( ſaith he) the medium of 
** the Apoſtle to prove the lawfulneſs of the living of a be ie ving wife 
with an unbelicving husband, will as well prove the lav tulncſs of 4 
** believiig fornicatrix living wich an unbelicving fornicator, as may 
*© appear (ſaich he) by a (yllogiſtical analylis of che Apoſtles arguy ent 
** the major whereof is this, That man and woman may live wwgeiher, 
** norwithſtanding the unbelief of one party, whereot one i {anuR, hed 
to the «ther for begetting an holy ſecd. This is vanite '1y the Apoſtles 
** reaſon after our interpretation, But Mr, T. is man:k tly miſtaken, 
not to mention the liberty that he will ſcarce allow another, to leave 
* our husband and wife expreſt in the Text, and 1'iftead of it to put 
man and woman: The Apoſtle dota not conclud the iawfulneſs of 
their marriage ſociety by the federation of their iffuc, but ſhews that 
t e ſnppoſed and feared non. fede ra: ion doth nut conclude the un au- 
*fulneſs:; And I dare yeeld that any man an woman may live toge- 
ther, norwithſtandi>g any fear of the unholineſs ot rheir iflue ; where 
© one is ſanRifhed by the faith of another co the begetting H an holy 
ſeed. And if Mr. T. will apply this, which the A poſtle peaks, of & 

© mans 
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« mans liviag with his wife (ad ſaciendum potulum ) to the living wi t 
« his whore, thęxe no danger ro yeeld it:; Pbarex his iſſue had belon- 
« gedto the Comm — Iſrael, it Thamar had been an infidel, as 
« for ought wee Know. in all probability it was with 7ephtaes mother. 
« If Sampſon had iflue by the har lot of Ga Judg. 16, 1. ſuch iflue 
had beluuged to !ſrael, ſuch :flue male had right to circumcifion, Io 
« pracific Mr. T. 1 ſhall put it under my hand, (hat if a man have uo o- 
«ther reaſon from Scripture to leave his har lot then the non federati- 
« on of lis iſſue, he may ſtill abide with her. 

Anſw. There is no miſtate in my argument, not is there any an- 
ſwerat all made by Mr, Bl, to it, waoich bee either wittingly ot un Wics 
tiazly | judge nor, cerragn | am he doth manifeſtly miſtake, He tels 
me, Ihe A He doth not conclude the lawfulneſt of their marriage ſocie- 
ty by the ſ ede / ation of their iſſue, whereby he iutimates as if 1 ſaid he did, 
and that therein was my miſtake: But let my words be viewed 4fo!. 
ſe. 18. p. 96. Poſiſcripr, ſect. 7. p. 122, Review part, 1. ſeci, 22, 36. 
ind it will appear that I frame not the argument ſo according to the A- 
poſtle tightly onder ſtood, but as Mr, A. and others interpret him, 1 
ſaid the Apoſtle concludes the lawfulneſs ot the living tegether by the 
ſanctibcation of the husband though an unbelie vet to or in the wife, and 
thac the propoſit on of the Apoſile is, I hey may live together whereot 
oneis ſanctiſied in the other, the aſſumption is, But the unbelieving 
husband is (anRified in the wife, Ergo, Now the major with Mr. Af. 
and Mr, Bls, expofirion hath this ſenſe, They may live together where- 
of one is ſanRified by the faith of the other for the begerting a Loly 
ſeed, for ſo they x pound the Apoſtle, But according to them the vnbe- 
lieving fornicator is ſanctiſied by the belic ving fornicatrix tor the be- 
Pens holy ſeed, which is confeſſed by them. By Mr. Bl, here, when 

ſaith, The iſſue of Tamar, Jephtha's mother, the Harlot at Gaza were 
bo!y ſederally ; and tor the major there is no neceſſity of putting in | buſ- 
band and wife | fith as Mr. £1, ſaith p, 334. The greß is wholly laid up- 
en the believing party, as to the bolineſi of the iſſue, and here, I dare yeeld, 
ſaich he, that any man and woman may live toge: ber, not wit hſtanding any 
fear of the unbolineſs of their iſſue; where one i faut ſied by the faith of 
Mother to the begetting of an boily ſeed, Now put all theſe toget hex. 
The Apefile argues the believer may live with the unbeliever, becauſe 
the one is fanctitied in the other, and t ls ſanRifying is according to Mr, 
Ms, and Mr, Bls, expoſition for the begetiing a holy ſeed, and this be- 
getting of a holy ſeed according ro Mr, Bl, is aſctibed wholly co the 
faith of the one parent, it's a reſult or fruit ef the pa-ents faith whether 
married or unmarried, therefore according to Mr. B45. expofition f the 
Apoſile, he lawfulneſs of living together is deduced from th:t which 
doth as well ag ee to fornicators as the married, and conſequently he 
lawtulnefs of living together in fornication is interred frum the Apoſtles 
reaſon as r. BI. and Mr. M. and others expound it as well as of husband 
and wife. It is true I would not allow another to leave [ basband and 
wiſe ] expteſt in the text out of the argument framed by me according 
to my expoſition, which is the Apoſtlet meaning as I conceive, becauſe 
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I lay the whole ſtreſs upon thoſe terms, and ſtill contend that no per: 
ſons are ſanctified one in or to another but the husband and wife, and 
chat theſe are ſo ſanRified, whether one or both or neither are believers 
But if I frame the reaſon according to Mr, Ms, Mr, Bls, and others in- 
terpretat ion of the Apoſtle, I am to be allowed to leave them our, (ith 
by them no ftreſs is laid on the husband and wife or conjugal relation, 
but the faith of one party, Thar there was any ſuch fear of non. fede- 
ration of iſfae, or ſappoſition of it in the cerinthians it they livid toge. 
ther cannot be eyinced from the text, bur the contrary is manifeſt by 
the arguing from the uncleanneſs of their children, as an abſurdity in 
their apprehenſions, andthe holineſs of them as a (hig known and cer. 
tain to them, as the particle [ e!ſe] ſhews: and therefore that the 400. 
file ſhews that the feared and ſuppoſed non-federation doth wot conclude 
the unlaw{ulneſs, is but a fiction, nor doth the apoſtle make any ſuch di. 
ſtinction between concluding the law fulneſs, and the not concluding the 
unlawfulneſs, between which if there bee any diſtinction (which yet I 
perceive not) yet it is certain that the words v. 2,13, ler him net put 
ber away, let ber not leave him, ate a pofitive reſolut:on of the lawful, 
neſs ot their continuing together in marriage ſociety, and the reaſon 
ſhews v. 14, that the doubt was of the believers conjun&ion with the 
unbe liever, becauſe he was an unſand ified perſon, and conſequently the 
reaſon of the doubt was not the fear of the non. federation of iffue bur the 
unlawfulneſs of marriage ſociety with an infidel unſan&ifed ; and conſe» 
quently it is a monſtrous addition which Mr. Bl, ſeems to put either in» 
to the concluſion thus, let her not leave bim if this be all the fear the non. 
federation of iſſu?, or in the reaſon, They may live together whereof at 
#s ſanct᷑i ſied by the faith of the other party, ſo as that there is ns fear of the 
non ſederation of their iſſue, there being nothing in che text for ihis ad- 
dition, Yer if it were put in it will juſtifie my sdious inference as bet 
terms it. For let the major be thus after Mr, Bs, minde, They may 
live together whereof one is ſancified by the faith of the other, fo 
there is no fear of nonefederation of their iſſue, the mixor is thus exprel. 
ly after Mr Bly. miade; But the unbelieving fornicarrix is ſanRifedby 
the faith of the believing fornicaror, ſo as that there is no fear of non- 
federation of their ifſne, Ergo. they may live __— according to Mr, 
Bl. and conſequently Mr, Bl, blaſphemoufly by his expoſition makes 
the Apoſtle julliße the living together of a believer with an ubelieyer 
in tornication; which is enough to ſhew the falſhood of that expoſiti- 
on, yea and of any other which aſcribes rhe ſanRified" eſs v. 14, (which 
is the reaſon of their lawful living together, v. 12, 13.) ro the faith of 
the ene party, and not to the conjugal relation. The reſt of M.. I. 
talk of my willingneft to have hing waſte bis time, hi falling on my 
ſapleſs tree, the readineſs of bis axe, bis pains in lying it, is vain 
and frivolous talk, fith the tree ſtill ſtands after al! his hacking and 
hewing at it, and his ave appears to bee very blunt, or elſe he ſtrikes 
beſides the tree. As for my ſixe years ſpace, Mr, Bl. might have un- 
der ſtood that the reaſon of my net publiſhing the firſt part of my Re- 
view till 1653, fix years aſter the printing of Apelogy, was(befi — my 
con an, 
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conſtant labours and extraordinary publike and private employmenits) 
{rom the neceſſity of my removing my dwelling from the Temple to 
pewdley, from Bewley to Ledbury, thence to Lem fler, beſides my tre- 
quent flictings by reaſon of che wars, travels regain my plundered 
goods, difficulty to get my creatiſe printed, the variety of Antagoniſts 
had to aniwer, which js yet the reaſun of my ſlowneſꝰ in publiſhing 
this part of the Review, and £omes from the yenemous ſpirit of ſuch 
as Mr, B/. Mr, B. and other Pædobaptiſts, whe would never ccmply 
wich me in ine fair motion in the Epilogue of my Ehen to joyn toge- 
ther ina brotherly way of ventilating the point, but what they can bai 
me with calumnies tending to diſcredit me as covetous, arrogance, Cc. 
with multicude of replies, and maęnifying them though trivolous, vili- 
fying my writings chat men might nor reade them, and diſcern the 
truth, nor Book-ſellers be willing to print or ſell them, ſtit ring up Par- 
lamen:s an Rulers to remove thoſe of our way, out of all places which 
haye publice ſalary, that our hands may be weakned; wiich I may tru» 
ly call wicked practiſes, of which too many of them have been guilty, 
and for which God will judge them, I go on, 

Mr, 81, ſe&, 6, to my argument againſt his inſtrumental ſand iſica- 
tion, that barren perſons cannot be ſaid to be inſtrumentally ſancizhed 
for —_ an holy ſeed preſſed by me in the I. part of this Review p 
150, 151. ſe, 19; ſaith thus, And I will appeal to any, yea the meaneſ 
Cbriflian, whetber perſons that have children born iz wedlock bonds, in 
ſuch d;ſparuy may not have their fears and ſcruples about them, not- 
wich ffandung otbers in the ſame condition of marriage are childleſs, or 
aneble to b ing forth children > whether the ſeed which came of thoſe mar. 
Yiages Ezra, 10. were not uncitan, notwithſtanding many ſo married had 
w children, Many of the Prieſts bad herein tranſereſt, and it was but 
ſome of them bad wives by whom they had children, Ea 10.44. All which 
[ granr, but there is nora jot in all this which anſwers my object ion 
that the barren by accident or nature could not bee ſaid to bee ſanctiſ- 
ed to produce an holy ſeed, and yet the reaſon of the Apoſtle muſt bee 
conceived to reach to the proof of the law ſulneſs of their living together 
in diſparity of religion as well as the fruitſul, and therefore the ſancti- 
lying muſt be expounded in anorher ſenſe then Mr, Bs, which agree: 
not to their caſe, 

Bur hee adds. And becauſe this iz tbe medium for proof of the Apo. 
Ales determination, v. \:. that they might live together, pag. 152. bee 
will bave it ro be from a ſuture tontingent ; but when this is n# medium 
for proof o/ the 4poſites determinitioa, as bath bees ſufficient ly ſhewn it 18 
net, this fals with the other. 

Anſw. That tt hath been ſufficiently ſhewn that the firſt part of v. 
14. is not a median for proof of the Apoſtles determination, is ſaid 
without any colour of truth, All the reafon I finde given is, v. 16. i, 
et a {or mal reaſon, ergo, neither v. 14, to which anſwer hath been given 
by denying both the antecede it and the conſec uence, it 13a formal cea- 
fon though nor as Mr, E. trames it, and if it were not, yet the term | ſor, 
elſe, but now | being a;gumentativecerms, . ſhew there is formal reaſo- 
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ning v. 14. v. 14. and the producing an holy ſeed being a contingent 
event, if the Apoſt'e ſhould, as Mr. Bls, expoſition makes him, praye 
their {awful living together, becauſe the unbeliever is ſanctified inſtru- 
mentally to produce an holy ſeed, hee ſhould argue trom an uncertain 
event, which Chamier tom. 4. pauffr. Cath, lib. 5, chap. 10. ſect. 46, 
diſapproved in anether caſe, as I ſhew in my Examen pa. 73. 

{ o my argument againſt inſtrumental ſan&i*cation, that it can. 
not be mant vt ir, (ith the bart en cannot bee ſaid to bee Gods inſtru- 
ment, tor that always effecis, and when God ſanRifies hee ſpecially 


deſignes ſome, whereas this is common to all husbands and wives, and 


the anbcliever is ſaid to bee ſanRifed, whereas it is the believet accor. 
ding to them who js the inſtrument of producing a holy ſced. 

Mr, Bl. ſaith, I am ſure they bring orth children unto Ged, E. 
© 267.16, 20, and this they de not independently of themſelves, ſo 
* Chriſt would not have warned Mat tb. 23. 19. call no man facher up. 
on earth, fur one i« your father who is in heaven. All natural parents 
* are inſtruments of God to produce a ſeed to people the world, ac. 
** cording to that bleſſing of Gen, 1. 28. Gen. 9. 1. Bee fruitful and 
multiply and repleniſh the earth; All believing parents are inſtiu+ 
ments of God for an holy ſeed, it being of his tree grace that the 
* Promiſe is ro them and thei: ſeed. 

Anſw, What is ſaid Exch. 26, 20, was ſaid onely of Iſraelites and 
thoſe manifeſt idolaters as well as true belicvers, and the words do im. 
pott no more but this, that the Iſraelites children were born of right to 
bim, that 13, to be at his diſpoſal for his ſervice, Lt. vit. 25, 42, becauſe 
hee brought them out of Ezypt, and therefore it was unjuſt in them to a. 
liena:e them from him by offering them to idols, which is not to be ſaid 
of the Coriuthian believers children, Matth. 23. 9, is as impertinently 
alledged, for it ſpeaks not of Gods being a Father in reſpect ofna- 
tural generation, nor forbids calling any man a father in that reipeR,but 
in that manner in which the Jews termed their reachers fathers and 
themſely s their children, in reſpect of abſolute ſubjection of their con- 
ſciences to their dictates, as Diodati rightly in bis annot. I bis teacheth the 
believers not to yeeld that abſolute reverence, nor power over their conſthe 
ences to any living man which belongethto God onely, as 1gnoran! peo le did 
uſe to do to the > hariſtes It ail natural parents be in ſruments of God 
to people the world, yet Mr. Bl. will nor ſay they are inſtruments 
to produce a holy ſeed to peo le the Cnurch tor: then all chil. 
dren and not belie vers onely ſhou'd bee tederally holy: ſo tar all 
this is: meerly impertinent. T hat all believing parents are inſtrumenti 
of God for an holy ſeed, is ſaid without proof, there being noſucb pro. 
miſe to them and their ſeed produced, nar if there were did it tollow 
they were all federally holy in Mr, / is, ſenſe; But were this g afil- 
ed, yet it is no hing to prove the unbelieving parent to bee Gods 
inſtrument to produce a holy ſeed, who is ſaid , and not the be- 
liever to bee lanctißed, and that fignanter confidercd as an unbelie» 
yer, much leſs every unbelieving wife thoavgh barten who hath 
2 belicying husband, much leſs to bee ſpecially de ſigned tor _ 
end, 
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end, and therefore the ſan&ification inſtrumental which Maſter 3“. 
conceives meant 1 Corinth, 7, 14, is quite befides the Apoſtles mea- 
ning. 
Mr, Bl goes on thus of me, The zd. argument he hath in his Apol. 
« p, 123, where he ſays chat the Apoſtles propoſition underſtood ot fe- 
« deral holineſs were moſt certainly falſe, giving in bis reaſon, for many 
© children of both unbel:eving prom are federally holy;he ſaith that I 
« anſwer, they ate not fo ar their birth, My anſwer is, it afterwards 
& by grace they ate chan ed; this is no fruit of their birth ( of which 
« the queſtion is in this place)bur the work of the Goſpel through grace, 
« M;, T. ſays, This is nothing to the purpoſe, ſith the propofition hath 
« not thoſe words in it, nor the Apoſtle; the Apoſtles reaſon ſuppoſeth 
© it cannot be at any time; It ſeems then that the Apeſtles propoſition 
« hath this in ir, that their children ſo born cannot bee clean at any 
© time, or elſe Mr. T. his exception is leſs to purpoſe, who does nor ſee 
tc that the Apoſtle ſpeaks of uncleannels or holineſs, as as a product cf 
« their birth without conſideration of any thing which after by provi- 
« dence (through the omniporence and free grace of God) might hap- 
„pen, as 2 mean woman given in marriage to a Senator or Peer, ſhe 
« js enobled by her husband, otherwiſe her iflue were Plebeians; 
«yet ſo as they are capable of honour by the Princes munificence, or 
their own merit; It fcems that propꝰſition of Chriſts, That which is 
born of the fleſh is fleſh, Fob. 3. 6, will not hold, unleſs ic muſt for 
© eyer continue fleſh} and no omniporence of God ſhall be able to make 
it otherwiſe. 

Anſw. It is true that it ſeems to me the Apoſtles propoſition hath 
this in ir, that thelt children born unclean cannot be clean at any time, 
and I grant that the Apoſtle ſpeaks of uncle nneſs or holineſs as a pto- 
duct of their birch or generation, without confideration ot any thing which 
aker by providence ( through the omnipotence and free grace of God 

might happen and therefore of illegitimation and legirimarion by birth, 
and not of federal holineſs which: is no product of birth, and yet that pro- 
polition, That which is born of the fleſh is fieſh. Fob:3. 6. will bold, though 
afrer the perſon born after the fle h be made ſpir ii or ſpiritual, there be- 
ing no con radiction in this, that the perſon born after the fleſh ſhould 
become {pit itual ja his qualities, but it is impoſſible that that which hath 
deen —— in birth, ſhould not be illegitimare in birth, i belng a 
thing paſt and therefore caunot by God be made nut a thing paſt, or not 
done, for then ir ſhould be true that a thing hath been at birch, and hath 
not been, been and not been, which is a contradiction. 

Mr, / ſaith, 1 farther add, And yet it may be certain that the child 
of Iwo unbelievers may be federally holy at birth, whether it bee under. 
[to-a of ele.*ion, inberext holiveſt or outward bolieſs, if God flerſe to wo 
and declare it, I would Mr T would ſpeak, whether there were ever any 
ſuch a thing a: the child of two aubelievers, at theanſtant of their birth, de- 
Slared of God to bee df thoſe whom "hee took o bee ſerevally boly, 
and of the number of bj« coven nt peoble, let that propo tion ſtand ti Gd 
V ſuch a miracle conf te or centradit it. a 
Anſw, 
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Au. 1. Though I could not ſpeak there was ſuch a thing, yet it; 
= for me an, that and how it might be, . I —— 
many a captive woman gotten wich child by an infidel, and ſhe her ſelf 
an infidel, hath been delivered in Abrahams houſe, and thoſe childreg 
were ia Mr. 4s, ſenſe federally holy at the inſtant of their birth, jor 
for they were, if mules, capable of Circumciſion on che eighth day, ac. 
cording to the law, Gen,17.12,13. and this is to be federally ho y ac, 
cording co Mr, Bls. doQrine, who makes all to be in the Covenant at 
their birth who are capable by reaſon of their birth of the fign of the 
Covenant. 

He yet faith, Mr. T. adds, But the iffue of them that are not lawfully 
conjoyned as husband and wife cannot be nade legitimate by God, be. 
cauſe it is concrary to the definition of legicimation, which is a ſtute 
conſequent upon birth by the lawfull copulatien of lawtull husband and 
wife, This muft conclude for bis interpretation and againſt ours, becauſe 
God by hu omnipotence can make our unclean ones holy, and to make ha m. 
clean ones boy, i without the verge of omnipotence : If we ſhould pur eaſe 
is Mr. I. bis manner, that God fhould appear in approbation of a mans eg. 
ing a woman out of marriage ſociety, then there were 4 legit imat ien of the 
iſſue, as be did the marriage of the brothers wife, Deut. 2 5.5, otherwiſe 
againft the moral law, Levit. 18.16. 

Anſw, It concludes for me if it be — — Mr. Il. diſproves got 
that the holineſs is meant 1 Cer. 7. 14. which cannot be without the ſang i- 
fication there ſpoken ob, and Mr. Bls. holineſt may be without his 
ſanaification, and the propoſition is true of no other holineſs but that 
which I aſſign. It the definition of legiti vation be a ſtate of birth from 
parents generati g in lawtull matciage, though God ſhould approve al 
a mans enjoying a woman out of marriage ſociety, there were no legiti- 
mation of the iſſue, and yet the marriage Deus. 2 5. 5. Were lawfull, and 
the iſlue legitimate, I am ſorry Mr. Bl, hach tyred himſelt and me 
with ſo many im pertinent words, Which have ſhaken nothing of my Fa -· 
brick: | amglad I am ſo near an end with him, and paſs trom him to 
Mr, Sydenbam, who in the 7th. th. of his Exerc. thus ſpeaks, 

The ſcope of the Apoſtle here is to bold forth ſome ſpecial Goſpel yu. 
ledge annexed tothe ſtate ; and be frames bis argument by no ordinary mt. 
dium, of the lamſulneß of the mairiage according to 4 natura, mud, 
or poſitive rule; but a ma jori, from an eminent advantage they bad td. 
gether in the Goſpel, For 1, the unbelieving busband is ſ and i ſiad in, i. 
to, or by the wiſe, 2. The children in ſuch a ſtate are boly, as f they bad 
been both believers, 

Anſw, The ſcope of the Apoſtle, 1 Cor.7.12,13,14. can be no other 
thenthe reſolving of the doubt in the Corinthians, which Mr, Sydenban 
truly ſaith be anſwered, v. 12, 13. and then gives, v. 14. an argument io 
prove it. Now therein is no ſpecial Goſpel priviedge held forth; For 
1. if any priviledge be there aſſigned it is co cho unbelie vet remaining 
an unbeliever, fer he is ſaid io be ſanqtißed t But ſure an unbe ſie vet 
remaining an unbelie ver hath no ſpecial Goſpel priviledge ; Ege. 
2. The unbeliever is put there, not to ſhew any meliority ot condition 
to 
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to himſelf, bur to rake away the doubt which was concerning him, 28 
defiling their ſociety ; So that the meaning is not, the unbeliever is a 
painer by his wife, bur the unbeliever brings no damage to ker in reſpe& 
of the thing in doubt concerning the lawfulneſs of continuing together 
in marriage uſe by his unbelief; chere is no advantage mentioned to 
either of them, but a derermination that there is not that diſad vantage 
from the one as neceſſitated to leave the other. Nor is there any 
thing that carries the ſhew of an argument am4jori : The Apoſtle doth 
a6: ſay, they have an eminent adyantage together in the C oſpel, there- 
fore much more may live together. Yea, ſuch an argument had been 
far from — ſtrong, there being no arguments uſually weaker then 
ſuch, if any diſparity may be ſhewed they are quickly enervated. And 
in this thing the pr opoſit ion would have been falſe upon which ſuch an 
argument muſt turn as its hinge, to wir, They that have an eminent ad- 
vantage together in the Goſpel may much the rather live together. For 
1, it would have been from that which is meer ly extrinſceal and acci · 
dental to marriage ſociety, Goſpel priviledges neither eſtabliſhing nor 
difolying marriage ſociety, which is lawfull as well among them who 
have no (5oſpel priviledge as thoſe that have. 2. The propofition were 
falſe, for then if the unbelieving whore have Coſpel advantage ( as I 
conceive Mr. S. will not deny any more then other P zdobapriſts do) 
by the believing fornicaror, they may livgcogether ; ſo that if the forni. 
extor being a believer beger a holy child on an unbelieving whore, or 
what ever other Goſpel priviledęe it is the unbeliever hath by the 
believer, imagine to caſt out Devils in Chriſts name, though ſhe 
be not joyned to the Church, to propheſie in Chriſts name, or to 
do wonders, by this Goſpel priviledge they are allowed to live together 
in fornication; Which are monſtrous abſurdities following Mr, $-. 
coneeit. 

But he tels us. That the Apoſlle bolds out a Goſpel priviledge not com. 
mon to meer unbelievers in their marriage ſtate wu clear; 1. becauſe the A. 
7775 puts the advantage on the believers ſide, and there fixeth it; the un- 

eleving husband is ſanct iſied in the wiſe, as believing ; and ſo contrarily, 
the unhelieving wife in the husband: S era affirms, that in two ſpeciat 
Copies be finds the words thus read, ij van, with & 16 ard 
vir: Neither can it hola ſenſe with the fer ver words, but as thus read: 
And if it had not been the. poſtles proper meaning to ſhew the ſpecial privi- 
ledge the believing party bath net withſtanding the unbelicver, he would 
baveenely (aid, the husband is ſar ified to the wife, and the wife to the 
buband ; that would have been the plainell and leaft ambiguous expreſſion 
of ſuch a ſentence ; Aud the Apoſſ e would never have made an argument of 
fur terms. when three could onely ſatis fie; for all know, that an argument 
with four ter ms is moſt deceitfull and falſe, 

Auſw. x The reaſon hath no ſtrength in ir, the Apoſtle puts the 
advantage on the believers ſide, Ergo the Apoſtic holds cut 2 Goſpel 
Priviledge not common to meer unbelievers in their marriage ſtate, For 
there may be expi ſteꝗ an advantage on the believers fide,as ſuppoſe her 


liberty, her quiet of conſcience, &c, and yet the thing ſrom whence it is 
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inferred no Goſpel priviledge, but a thing common to unbelievers, a, 
incaſe, a believet doubt ot rhe lawfull eating of an infidels meat offer. 
ed io an Idol, and i be reſolved as the Apeſtle doth 1 cor. 0. 25, 26,7. 
from the right God hath to all creatures, here is the advantage on the 
believers ſide, the quiet of his conſcience, and yet no Goſpel priviledge 
held forth but ſuch as is co:nmon to unbelievers, the lawtull eatin, of 
what was fold in the ſhambles, 2. Mr, Ss, antecedent, that the Apoft, 
puts the advantage on the believers fide, and there Þxeth it, is conti ary to 
what he ſaid before, that the argument i from an emment advanta.e th 
had together iu the Goſpel ; tor it ney had che eminent advantage tg. 
gethar, it was no mor put or fxed on the belicyers fide then on the 
unbelievers, 3, It is ſo tat from being true that the Apoſtle puts the 
advantage on the believers ſide, that it is true rather on the contrary, if 
any advantage be expteſt it is put on the unbelic vers fide, for the unbe. 
liever is ſaid to be ſancti ſicd not the believer, 4. It is not true that the 
unbelieving wite is ſanRiked in the husband as belicving,and char which 
Mr, Sydenbam alledgeth to prove ic is of no force, For the reading in 
two Copies is not ſufficient to countervail the multitude of Copics 
which ave it otherwiſe, ic being more likely that the audition of mgj 
and 7:54 was made by ſome Scribe then by the Apoſtle at firſt, who 
v.13. uſed y without ir, And for the ſenſe it holds +8 good ſenſe 
without it as it did v.13, The, unbeliever is mentioned not to ſhew a 
ſpecial priviledge to the belicFer, but becauſe the occaſion of the doubt 
was from his infde'ity,. and therefore that could not be omitted with- 
out omitting that in which was the force of the objeftivn, which could 
not be diſtinily ſatisfied wichour mentioning it; and by — it in 
there are not four terms, as unskilfully Mr. S. intimates, but by omit- 
ting ic there come to be four terms, the concluſion to be proved being 
this, The wife may live with her unbelieving husband, and the pre- 
miſes theſe, That wife may live with her husband who is ſandtißed 
to her, But ſo is the unbelieving husband to his wife, ZYgo, But 
of thisthe Reader may ſee more at large the firſt part of this Review, 
ſect. 14. 

2. Saith Mr. S. The Apoſtle doth uſe higher terms and pbraſes in 
this argument, then is ever uſed in Scripture to erpreſi a meer lawſull or 
common priviledge ; as to be ſan i ſied in the wife, and the children to be 
holy; expreſſions of another dialect ben to hold forth a civil or natural, er 
legal con junction : being ſingled cut in Script ure, to bold forth the beſ due 
of perſons in relation to God and his uſe. * 

Anſw. 1, Were all this true, as it is not, yet Mr. $,, conc luſion is 
not proved thereby. For though the rerms ſhould never expreſs a meet 
lawtull or common priviledge, a civil or natural, or egal co junction, 
and that they are ſingled Cut in Scripture to hold forth the be ſt ſtare ot 
perſons in relation to God and his uſe; yet it follows not the Apoſtle 
holds out by them a Goſpel priviledge, ſith they may hold out a Jewiſh 
priviledge, which is not a Goipel, bur er ther a legal priviledpe, as 
the term ¶ boly ſeed ] doth Exrag.2z, 2. H+w fiily theſe terms ſure to 
the expoſition I give without holding forth a Goſpel priviledge, = 
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be ſcen in my Examen part. 3. ſe, 8. in the fiſt part of ti is Review, 
ſe, 12, 13, 24, 25, 26. 1 

Mr. S. adds, 1. That the term unclean notes the ſame it doth Acts 10 14. 
where Cornelius betng a Gen ile without the pale of the Fewiſh Church, is 
tu led common and unclean, as all the Gentiles were before they cave aner 
the promiſe, be was no baſtard, he was without the Church ;uſt in the ſame 
phraſe with the Apoſtie bere when he ſaith that childicn are not unclean 
be muſt needs mean they are not of common uſe or to be excluded from out- 
ward priviledges of the buch. 2. That | unclean) n wed for legal po 
tions and uncleanneſſes, which made men to be ſe arated from the concrcga- 
tion, and excommunic ted from the priviledge of oramances witill chcy 
* and ſanctiſied : Thus in Levit 5 , % 4 ch. 7.19 Q& 14. 
1,8. Iſa. 52. 1. Hag 2.13. with maxy other places, where axclean 48 
oppoſed t0 1 preſent ſuitable cipacity for Church priviled es. 

4. 1 la all thoſe places, exit. 1 2,34 & 7.19. & 4.7. Hao, 
2.13, /. 51. t. the uncleanne (» is not oppoſed to 2 Coſp | piivitcege, 
but « legal or Jewi'h, nor were the unclean out of the Coyenant or the 
people of God even when they were unclean, and therefore if + ( 7, 
14, he (hcald rell them their children were not unclean in that ſenſe, be 
ſhould not tell them ot a Goſpel priviledge, but a Judaical Legal Mo- 
faical priviledge, which had been both talle for they were urcircum- 
ciſed Gentiles, and therefore were unclean in that fenſe, and vain to tell 
them of that as a priviledge, which was no priviledge, but which hee 
nuns nothing of 1 Cer, 7,19, 2. Cornelis is not termed unclean as 
wanting a Geſpel priviiedge, he was in Covenant with God and c- 
cepted with him. and in the vikble Church, ſith be with his whole bowſe 
ſeed God, prayed continually, As o. 2, But he is termed unclean as 
one not mee by reaſon ot his uncircumciſion for a Jey to go into, or 
eit with 47s :1 3. and therefore if the Apoſtle Mould 1 Cor, 7. 14. 
mean it jſt in the ſame ſenſe wit) As 19,14, be ſhould tell them their 
children w- re not unclean, that is, were perſons wich whom they mig t 
ca and cunyerſe wich underſtood of infanrs were ridicolous it meant 
in the .enſe God tearmed Cornelixs clean, then it is as unhi'y applied to 
infan's, who ate not clean 25 Cornelins, in that ſearing God and working 
righteouſne ft he wa accep'ed with him, As, 10.34, 3+. hich is more 
then an nutwa d Chi:!1ch priviledge and a ther thing then Mr, S. and 
bis ellow Pe dubrpiift conceive the Apoſtle meant 1 «© on, 7. 14. 

That which Mr. S. brings of the uſe of the word holy that it ex reſſeih 
the Heb ew word WP and that it ever ſomes that which 1s arpropril 
ted to a Divine uſe, and that it 11 the p ion of belineſs in the Qld 
and New Teament, and ne" er taken otherwiſe - and that for proof of it be 
bath compared above oo places in the Oid (H ent cc dine ts the Sep- 
Inagint, and al! the N. T. places where the word 3s gener lh taken in Scrip. 
ture to expreſs a ſeparation of th,ngs 10 God tow ta lle or j»ſ\ufficjent it 
1511 his pur poſe, is ſo a «ply ſhewe 4 nie firſt part % Review ſet, 
12, 3,22, 23,24, % 46. that I Conceive i e flary ar this time 
to add any mute, In which place ir may be ſeen hat I grant concern- 


ing the word generally taken, and th .I h ing more places then 1 Tim, 
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4. 5. 1 Thef. 4.1, 4, 7. for another uſe then Mr. S. aſſerts; to bee the 
proper notion of boly in the Old and N. T. that it notes that which is ag- 
propriated to Divine uſt, and is never taken otberweſe, to ſhew it 10 bee 
taken otherwiſe, as 1 Sam. 21.5, Iſai.13.3. Eyeg. 2, &c, But let's 
view what hee ſaith to my allegation of 1 Tim. 4. 5. 1 Theſ. 4.3, 4,7. 
for a different uſe from bis ſenſe. 

From i Tim. 4. 5. ſaith Mr. T. 11 meant onely the lawful uſe of the 
creature in oppoſition to what is tobe reſuſed, t is a wonder, but that God 
leaves men to blindaeſs when they leave truth, he azy man of common un. 
derſianding, finding i be word boly and ſancti ed alwayes uſed in a veligi. 
aus ſenſe, ſhould fiye to this place to make an except ion 

Anſw, | have ſo far as I thought needtul looked into my. former 
writings, and do nut finde any place where I ſay as Mr. S. here ſaith | 
de, what | yeeldcd at the Diſpute at Bewdley, and for what reaſon is 
ſhewed in the firſt rat of this Review ſect. 27. p. 203. and it Mr. S. teck 
from Mr, B. this which he here ſo unbtotberly chargeth me with, hee 
might have there tound an anſwer, which ſhould have been taken notice 
o, if my anſwer printed 1652, came to his knowledge afore the publiſh, 
ing bis Exercit. 1653. But I never could finde in my Antagoniſts Mr. ;. 
M.“ Ic. any ſuch candor as to conſtrue any thing that came from me, 
ſince this conttavet ſie aroſe between us, in the better part, but Ithink 
I may fay almoſt in every thing | have done or ſaid that th y mention, 
they pervert my words and deeds, and aggravate them in the worſer 
ſenſe, when they might have had a good or at leaſt excuſable conſu. 
Rion, As for this thing which Mr. S. here makes an inftance of Gods 
leaving me to blindneſs when I left truth, the true ſtate of it is thus, 1 
had ſaid in my Examen part. 3. fe. 8. p. 73,74. I hat this may be the 
ſenſe, I gather from the like uſe of the word 2y:474ra1 uſed 1 Tim, 
4+ J. where the create of God is ſaid to be ſandti ed, that is lawſully 
uſed in oppoſit ion to that which is 19 be reſuſed; ſo here the unbeliving 
baiband 3s ſanfified, that is lawfully enjoyed as a husband by, or to, 
or in eſpect of his wife, whether believer, or unbeliever, in this caſe 
there is no difference, and alledged ſome words of Mr, &. in his Ser- 
mon p. 23. to the ſame purpoſe, Which when Mr. M. in bis Defence p. JJ. 
framed an argument from againſt me, I ſhewed kim his miſtake in the 
firſt part of this Review ſe ct. 13. p. 315, denying the ſanctiſication 3 
Cor. 7. 14. to bee ſuch a ſanRification as that place 1 Tim, 4, 5, means, 
but onely make them like thus far, that as 1 Tim, 4. 5. it fignifies lan. 
fully enjoyed, ſo here, though in a different manner, and from a diffe. 
rent reaſon or cauſe, And for the conceſſion in the Diſpute at Bewndley, 
my — Mr, Bs, conclufion doth prove that Mr. S. doth here ſalle- 
ly charge mee to ſay that 1 Tim. 4. 5, is meant onely the lawful uſe of 
the creature. Nor is it true that I fled to this place to make an excoption 
424inf the taking the ward holy in 4 — — enſe. For neither did 1 
make uſe of 1 Tin. 4. 5, about the ſenſe of the word holy, but the word 
ſaniti fied, nor do I conceivethe word ſanfified uſed in any other then 
religious ſenſe, yea I have often ſaid that ¶ ſanftified ] 1 Cor, 7, 14. 
is taken fox religtouſſy ſanRiked, as 1 Cor, 6.11, a3 baptiſed, c. 10. 
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wither, Mark 3. 35. dead, Heb, 11. 12. made himſelf Eunnch, Matth. 
19. 12. ſon, Exad. 2, 9. and many more places, tie words are taken in 
their proper notion, onely they are applied in a limited ſenſe, or in 
ſome reſpe& by an impropriery or abuſe ef ſpeech to thoſe to whom ab. 
{.lutely and in propriety or exaQnef« of ſpeech they do not belong, and 
theretore this which Mr, S. here ſuggeſts of me is but his calumny which 
he was willing to rake up that through my ſides be might wound the truth. 

Bur Mr, S. adds. The Apoſtle faith firſt, Every creature which God 
© hath made is good in it ſelf, and none to be refuſed : that is, all may 
« be lawfully uſed without any legal pollution as formerly: But then 
© he goes higher, ſpeaking of a religious uſe of ourward things, they are 
« fanQified by the Word and Prayer; they are all good and law tull in 
& their uſe to every man; but they are enely ſanRified by theſe holy 
means, the Word and Prayer, And he might have as well ſaid, that the 
« Word and Prayer are not holy means, but onely lawfull to be uſed ; as 
« that the ſanct ification Which is by the word and praycr, is to make the 
«creatures onely lawfull ro be uſed. If a wicked man eat his meat with. 
« out ſeeking a bl: fling cn ir, or giving thanks, will any one ſay il at he 
* hath not a Jawtull uſe of the creature > but any men may ſy, it's no: 
ei ed to him, The Apoſtle in theſe 2 ver, goes on gradatim by 
« degrees, from a lawfull uſe to a holy uſe of the creatures; All is good 
«2nd may be uſed, but they are ſanctiſied by the word and prayer. Thus 
« you {ee the nature of this priviledged place. 

Anſw, What word it is which is meant 1 Tim 4:5. whether the word 
of Gods power creating them, which the words vg. which God bath crea. 
ted for receiving ſeem to lead to, or the word of Gods declaration, whe. 
ther by our Lord Chriſt, Mark 7.15, or to Peter, Acts 10,15, or pro- 
miſe of bleſſing, it is munifcſt that the Apoſt'e in that place doth not 
anke any diſtinction between a ſanRified and a law full uſe, nor doth he 
lay they are created for any to be received but with thanks;iving of them 
who believe and tue the truth ; nor dot he make the creature good or not 
tobe refuſed but being rectived with thanksgiving, nor ſanct ite but by the 
word of God and prayer : Nor do L fin. bur that interpreters take law · 
full uſe and ſanRified for the ſame, So Bea in his Amot. It is made 
boly, to wir, in reſpect of us, ſ0 as that we may uſe it with a good conſci. 
ce. as duly received from the band of God, For other men ds enjoy it ns 
eberwiſe then as thieves and ſacri/edgious perſons goods uſurped, And be 
leu) uſeth goods, O achuowledgeth and mroocatith the giver of them 
after biz ward, Piſcat anzl. He minds which is the lawſull and ale 

aſe of meats, to wit, when we receive them with thanksgiving and prayer 

proceeding from faith, Diodati, Dicſon, and others ſpeak to like — 
poſe, Nor is there any thing here chat iatimates any gradation from 
2lawfall uſe v.3,4. to 2 ſanRifed uſe v.57. For v.3,4, ro the receiving 
of them thavkeiving is required of them that believe aud nom 1by 
truth, and the cremure i not ſaid tobe good and nwuthang to be Yeſuſed but 
being tahex with thanhremweng, which is the ſame with ſan"ified by the 
word and prayer, v. 5. and v. 5. is a texfonof ther which is laid v.4. 
and cherefore no gradation or rifing bisher, as Mr, S. inagines. 
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Which 1 do not produce to ſhew that l conceive no diſtintion between g 
law ful uſe and a holy uſe of things (which 1 do acknowledge in the firg 
part of this Review p. 114. and cl.cwhere) but onely 10 ſhew how inſy(. 
fciently Mr. S. oppoſeth me, who n he ſo ſeverely cenſures, even in that 
which I ſpake rightly enouah, and bis own blindneſs made him 0 judge 
hardly of me, as left by God to bliagdnels. 
Mr, S. ſaith further, But the main place Mr. T. alledge h for ho. 
« lineſs to be uſed for what js barely civil or lawtul, is that 1 (f. 4 3.4, 
. Here uncleanneſs is taken, ſaith he, tor fornication, and holineſ, tor 
© chaſticy, lo which | anſwer with Mr. A. that chaſtity among ile hea, 
then iꝭ never ca led ſanct fication, but among believers it is, being a 
<© part of the new crea ĩ n, and one branch and part of their ſan&ibcaton 
<« wrought by the ſpirit of God. And though Mr. T. [ai b thi is butt 
© ſhift, yet he ſhall ſee i: demonſtcative, it he ob/crve the putaſes inthe 
© text, and the nature of ſanctificat.on: in the 1 and 2. v. the Apoſtle 
*© beſcecheth and exhorceth them to walk as they had rect ived from him 
how to walk and to pleaſe God according to the rules of Jeſus Chriſt, 
and he nrgeth it in v. 3 wich thi; ; It's the will of God, even your ſat» 
dctification, that ic, hat you ſhould walk in all holineſs, luzable ts the 
bleſſed rules of the Goſpel, and as one part and ex pre lion of holineſs, 
to abſtain from ſin: Aud he inſtanceth ſpecially in fornication, which 
vas the common and reigning fin among the Gentiles : ſs that if yuu 
view the place you ſhall find, that 1. He ſpeaks of ſan&ification in ge- 
© neral, in it's full latitude v. 3, as futable to all the will and miau oi 
God; This is the will of God, even your ſanctiſication 3 that is, it is 
Gods command, and Gods delight to ſee you ſanRified;then he brings 
** in abſtinence from fornica:ion (the fin of the times) as one part of 
that holineſs God requires : For ianRification may be conſfideredas 1 
lies in vivification, or in mortification, which for diſtin&jons ſake we 
*© we may Call che two parts of ſanctification. Now chaſtity in it ſelf, az 
in che heathens and natural men, is not properly a part of ſan&ifica- 
tion; ſome other Epi bite becomes je beiter: would Mr, T. call all 
the abſtinencies and actings of the beathens by the name of ſandtiſica- 
tions, and ſpeak like a Chi iſtian and a Divine > Would it be proper 
ats ſay in his Pulpit (when be was ſpeaking of the nature of holineſs 
and chaſtiry ) ſanRified Socrates, holy Ariſtides ? And can he think 
** the Apoſtle would expreſs that which is common among heathen, 
in ſuch a high Goſpel diale& as ſanctification is appropriated always 
un Scripture to God, Angels, Saints, and their higheſt graces and 
** workings, and to things raiſed above common uſe, dedicated to God 
and his ſervice, but that he meant it according as the whole tenure of 
*© Scripture defines holineſs How much will che phraſe of holineſs and 
ſanct ification be debaſed and made common, if that ſenſe ſhould be 
S admitted, contrary to the Scripuure uſe of the word > But that is 2 
® weak cauſc that puts men to ſuchextraordinary ſhifts to maintain, 
Anſm. It's the property of ſome perſons, like Tberſtes in Homer, to 
g_ much and to performe little, and ſo it befals Mr. S. here, He 
aith, I, I altedge 1 Theſ.4.3,4,7, 4s the main place for bolineſs tobe 15 
ä or 
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for what is bavely evil oy lam full, whereys 1 alledge ic not as Mt. S. 
faich, but to ſhew that it is not true which Mr. A. ſaid, that belineſ 35 
always tahen in a ſacred ſenſe, for a ſeparation of perſons and things from 
wnmon to ſacred uſes, 2, Though I ſay}, M7. Ms. anſwer tobe but 2 
ſuſe, yet ! ſhall ſee it de nonſtyalive, if 1 obſerve the pbraſes in ihe 
Text, and the nature of ſan&ification, But if all ſhould be yeelded, thar 
1 Theſ. 4. 3,4 7. holineſs were bur a part of the new creation, that 
chaſtity in heathens is never called ſanctiſicatin; yer this were bura 
ſhitt tua void the proof againſt Mr, Ms, aſſertion, that bolzneſs is always 
tuen in a ſacred ſenſe ſor a ſeparation of perſons and things from com- 
non to ſacred nſes ; for the chaſtity of regenerate perſons, cenfciicd to 
be term d holineſs and a part of ſanctification, is not taken in a ſacicd 
ſenſe tor ſe parat ion from com mon to ſacred uſes: But of this more 
may be ſcen in the firſt part ot this Review, ſeF, 12. ag 108, And 
as for Mr. Ss. reaſoning, it is far (rom demonſtrative, it being indeed 
2painſt himſelf, For it v.,. be an exhortation to pleaſe God in ge- 
neral, and v 3, exjreſs one part and expreſſion of bolineſi to abſtain from 
fin, and no o ther Gin be named but fornication, he doth particularly teim 
abſtaining from fornication holineſs; which is wore. fu dy confirmed 
9.4, where chaſtity is termed poſſefing our veſſel in holineſs and bonour, 
oppoſite to poſſeſſing our-veſlel ( that is our body) in the lu of conch - 
piſcence as the Gentiles, among whom fornication was frequent, and ih4s 
is 9,7, termed unc leanneſi, and the oppoſite to ir helineſs, that is chaſtity, 
An for the, other thing, that cbafiity in it ſelf as inthe beathens and na- 
twal men is not properly a part of ſanfification, and th. t ſaufity is aſri- 
bed to the bighefi things, it is but frivolous, For though it be no part of 
true ſanct ĩfication, yet it may be termed holineſs, as there be many cal- 
ed Gods who are not the true and ever living God, to whom though the 
term [God] do preperly belong cnely, yet Magiſtrates and Angels 
are ſometimes termed Gods without any debaſement, and though J 
would ao in my pul pit without diſtinct ĩon term Magiſtrates, Angels 
Gods, or call an unlawfull aflembly of Idolaters a Church, yet who 
knows not the term Elobim, and Eceleſſa or church to be applied io them? 
So that however Mr. S. prattle of his demonſtration and of te weakneſs 
of my caufe and — ſhifts, yet this is but frivolous talk with- 
out any performance, 

H- adds, But to go on a liule further ; The ſame word is; uſed by 
© the Apoſtle in all his ſalutations and inſeriptions of his E piſtles to all 
the Chuzches z ef x yiors to the Saims or holy ones at Rm, at Cs · 
*r3ntb, Galatia, Epheſus, &e. which when appropriated to perſons, al- 
* Ways fignifics a viſible Saint: So here when be calls childien ot be- 
* lieving parents holy, he cannot but mean, they are to be accounted 
Las viſible Saints, until they do profeſs the contrary ; and I know us. 
tes ſon can begiven, why the weaning oi the. & poſtle jp, his Epiſtles, 
* when he writes Toes desc, to the $amnts; ſhould not he as well uge 
** acritood written onely to the legitimate, and thaſe that at ena baſtards 
a Kome, Corinth, &c, as well as tur them to incerprer the ſame word 
* ſo in this place: For 4y401 When applied ro grown men, m ſt hani - 
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«< fie viſible and Evangelical holineſs, and muſt be rranflaed Sant: 
but when applied to children, it muſt onely ſignific legkimacy, that 
<« they are nor baſtards ; when all men know, that Magus & minus nor 
e variant ſperiem; and che wor d is of the ſame import in eycry place of 
© che New Teſtament, f 

Anſw. It ls not true, that the fam term is uſed by the ApDHe in all bi 
ſalutations and inſcriptions of bis Epiſites to all the churches, it is net 
uſed in the Epiſtles to the Galatians and Theſſa/omans ; and inthetit'es 
where it is appropriated to perſons, ſignifies a Saint called, ſanflifiedin 
Chrift Feſus, faithfa ł, which rather note an inviſible then a viſible Saint: 
and if they do note a viſible Saint, they note one by calling, ſan&jged 
in. hrit, believer in profeſſion, none of which are to be aſcribed to in. 
fancs of believers as ſuch, nor can be meant 1 cer. 7. 14. where chil. 
dren are termed holy by birth, not by calling; and are not ſaid tobe 
holy in Chriſt, but in refpe& of their parents. Whence apparent rea. 
ſon is given, whythe term ¶ bey] in the titles of the Epiſtles cannot be 
tt anſlated legitimate in oppoſition robaſtaruy, but Saints, or men who 
are ſet apart for God by che love of God, and therefore termed beloved 
of God, Rom. t. 7. and the ſuanctiſication of the ſpirit by the Goſpel; 
and on the other ſide, why [ boly] 1 cor. 7. 14. cannot be tranſſated 
Saints, or viſible Salnts, nor for that frivolous conceit of Mr. S. wif 
they might not be tetmed Saints 1Cor,7.14, for want of age; whale 
groſs application of a Logick rule, ſhews he was bur a ſmatterer chere- 
in: For it vifible ſainrſhiphad been given to elder perſons in reſpett of 
grown age, and denied to infants, yet there had been no variation of 
kind fron more or leſs growth, ſaintſhip being not the fperiex or H 
of ſuch perſons, but humaniry, And what he ſaith, ar the word 3 
the ſame import in every place of the New Teftament, it is ſo falſe a ſpeech, 
and ſo ill beconming him that faid, 9. 7. be bad compared all the placr 
in the New Teſtament where the word is uſed, that no other excuſe but of 
heedleſnefs or forgerfuinefs can acquir him from deceit. For beſides the 
places alledged, Luke 2.23. 2 et. 1. 18 &. and his own diſſ inctiom 
of federal and iaberent holineſs, rogerher with the holineſs inten tionil 
mean Xom.1r.16, ſhow it to be ſalſe. 

Wat he adds, By the ſame veaſon we account grown ment boly , wi may 
account infants of believers ; for theſe that make a profeſſion, may have ns 
ward and inhevint bolrmeR and a bare proſeſhon is not volineft, we uch 
account them holy by a judicious charity ; and we arc often decerved, ul 
bave cant to repent of dar 'udeements : 'nfants may be iu ly ſantiifi- 
ed, and God bach taken them inte Covenant with rhe v s, an woul 
bave us look on them as ſepwrated to himſelf , which iz ground enough 
to build ox» ebavity on, as to efieem them holy, as grownperſons, There i 
no di fferenxe but this in it ; That concerning tbe halineſ of perſons at age, 
we truſt our own judgements; and im juaging im we truſt Geds 
word, bo bub comprebended them um der the promiſe muh :bcir parents ; 
there hal h been xs muy deceits in the event in our (\udgeme:i of thoſe of 11. 
per years, an in that which is dfed through a mixture of faith on inſants, 
And Gods promiſe, though never ſv inde p̃nite, is a ſurer ground for hope then 
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10hable judgement ; which is the mol I can have of the generality of 

2 of ripe years, is much of it talſe, as that God bath as 
% Covenant with their parents, thay are comprebended under the promiſe 
with their parents, God would baue wa to look on them as ſeparated to bim- 
ſelf, by the ſame reaſou we account grown men bai we may «,copnt infants 
of believers, me onely account them huly by a judicious cbarity, and all im- 
pertinent, toralmuch as profefiors of taith areaccountedyilible Saints 
nor by a judgement of charity, but of ceriaiaty from their profeſſica. 
which is viſible, and fo are qualified for Baptiſm, noi from hopes of real 
holineſs, or faith of Covenant holio:\;, which do not entitle to Baptiſca 
wichour certainty of ptote ſſion | | 

What he adds, 7 bat boy ir 4 pure religious word, that in my ſenſe it 
would be no conſiderable medium for argumentation, that elſe were, &c. 
bub force from the ſpccialneſs of the priviledge to their iſſue to be in 4 pecu- 
liar ſlate of ſeperation to God, viſas Cburchmembers with the believin 
parent, contains nothing but unproved dictates often before refured, 
What he adds of cold comfort ia my ſenſe, aud of ſtrengt band ſweetneſt in 
by, is alike frovo0;0us, For the ſpecch of the Apoſtle was to be no other- 
wile conſola or „ then ſo far as it might atis ſie their con ſcienees of the 
Lwfulneſs of their continuing together, Which is clearly done by my 
Aua and expoſition of the Apoſtle, and not done at all by bis way. 
For what is a priviledge of the chili r en which perbaps they ſhall never 
ure; or if — have, it is nothing to take away the de filement by the 
infhidel for ſatisſaction of their conſciences concerning living togeiher in 
diſparity of Religion > I hade done with this ſcribler : I ſhall a little 
examine what ſome others have ſaid; with as much brevity ad the main» 
tenance of the truth will permit, and haſten to an end. 
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Hr. William Carters utempt of proving the Chriflias Sabbath Fom Heb, 
4.7,9.10, is ſhewed to be ſuiceſieſt, axd ſo uſeleſs for proof of Infant 
Japtiſm. 


T Here is a Treatiſe intituled, The Covenant of God with Abraham 
opened by Mr, william Carter, which pretends toclear the duty of In- 
fant Bagtiſm, and in his Epiſtle to the Reader ſaith, tbe root of this mat: 
ler is the Covenant of God with Abraham ; which becauſe of the eminen- 
ey of the Author, and the publiſhing ix in obſervance ( as is ſais ) 7 the. 
commands of the Lord Mayor, Aldermen, and Sberiffs of the City of Len- 
den, rather then for any ſhew of firengch in the diſcourſe, I ſha'l exg- 
mine, that if this Review come to their hands, they alſo may diſcern 
their miſtakes. Which I think neceffary to be done, becauſc be alſo 
( as other Pædoba ptiſts uſe to do) is not afraid upon his own con- 
xQures ( for they are no better to charge us who baptize not infants 
4 breaking. Abrahams Covenant, as ſmail friends 10 Cbriſts Kjngdone, 
: „ 7 ai 
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waving and ueglelling the right way of increaſing that Kingdome, and of 
exalting bis Throne and power in the world, taking u Ways unn al, ws 
ſafe and falſe, Let s then ee what he writes, | 
Afore he medalcs with the point of infant Baptiſm { which he (aich 
is the thing be efecially intended in his —_— ) he endeavours 10 de. 
duce the Chriſtian Sabbath, as it is termed, from Heb. 4. I omir that he 
ſaith, p. 3. that Feb. 2.1 5, 6 tbe birthright vendible is ibewy ileages 
in the Charcb, and worſhip of the Gaſpel, and that p 6. he expound. the 
ho1ding aſt he confidence or liberty and the rejeycing t the h \ 
Heb. 36. by holding faft the ordinances. and priviledges of the Goſpel . 
Which if he mean (a he ſeems to do) of the 0..twar-' privi edges and 
worſhip, it appears chat he miſtakes, fith the bit iin ig ht not to be ſold, 
and the confidence and tejoycing of hope are greater matters, which no 
hypocrire may attain ce, and are plainly intimat:d Heb 12,14,15, to be 
the ſee:ng of God, the tag bis grace, and the eſtate Evangelical men- 
tioned v.1:,23,24. Which they m1ght ſell, though they never had it, by 
their Apoſtacy from their profeſſion of Chriſt, through whem they were 
in expect nion of it, ar leaſt in appearance. And in like manner the 
boldneſs, liberty, confidence, or r- joyeing of their hope, muſt needs be 
of ſomething yet attainable, and nor to be attained wi hout holding i: 
ro the end, 7,6, 14. and prhich no unbelievers could atrain to; which 
are not crue of bare eutward Chu chpriviledges and Goſpel worſhip, 
but of that ſalvation mentioned 'Heb. -.;, the grace brought inihereuelg 
tion off Feſus c hriſt 1 et - whereby we are Gods boyſe, 'Heby.6p 
are partakers 0: Chrift,- v.14. But T ſhall inſiſt ſomowhat on thathe 
ſaith p. 8. chat by to day if ye wilt bear bis voice, in that Pſal 955. 1 
meant the Chriſtian Sabbath day, by wi h he means the day ich in de 
New Teſtament is terined tbe Lords day of firſt dey in the week , which 
I conceive not right-for theſ: reaſons, +, J he dey, Heb.g.7; i» a limited 
or de finite day. and that muſt needs imply this meaning ; | This is the 
day in which if ye beat his wwyce and harden. nor your hearts, yeway 
enter inta „odt reſt ; if ye do not this day. ye will come ſhore, ] Which 
if true, then ( as Mr, c. expound it) though they ſhow!d. hear the 
voice of Chriſt, and not harden their hearts on the week day, yerthey 
ſhould nat enter into the ref} promiſed, which I think will be counted 
abſurd, nd evacuate the hopes by all the week day Lectures. 2, From 
Hb 3.12 hu argue. To day, Heb 3 7. is the lame with the ſpace of 
time which i calle o day, 131 Tris s ſ evident inthe Textythet 
every one that re ds tie ext will canly perceive it, fith It is plajo, that 
the calling it to dav is meant f the calling it io that place v. 7. and 
the w nds. left any of you be bavdencd,;, ſne w it. Hut 1 10 day, Hebe z 5% 
1s meant of anyday. or every day wherein Chriſtians unt eRhort ane 
another, therefore mor reſtrained to the Lords day: hut either extended 
to t e whole ſgice of time they hve on earth, of ta any opportunity in 
any day hatſdever, Whether wek dry ir Lords dv, wherein they wight 
exnort +2. B comparing theſe plac s with © (07 6 + Mhere m ſad, 
Now is the arte"'ed time, now u ib diy of ſalvation, | hie leem 
plainly to intimate the ſarue day with that which is mcant Heb.3.7,: 3. 
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znd that day being manifeſtly meant of the time wherein the Em- 
baſſadours tor Chriſt do beſeech men to bee reconciled ro GOD, 
3 C. 5,20, it is very probable or rather certain, that fo day, Heb. 
3-7,13. & 4. 2. is not meant — the Lords day or fir it 
day of the week, but any day of a mans life wherein the Goſpel 
of Chriſt is preached, and reevnciliation 10 God offered bim; and 
re:cived by him, Or as C:merosn. queſt, in Epift, ad Heb, 3. 7. That 
time which by the Prophets and Apoſle 1s called the laſt dayes and ful. 
weft of time, which is the time of the Meſſiah exbibited, not preciſcly the 
Lords day or firſt day of che week, Let us view Mr. (arters reaſons tur 
bis concc it. 

Fnſt, it is evident that it is meant of a day of 1eft c ap. 4, 7, 1 
for if loihuah bad given them reft, namely that reſt of which David 
ſpraheth , then bee would not ſtewards have ſpoken / another day, 
therefore of a day of reſt i muſt bee meant, elſe the A,offt/es arge- 
ment had not been concluding nor pertinent, becauſe many other days might 
bave 4ſt er war ds been ſpoken off, although Jol uh had given them | the 
reſt that was ever to bee ea pe ed. 

Anſw, It is true that he Authour of that Epiſile doth riglitly 
guher trom the word [ to day |] that there Wes an-ther day ut te ſt 
yer remaining for the people of God teſides the ſeventh day teſt, 21 d 
the reſt in the Land o Canaar which they p ſſeſſed by 7efbunb x con- 
duct, yet doth not imply that the day in which the word was ſpoken 
ms the day of reſt, But thus hee gathers it, Theſe words were ſpo- 
ken by David many hundreds of years both after God ſware in the 
Widerne s they ſhoald net enter into his reſt who believed not, and 
after Foſhuab had ſetled the poſterity of the unbelievers in the land 
of Canaan, and therefore the reſt in the land of Canien is not that 
which is meant in Davids ſpeech, but there is implied a ſutuie day 
of reſt ro bee attained by believing in 7 E SHS the Meſſiah, For 
David if it had been meant of the reſt in Canaan would not have 
ſpoken to them not to harden their hearts f r tear of being excluded 
from Gods reſt. 

* Secondly, ſaith Mr c. It is meant of ſvch a reſt as G OD 
* can and ſometimes doth ſwear in bis wrath againſt his own people, 
who are his houſe, and the people of his paſture, bat they hall 
not entet into jt : this cannor bee ſaid of what they enjoy in their per- 
© ſonal in ereſt by faith vnely; but as for the co; tort ot lis ordinances 
© and Sabbath. 

Anſw. To omit the unfinefs of be expreſſion, fith the comfort of 
Gods Ocdinances and Sabbath is a perſonal intere fe enjoyed by faith 
onely, it is not true, that what is ſaid of the reſt cannot bee meant of 
what the people of God enjoy in their per ſonal intereſt by fab oncly, 
becauſe of Gods oath, For that oarh doth not imply that believers 
ſhall not enter into the reſt, yea the Apoſtles inference is to the 
contrary v x, 6, fith ſome were not to enter in, others were io en-. 
ter in, and ſih G O D fare ſom? ſhould not, hee promiſed 
ſome ſhould, and ebap. 3. 18. th ſome entred not through unbe lie f, 
Ce cee others 
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others in whom the word i mixed with faith, ch 4, 2, do enter ia. Aud 
this is a good argument that the reſt mentioned is not the Chriſtian 
Sabbath day which is the firſt day of the week, ſth they that be, 
lieve not come ſhort of it ; it's a conſequent upon the holding the 
boldneſs, confidence and rejoycing of our bope firm to the end it was then 
ia promiſe to the Hebrews, and remained to the people f Gad, who 
were to bee warned that they came not ſhort of it; Where as the 
Sabbath dazes reſt was then in p. ſſeſſiun, not to bee expeRed aſiet - 
wards, but then in uſe when this Epiſtle was written, and yet ſuch as hy. 
pocrites,unbelicyers, and Apcſtats did in ſome ſort enjoy as well as fins 
ccre perlevering believers, 

** Thirdly, ſaith Mr, C. That it is meant of a Sabbath dayes ref, 
<* appeargth by the manner of the A poſtles arguing in this place, in as 
much as the Apoſtle proveth it to be another day of reſt, beſides whit 
as in uſe in the Church before, Another in appoſition te the 7(þ, 
day Sabbath, and chat becauſe David ſpeaxeth ot it as a reſt to bee 
dg entered into a long time after; although the 7th, days reſt was en. 
a tered into from the beginning of the world, in as much as hee ſpike 
at it is Heb, 4, 4, J. implying a promiſe thai ſome ſhall, though o- 
„Athers ſhall not ener into it. Now, (ayes the Apoſtle, this be ing ſpce 
ken by the Prophet Paz id of a time then to come t and again, 1 
6 Heb. $. 7,9. Over aud beſide the ſeventh dayes Sabbath. Now from 
©: this his manner of arg ing it is evident, that he ſuppe ſeih this dayof 
© which David ſpcaketh, ſaying, Te day f ye will bear bis voice, 10 
© be a day of the fame kiade as the ſeventh dayes Sabbath was ; becauſe 
<< elſe there had been no ſuch oppaſition to bee made, nor would there 
© have bcen place for an although, er a notwithſtanding, in the caſe, u 
ia v. 31, becauſe any other reſt might have alſo been entred into from 
< the beginning of the world, as a believers perſons! reſt by faith was; 
but that which maketh the oppoſition js, that David ſpeaketh «a dab. 
back dayes reſt, to be entred into new a long time after, even in ie 
times of the New I eſtament, of which times that Pſal. 95. is a prov 
<< pheſie, as appeareth by che Apoſtles application ot it in this place, 
and thereupon hee concludes it to bee another day of reft remain» 
ing for us beſides the ſeventh dayes reſt, By this wee fee that 
© by to day if yee will hear his voice is not meant onely of a Chri- 
© ſtians perſonal reſt by faith, which is every days enjoyment, and was 
© entred into from the beginning of the world, but ot another Sabbath 
e dayes reſt beſides What was in uſc before, | 

Anſw. It is not denied that Pſal 95, is a prophe ſie, nor that it 
ſpeaks of a reſt to be a long time after Davids time, even in the times 
of the New Teſtament, nor that [ alcbough | doth imply a diſtinct reſt 
com the ſeventh day Sabbath reſt, and an oppoſition of *ther kinde 
which ſome Logicians call diſparato, though. others will not have it 
called oppoſition hut diftin&ion ; yet the words Heb. 4, ate not 38 
Mr.C.citcs them, [ although the ſeventh days reſt was evtred into from the 
beginning of the world] but [ altbongh the works were 31246 & faiſhed 
from the ſomndation of the world, | Nevexthelels, this doch not — 
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thit either the reſt is not a believers perſonal reſt by faith, or that it ia 
of the ſame kinde with a meer week]y Sabbath dayes ret, but rather 
the contrary, It is diſtinguiſhed from the ſeventh day Sabbaths reſt, 
and ſo it is alſo from the reſt which the /ſraelites had by Foſhuab's con- 
duct in the Lind of Canaan, which the Authour mentions v. 8, as well 
2s the ſeventh dayes reſt v. 4, and therefore the ſeventh dayts reſt op- 
poſed to the reſt V,7, 9, doth no more prove the day of reſt to be aday 
of the ſame kinde, as the feventh day Sabbath was then the day of reſt 
in Canaan by Joſhu ah leaving, Yea, fith the ſeventh days reſt men- 
tioned Heb, 4. 4. is onely Gods reſt, it is apparent the day of reſt is 
ot different kinde from an ordinary Sabbath dayts reſt, Neither doth 
the term [ although] impare any ſuch identity of kinde, but that G 
ſpake of znothet reſt of his, athough hee had reſted long ago wh 
hu works were finiſhed from the foundation of the world, Yea the 
words Heb 4. 10, Hee that is entred into his reſt bath alſo ceaſed f 
bis works as God did from bis, ( which expreſſeth the reſt for the peq- 
ple of God yet remaining v. 9.) do ſhew that the day of reſt is not ti 
2 mans works bee ceaſed, which I know not how to under ſtand of 4. 
fy other works then his works of labour and ſufferiags, hien are not 
till che end of this life; and therefore the ſabbatiſm or day of reſt is not 
bete the keeping fa weekly ſabbath, bur a day of reſt, as is meant Ke. 
vil. 14. 13, which though it bee not evety dayes enjoyment, yet ir 
w—_ a Chriſtians perſonal reſt by faith onely, that is that reſt-which 
by faith one ly is entred into or obtalned. And though it were entred in- 
w by all believers from the foundation of the worſd, yet it Was not fo 
conſpicuoufly as when Chriſt entred into the heavens z However thoſe 
Hebrews and the believers to come aſter had not then entred into it. 
That the Sabbath days reſt was in uſe before, proves againſt Mr, c. 
thar che reſt was not of the ſame kinde, unleſs in manner of a type ot 

ſhadow, 4s one thing like that's reſembled by another may in a Cata- 

U manner be termed of the ſame kinde with that which re. 
cmbles, 

Mr. c. adds, © Fourthly it is meant of a day of reſt to bee cele- 

* brated in Gods houſe in his warſhip, So the Apoſtle concludeth v. 

*9. There remaineth therefore a Sabbatiſm 924 +716 43; the celebra- 

* tion of a Sabbath for the people of God: a word comprehend 

* the Sabbath and worſhip pur together 4s was before obſerved, An 

* the coherence of the * Pal, 95. implieth as much P/at.g5. 6 . 

*7,8. It appeareth alſo from the Apoſtles uherefore, cha. 3. 7. His 

* houſe are we; wherefore, as the Holy Ghoſt ſajth, To day if ger 

wit bear bis voyce, &c, So as if the queſtion bee whit voice? Or 

© what day > The anſwer from the Pfatm 49d from rhe Apoſtles infe. 

* rerice muſt bee this, the duy of worſki fe the Lord oar Maker, and 

* of reſting with him ia his houſe, and his voice, whioſe honſe we are, 

© inviting us to it. 

Anſw. Sabbatiſm in the notation of the word im ports no more then 
reſt: what it imports in the nſe of it I cannot diſcern but from this 


place, fith I know not where it is uſed in the New Teſtament but here, 
Cccecc 2 nor 
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ner in any oth:r authour afere this. Here ic appears not to import any 
more then reſt, ſich it exprefleth but what is chte ſled by xara args, 
v. 8,10, 11. though conceive that the matter ſhews it to bee meant 
o' a holy teſt, ir being th reſt of Gods people, But that the ward com. 
prebends reſt and wo ſhip put together, I do not cenceive, For the word 
a ludes to the Sabbach Gen, 1. 2, 3. quo.ed Heb. 4. 3, 4. Now Gods 
reſt imparted no: worſhip, thaugh his appoint ng us co teſt on the Sab. 
ba h, and te fande it, doth import our worſhip of him, Nor  [ 
think the coherence of the words Pſal, 95. 6,7, 8. doth imply chat 
S.batiſm H_b. 4. 9. compreliends the S :-bbath and wor chip put toge. 
ther, or tha Pſal. 95. 7, To day i{ yee will bear bis voyee, ii meant of 
4 day of reſt to bee celebrated in the bouſe of God in bis wen, ſith in 
thoſe words there is not the word Satt, andihe Exhartation, Te 
das if yee will hear bis voyce, doth not app ar to have been on de 
weekly.>abbath da, the PI lm being not (as the 9 4th, Flalm) intuu- 
led: 4 Pſalm ſor the Sabbath, and it is miore likely that | 10 day if you 
will hear his woyce | Yintimates the day at the na of every ſever years 
in the ſulemnily of the year of relcaſe in the feaft of tabernacles, when al 
Iſrael was come to a car beſore the Lord in the place which be ſpould 
chuſe, and the Law was to bee read before ail Iſrael in their bearing, 
Deut. 31. 10, 11. ar which time ef the year every year they had 

red in their Cora and Wine, Deut. 16.13, and (ken they had no har yeſt, 
and ſo jt was the ſicte ſt time to reſem le the reſt remair.ing 10 Gods 
p-ople; yer ſo far was it from being the weekly Sabbath day, that 
as Ainſworth notes on Deat. 31. 11. The Jewiſh Dofiors ſay that if 
the day of the aſſembling of the people bappened to bee the Sabbath dy, 
the reading, of the Law was put off tilt aſter. Yer were it the Sab- 
bath day, it dath not follow, that it is meant of 4 day of ie\t 19 be u- 
lebrated in the houſe of Ged in bis worſhip, ter. the weekly Sabbath 
was not celebrated in the houſe of God, that is, the Tabernacle ot 
Temple; bat intheir dwellings, Exod, 16.29, And therefore if the 
term [(An wherefore, Heb.z.7. } did refer to whoſe bouſe ye ae, v. 6. 
( though I conceive the inference is made frem the words, if wee bold 
faſt the confidence and re eycing of the hope firm unto the end) yet it 
pioves it not to bee a. weekly. Sabbath of reſt to bee celebts- 
ted in the houſe of God in. his worſhip. Fur the weekly Gbbath 
was not celebrated in Gods. houſe , and it it were, each Chriſas 
ot the Church were not fit to anſwer Gods houſe in which it was 
celebrated, fich they are not the place where, that made the wor- 
ſhip, of God accepted as the Tab rnacle or Temple that is pro- 
per to CHRIST and his body, Jebn 2. 1g, Heb, 8 2, but the 
perſons by whom it is celebrated and who worſhip God. Laſtly, 
were all this granted, that Hab. 4. 7. were meant a day of reſt to bee 
celebrated in the houſe of God in his worſhip, yer this might be meant 
of the reſt in heaven often called Gods houſe, whers the Elders caſt 
down their crowns. before God and worihip.and praiſe him, and nor the 
weekly Sabbath, | 


Fitthly, 
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« Pifthly, ſaith Mr. C. Becaule the A poſtle unde i ſlands it of a day 
« to be kept upon the fame ground, in relation unto Chu iſt bis ceaſing 
u ſtun bis Works and entring into his reſt, as the 7th,day Sabbath was in 
relation to God hi ceaſing from his works, after his making the fir 
« grea ion, and entt ing into his, S0 it followeth v. 16, Which to be 
«© meant of ..hiiſt, and his entrance into his ret ( which he makes to be 
«his paſſing into heaven, v.14 ) inferred i om his enit ing into his rc ſt 
«p10, he c:dcavours to prove by 5 teaſons. 

Arſw. f. The coherence be ween Heb 4.9+ and v.10, doth rather inti- 
mute that [ be that is extred into his reſt, v. 0. ] is g term commenao all 
the people of God mentioned v. 9; and the exhortation. v 11, doth allo 
import, t at the perſon that enters ot hareſt v. 10 is meam every 
believer, Nor iv any one Mr, Ca. 1eafons conyimcirg of the contraty, 
For 1, let the tranflation be mended 3s Mr, c. would hay* it, yet it 
may be true of eveiy belicyer, ttat he alſo bath ccaſcd from bis wor 3, 4s 
God did from bis own works, 2. Scangiben, v. 14. may pont wut to 
what is ſaid, Heb 3. „%. 3. If Ach 4 10. cannot be meant uf ceaſiug 
from fin, vet it may be from lab. rivus works and ſufferzngs as Kevel. 
14.13, and ſuch reſt nay be p ſi i e withceireſhing, and Jooking, upon 
th:mas good, 4. I hat v. to. (hould be taken for a prof of vg. is not 
neceſſary; ye being nor alwayscauſal of rati nal, yet if ii were, je wth bt 
be thus, Ihe reſt-ot the people of Gud in heaven ſha I be a Sabbauim 
lice Gods; for ſuch ef them 23 ſhall enter into their r< ſt, ſhall ceaſe, 
bare ccaſed from their ſufferings and paintuil works, as Ceduid 
from bis in the begioning, 5. What be ſeith, that Cheiſt were not Lord 
of the Sabbath, as be ſaith Mark 2.28, Luke 6,5. /f be bad entred inte 
ure, or as p. 75. be could not be Lord of the Sabbath, unleſs be alſo bad 
a reft wbich be ent ved into as God didi b is without proof, and 15 
falſe; fich Chriſt ſpeaks of his be ing Lord of the Sabbath atvhat time 
zfore he entree into his reſt ;. and doth imply that which ſume-would 
all blaſphemy, that Chi iſt as God bad not been Lord of the Sabbath 
unleſs he had entred into hjs reſt as man. But were it granted, that 
Chriſt by reaſon ot his entring into his reſt as man, was Lerd of the 
Sabbath, doch tha: prove that Heb. 4. 10. is meant of Chriſts entrinꝑ in- 
to his reſÞ> vr is it not rather a batulo ad angulam 2. Bur were ig 
ed that Heb,4.10, were meant of Chrifts entring into heaven, yet the ret, 
before mentioned is rather thereby confirmed to be meant of f eſt in bea- 
ven with Chriſt, then teſt on eatih on a week y ſabbath, (th theargu- 
ment is ſtrong thus, Chriſt is paſled into his reſt in the heavens, there- 
fore there js a reſt temainiag for the people of God there; but hath n+ 
ſirength thus, Chriſtis entf ed into the heavens ro reſt, therefore there 
remain* to the people of God aweekly day ofreÞonearth, Laſtly, this 
very reaſon quite over throwa Mr. Cs, building, For he would ground 
the week day Sabbath upon Chriſt» entring into bis reſt, and this day. 
he would have to be the-firſt day of the week, an i the reaſon for inſer- 
riag a week dey Sabbath upon Chriſts entring inroÞis reſt is Rn from 
the reſt of God after the firſt creation, whereby the ch day Sabbath 
was ſanQified: Now if there bo the like reaſon of keeping 1 
bash 
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Sabbath becauſe of Chriſts reſt, as there was of keeping the 71th, diy 
$abbbarh becauſe of Gods reſt, then ir will not be the firſt day of the 
week which muſt be the Sabbath, for that was not the day of his ettring 
iars his reſt, but another day, to wit, the fitth day of the week, as ma 
be gathered from As r,z. Mr. C. bimſelf, . 76. though he ſay that 
it iz very probable that the aſcenſion day was on tbe fir i day of the wert, yet 
confeſſeth 14 not to be clear; and the reaſon of rhe probability from AF 1, 
by the computation of the forty days from bis reſurrect ion, and the mention 
of a Sabbath days journey, from Mount Olivet to Jerulalem, occafrozed 
( as is lizely) from therr making that journey then upon that day, v. 11. is 
ſo flender, that I know not that ever any learned man did conceive ſo 
with him; and the computation of tory days from his re ſurrect ion, be. 
ing on the firſt day of th: week (though the diy of the relutrection 
oonttary to the common compuration ſhould be excluded) will not fix 
the Aſcention day on the firſt day of the week, but twodays at leaſt ſhore 
of it. And for the mention of « Sabbath days journey, Act. 1. 12. it is cleat 
from the words that it was onely to ſhew the diſtance of the place from 
FZernſalem, not to ſhew chat day to have been the Sabbath day, I liſt not 
to trouble my ſelt about the reaſon of uſing that expreſſion rather then 
another, it being not material. Vet were it granted it had been on the 
Sabbath day, it had not been the firſt day of che week, for that ; not 
ter ned in Scripture, certainly not in the Acts of the Apoſtles, the $ab. 
bathday, What Mr. C. adds, But albeit bis reſt was not compleated tif 
be paſſed into the beavens, yet be firſt entred into it at bis reſurreftion. vu 
being upon the firſt day of the meet, there needeth no more to fix tht cem. 
mand of the Sabbath on that day, doth overthrow bis ar ing from Heh, 
47, 1% 14. whence he would deduce the Chriſt ian Sabbath becaufe of 
Chriſts entring into his reſt at his palſing into the heavens, Which 
hurts not others, as Mr, Cawdrey, Sabb. Rediv. part 4. ſet 23. wh 
conſeſſeth the words Heb,4.1@, not to be ſpoken of Chrift, though be allude 
to them. I have infiſted on this point by the way,\becauſe Mr. C. mate: 
uſe of ir for infant Baptiſm, but to how little purpoſe the ſequel will 
ſhew. + + 

Mr. c. for proof of infant Baptiſm, p. 26, layes down this poſition, 

that what the Lord confirmed by oarh ta Abraham, be conformed it to 1, 
even to all believers after C hriſt tothe worlds end; which I grant it un- 
derftood of ſpicitaal Evangelical premiſes which accompany ſalvm ion, 
but not it meant of tliofe peculiar hleſſings and priviledges which were 
promiſed to {bw abs nacural feed, You in his proct of that poſition | 
conceive ſundry things not right which aro vented by him, as p.28. that 
the voice of Chriſt meant Heb. 3 7. is aniuviting us to celebrate hi diy 
rei in his bouſe in the worflup of the Goſpel, whie he means of x weekly 
Sabbath, and a —— Cengregation, and outward worſhip, es ſuv 
dry: paffuges following ſnew; anc this he makes 2 part of the GopuI, 

p. 31. and the boliever that neplects it ct ſhare of the promiſe of en- 

tring into Gods reſt, and w a depariing from the living God, Heb. . 12. 

in tanto, though not in toto. In which tpeeches as there is much miſtake, 

and wrong inter pretation of the Text, which ſpeaks not of ſuch a _ 
ay 
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day reſt, or the houſe of God in the ſecond capacity ay he terms ic, or 
of entrance into his reſt as his hauſe in that capacity, ſo that ſpecch js 
very dangerous, New this entrance into his reſt as bis bouſe in this ſecond 
eapaKity, is that which the Apoſile chiefly ſpraketh to bere, when be ſaith, 
Take beed brethren of aw evil heart of wabelief, in departing from the living 
Ged. And that in caſe the people of bis paſture, and ſheep of bis hand, cven 
by own children, will not bis voyse, bus ſorſake bi worſhip, reſuſing 
biz offer in this Goſpel re as they did in Canaan reft, be will alſo ſwear 
againſt them as be did againſt theſe, that they ſhall not enter into bis reſt, 
Which if true, then they that are not conviuced of the weekly Chriſtian 
Sabbath, as mahy godly and learned Divines in farreign parts, and in 
theſe Nat ons ate not, thoſe. wha do not on that day joyn in the publike 
in ſolemn wor ſhip, as prayer, preaching, bicaking — and that too 
in a particular gathered Congregation, as Set kers, and many other per- 
ſons, whereof we cannot but judge many of them to be godly, theſe are 
chiefly meant by the Apoſtle as tmoſe that have an evil heart of unbelief, 
depart from the living God, Ged will ſwear they ſhall nat enter into 
his reſt, Nor will the limitation 1# tanto help to free his ſpeech from 
thoſe horrid conſequences, which it is liable to, if it be true which he 
ſaich, that the 4poſile chiefly heb to that entrance in his veſt as his 
haut in the ſecond capacity, Mal. 3. 14 and to expound Gods ſwearing 
that they ſhould not en er into his reſt in that ſenſe, it they did not hear 
his voyce inviting to keep the 3abbath, makes the ſpecch inept thus, If 
ye vill not keep the Sabbath, I ſwcar ye ſhall not keep the Sabbath, 
Nor do I conceive what he faith, p. 34. is right, that Chrift gave bis 
Saunt; the Keys of the Kingdome of Heaven. Matth. 6. 1 8. and from that 
e to Peter tbe Saints do claim their Charch power, each acc erding to their 
place and at ion in the church; ſar they hade it a4 Peters, that is, 46 
Ines in that building, or if you will, as conſeſſours, which makes them ts 
be flones in the e of God ; Far neither by we-Keys is meant all 
Church power, not are the Keys given to the Saints, much lels to chem 
2s ſtones or confefſours, though ſuch things are ſuppoſed oft times, but 
not proved Bur I haſten to dhe view of what — be ing che chief 
thing Mr. C. jofers his iniant Baptiſm from, 
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Mv. Carters expoſition of Gen. 22. 16,17, 18. as if God promiſed to mahs. 
every believer a blefng, /o 43 to caft ordinerily cle children on elect᷑ pa- 
rents, is re ſut ed. 


T Hat which is Mr. cs. baks for his fabrick of Infanc-Rapyiſm, is from 

the Couenant of Gad with Abraham, Gen, 23. 16,17, 18. which he 
hh contains four things. © x. That God would bleſs Abraham, and 
* with him all believers,wirh all ſyiritual bleſſings in Chriſt, Nam. 2. 2. 


64.3. 16,8, 5, 29. and this agrees with Cen. 3. 11. | gy” 2245 
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„ Secondly ( ſaith be) more particularly in Gods promiſe to Abraham 
© is contained ſomething peculiar unte him, and which belicvers art to 
© claim particularly frem his prowiſe made to Abraham; av namely, in 
© the ſecond place, that God would nor onely bleſs abrabam, and in him 
©all believers, bat alſo would make them ble ſſinge, and that chiefly and 
in the firſt place to their families; and not onely ſo, but alſo to Na. 
© tions, Gen.12.,1,2,3, So Gen t. 186. This promiſe Peter alledgeth 
sand explainerh to the Jews, 4.3 15. The word is all the fuvilies of 
* the earth. The ſame word we have, Ipbeſ. 3. 1. The Covenant ma. e 
<« with Ah aham therefore, as by this place we ſee, that we have jt in 
ce tha: of Gen.12.1, where it was 6ſt made and given, fb alſo that jt re. 
c ſp2&eth families and poſterity; elſt he had ſaid allche b lievers,” ot 
all the people of the earth, not all the families ot the earch ſhall be 
© bleſſed. And he could not have ſaid to the J-ws, ye are thechildren 
che Covenant, had it not reſpeRed the children of the p. op'e ot 
30d, Nor is it to be reſtrained one ly to the Jews; for the promiſe is 
© concefning all the famj ies of the earth, therefore it tolloweth in the 
© next words, v.26. amo you firſt, And this bleſſing as it is firſt laid 
© down, Gen. 12. and here tepeared by the Apoſtle, we ſee is a bleſſing 
© both upon che people of God themſelves, and upon their families. 
© Nor is this promiſe to be reſtrained onely un o this that of Abr, 
an his ſced ſhould Chriſt come, (although that aſd be included, be. 
<« cauſe whax we receive from Abrabam we have it all in Chriſt,) for ſo 
<« all thoſg of the line of Chriſt were ble ſſings to the world ns well a; 
che. And becauſe here is —_— intended appl. cable to all belie- 
vers, namely, that they alſo ſha'l be ble ſſings in their generations; 
« and becauſe a ble ſſing upon familics is intended alſo, for fo the words 
run, thou ſhalr be a bleſſing, and in thee ſha#l all the families of the 
c earth be bleffed; therefore j ſay it wufl not be ſo reftrained, But 
the meaning is, that in his Covenant with Abrabam he hach thus for 
limited bimſe'f, and diſcovercd his mind and — * that his choice 
© ſhall not be proportion. bly al! over rhe wer ld alike, but that it ſhall 
be by families and nations; fo as he will ordinarily caſt eleR chil- 
© dren upon elect pa rents; and the ſot of the Saints in neighbourhoodt 
and pfaces together, and not by eq al numbers in each part of the 
«world alike, Had nor his election been fo Ii ited to families and na. 
tions, neither Araban not belic vers could have been ſaid to be bleſ- 
©« ſings in ſpiritual things, either to their familie r to any othi t where 
1 — live, as now tl ey are, becauſe G ed ſo ble ſſeth one ly his elect, E- 
* 31 , 
727 » be ſum of this I conceive to be, that God promiſing to Ars. 
ham be ſhould be « blefing, Gen. 13,2. that in bim all the 2 * of the 
tartb, Gen. 12.3. all ibe nations of the carth, Gen.18.1 nt be bleſſed, 


c 
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iu thy ſeed h all the nations of the earth be bleſſed, Ger. .. d'd re. 
miſe tha every believer ſhould be a bleſſing in bis gener tion in ſpirit val 
things to bis family an neighbourbood, and thereby God ha b limited bim- 
ſelf to caff ordinarily eleit children on elef parents, and the lot of the Saint: 
in neighbourbeods and places together, and not by cqual numbers in cacb * | 
o 
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the world alike, Which ex poſaion is many wayes faulty,and the con- 
cluſion inferred from is cither falſe. or uncertain, and yet if Je were. true 
and certain, Would not yecld 8 ſufficient realon for intake begue, as 
vill be ſhewed in the ſequel, . 1 2 | 

Ihe ficſt thing T excepr ageinſc-this Expoſition, that when it is ſaid 
Gen, 12, 2. MINA MTV he takes It for granted, it is to bee unde rſtoc d 
aRively, as if the meaning were that Abrabam ſhould be a ble fling to o. 
thers, whereas (as Partus in his (em ſaith )- it may be — 
I the things going before, thou. ſult bee altogtiher and c blefied.: in 
which ſenſe wa ue often the abſtrati ſor the comras, as a mar very boneſt 
is called bonefly. Yea the LXX render it d any *- 225 veel, and 
thow-ſpalt be bleſſed, Piſcai. ſcbol, Fel, eflo in henedictioue, hoc eñ bene- 
Aus. Biodati annot, / teſſed every way: as if all bleſſings were gathe - 
red togetber in thee, or à pattern of a compleat bleſſing, EY 

1. That he takes i as it what is ſaid muſt bee aptlicable to all belie- 
vers, that they ſhall be bleſſings in their generations. But this 43 nor pro- 
yea from the text, which oncly ſpeaks of Abraham being « bleſſing; and 
though it is true Heb, 6. 14. the ꝓrom ſe of ble i ng to Ab abam is made 
a promiſe of which all belicvets are heyrs, v. 17, yet is it plain trom 
many pallages jo that Chapter v 9, , 12, 15, 18, 19, that it is meant 
thar hey are heirs of the promiſe ei ble ſling to themſelves in enjoying 
falyation,as £ brabam did, not of impatting bleſſing to others. 

3- That be takes it as i it muſt follow, chat it Abrabam were 
«a bleſſiug to athers, ir muſt bee in that ſpiritual bleſſings accorcing to 
« eletioa were in ſome proportion entailed to the poſt rity and neigh» 
« bouthood of all txue believers, But Parexs thus; © Some expound 
«i aRtively, thou ſhalt be a bleſſing, that is, chod halt bleſs bers: 
« my, bleſſing ſhall not bee ſhut up . t alone ; but, out of thee it 
Gall dow.aMo to others. Bleſſiag ſhall.ſo flick in thee where ſocxet 
thou comeſt, that by thy miniſtry others may alſo came @ a bleſ- 
ing. Nor do the expo ſition of ſome Hebrews ſeem po bee refuſed, 
« that Abrabew mall be 2.publike example of all ſort of bleſſing in 
© the world, ſo that all that wiſh, well co themſelves or o hers, may 
« with fer the happineſs of Abraham. : Gr 25 the new annot in Gen, 12, 
3. ſhalt hea HH] That is, mare then thou take have a ble ſſing, 
for in chi ble fling is xirtually compriſed the happen {s of. boch worlds, 
* and of allthat ate.truely hleſſed ia all ages ; whereof thou: h Goqe 
*the onely Author, Abraham is honoured ro bee 8 pringipal means 
under him to bring i to paſs in bein the progenĩtout᷑ of the promiſed 
i ſoed, and ſetting ſuch an czample of belieſe as might qualiße 
him to be, tiled farther of. che faichiull, Rem. 4. 11, 12. The world 
'- {hal} receine by-chy ſeed, which i Chriſt, che blegivg which it loſt 
ia Amn. x 46s Nen 
Mt. C. himfelfe denies not te- bee included in this promiſe, that 
of Abraham and bis. ſeed the Lord CHRIS T ſhould come, but 
aith , if it bee reſtrained onely te this then it will follow that all 
py of the Line f CHRIST wwe blefings 50 the world as well 
LY . 0 F 
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To which I reply, 2. it che ſenſe given be included #s he grants, 
chen bis feoſe is not neceſſary, nor can any thing be proved by it. 3. 
Tbough the ſpeech in the ſenſe given bee reſtrained, yer the abſurdity 
followes not, ſich the being a bleſſing by begerting Chriſt is not fo in · 
veſted in any a» in Abrabam, who is made the firſt | ruſtee as it were 
of this bleſſing by the Covenant, or Charter granted to him, 4. 
except that in the promiſe, In thee, or in thy ſeed ſhall all the families 
ar Nations of the earth bee bleſſed, Mr. Carler conceives thee and thy 
ſeed to comprebend every believer ; Whereas the Apoſtle expuunds Aﬀs 
3.25, [(i thy ſced ] of Chriſt onely, and ¶ in thee |] Galath 2. 8,3. 
of Abrabam onely, with whom as the pattern of belic ving and beeing 
blcfted, they which bee of the faith arebleſſed, I deny not that by 4. 
brabams ſeed belicvers are meant Gen, 17,7. and Gn. 15, U and 
that the Apoſtle Rem. 4. 18. Gal, 3. 29. and elſewhere ſo expoundy 
it; But no where de | finde the promiſes Gen. 11,3 & 18, 18. 12 
18, ex pounde d ſo as that is thy ſeed ſhould no e every believer, and 
tho ſenſe in which Mr, Carter takes ity as if in eve) believer all th 
families of the earth ſhon/d bee bleſſed, Ais — ag" from Abrabams 
peculiar ptiviledge one way underſtoed, another from Chriſts, ard 
not much ſhort of blaſphemy, . T hat hee makes families and nations 
of the earth to bee differ ent in the promiſes mevtiontd, as appears by his 
words | and that chiefly and in the firſt place 19 their families 4, and net 
enelyſo, but alſo to nat] whereas the holy Ghoſt makes no ſuch cif, 
ſerence. For as the ſame promife which is expreficd by families, Gtn, 
12. 3. is ex preſſed by nations, Gen. 18. 18, fo in the new Teſtament 
the promiſe Gen. 12, 3. where the word is rendted families, is expreſ. 
led Gal. 3. $. by nations and the term which is Gen, 22. 18. 4 che 
nations of the earth js As 3. 26. ali the lpndreds or ſamilies of the 
oauh, as Mr. C. would bave ic,” 6, Mr. c. ſeems by famnlies to whim 
believers ſhould: be A bleſſing, childron, as: when hee ſaith, God will or. 
dinarily caft-chn{dren ele upon elect parents, and by nations neighbenr- 
boods, as when hee ſaith, the let of the Saints in ntighbourboodr and 
places together, whereas ſavities in the Hebrew FMO whether ren. 
gred by cunt as the LXX Gen. 12. 3. that is, tribes, or ad)! A 
3. 35; notes more then poſtericy or houſholds, even whole eridey; and 
kinreds that draw their line from one great Anceftour, and , notes 
a whole people of one language, though in their dwellings To remote 
as to have na enter courſe one with another. I will not trouble my ſell io 
enquire what difference there is between the words in Hebrew and 
Greek which are tranflared families, tribes, kindreds, nations : This! 
am fure they conmin;greater, and more ample numbers of men then 
theſc who live rogerhicr.undpr:one roof er ohe romn, ani i from thetice 
the extent of the Covenant be inferzed to poſterity of belie vers and theit 

hboure, and ſw the Teal of the Covenant (es Mr, C. doth) bye ſe 
belicyers ae promiſed to bee a ble ſhng to poſterity and nejghb * 
will foNow from the termes fumilres and matians, thx they are bleſſing 
w whole pariſhes, townes, cities and nations, and they ere to be bafti 
{ed and parochial, city, national Churches to bee ſer up again, = 

" 
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hich Mr, c. wich his brethren have ſo mach hitherts contended. 
7. By Mr. Cs. expoſition whereas the promiſes are that 4 the nations 
o/ the earth ſhall de bleſſed in « believer, this is brought to ſo aarrow a 
compaſs, as that it is reſtrained to poſterity and neighbuurhood, 8. 
The manner how in believers their pefterity is ſaid to be bleficed, and he 

bleſſing to them is ex preſſed to be, in that God caſts eleft children ap 

aleſt patents, which I know not well how to underſtand, lt ſerms to 
dear a ſenſe it not the ſame yet very near that in which we are ſaid to be 
cinſen in Chriſt, Epbeſ. 1. 3, 4. which Mr. c. alledgeth to this purpoſe, 
and-r Cor, 1. 30. We are of God in hin, who is made to us of God wiſ. 
dam, and righteouſneſs, and fanFification, and redemption, which were 
near blaſphemy, V hich to avoid it concerned Mr, c. to have more 
clearly and diſtia&ly cxprefied himſelf. 

What he ſaith ¶ tha: the Covenant made with Abrabam Gen. 12. 2, 3. 
reſyeReth ſamilies and pofteritie z elſe be bad ſid all the believers; er all 
the people of the earth, not all the families of the earth ſhall bee blefſed } 
ſhews his overſight in not obſerving that it is Gal, 3. 8, all tht nations of 
the earth, which is equivalent to all the people of the earth, and yet v. 
9, by all ibe nations of the earth, are meant no more then they ibat are 
— And when he ſaich, that the Apofile As 3. 25. could nat have 
ds the Fewes, ye are the children of the Covenant, bad irmet reſpefed 
the children of the peojie of God, hee heeded not that they are ſaid as well 
o bee childy en of cbe Fropbets, and therefore the ſenſe is not that they 
were deſcended trom the Covenant or Prophets by natural — 
but ye are they to whoſe Anceſtours the Covenant was at firſt given, an 
the Propheu ſent, which are not common things to all the children of 
the people of God or true belic vers, the Oeatile believers children are 
not children of the Covenant and Prophets in the ſenſe there meant, 
bur proper to the Jews, 

or is the propoſition true which Mr, c. would gather from the Co- 
venant to Ara. For, 1. God hath plainly diſcorered his mind Row, 

9.6, 7, 8,9% 10, 11, 12, 13, 18, 24, 1 5. thar he chuſeth at his pleaſure 
chular en dt unbelievers at well as bolie vert, and of the poſterity of belio- 
vers, either none or which he will, arbaratily and by ne ordinary or 
certain rule, but #3 a potter doth with his clay, ac ding to hiv ſove· 
raignty, not out of ſpec al grace to the children ot his elect fer the pa- 
rents ſake, and accordingly whe ſajnes praiſe kim for their redemption 
I of every hinred and tongue, and people and nation, Rev. J. . without re- 
lpoct to their Anceftours, * 

1 Our — yrp oor . — — 
« Pax agg by er, Auger ag ber mot daxyd. 
ter in law ayainf} der matber in, — mens ene ſbeald be the of 
biz own boaſe, And In the familics of the moſt godly, how tew were 
bound che may r by the poſterity of D Je, feboſhaybas, 
£5, Samuel, Aham himifcls; with many more, Ax tor eur own expe- 
tience in wut on men it ls ſo mama, that No geod eſtimate ca Be 
made therenpen, 'cohcerning Gude ordinery way, Pc in ſforke fa- 


estect nung 
aller { falls our, than the poſtericy, nod neighbours, and ryan ae 
1 godly, 
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godly, bur many eomplainu of degenerating, of back. ding, ne it #s 
often ta be otherwiſe, =>, ' 

I wiſh it were true which Mr, c. writes, though I find no proof of ir, 
«© That iu all ages God hath caſt ic ſo in — —— that his people 
« ate not to be found in all places alike: but we bnde them together 
tc in ſome families and nations. Now this is not faln eut by chance, 
© becauſe God hath To made his choiſe, hath been a God to believe 
« and their ſeed in their generation ; and hath made them bleſſings tor 
ehe converſion and edikcation of their children, neighbours and ac 
% quaintance, and chat not onely by a common providence, as be bleſ. 
ſeth the corn and graſs of the 6c1d, but it js by yertue of a ſi pecial word 
« of bleſſing a creating word of promiſe, which giveth a being to the 
< things promiſed, even riffs p:omiſe made to brabam and iu him to 
all belicyers, Gen. 14 2, 3, without which, good examples and other 
means of education and coaverhon, nad nut had ſuch efficacy and pawer 

in turning fianers ro God. But I do not belie ve it, ſich neicher hath 
the Covenant ſuch a ſenſe as Mr. C. gives it, not is the re ſuch e petience 
proved, and it is ſound that what good is done among children ol belie- 
ving parents, is done as often by ſcrvanis, miniſter, govd company, re- 
mat kable providences and other wayes, as by parents endeayours, aud if 
without fuck a promiſe as Mr. C. imagines, ſuch mcans had not ſuch «> 
ficacy, I think not onely parents who believe no fach promiſe, bat alſo 
miniſters, and others Who ex pet a bleſſing upon their endeavours wich» 
out Mr, Cs, promie, would be diſcouraged in their work, 

That which is ſaid Pſal. 105, 8, though it prove the perpetuicy of 
Gods Covenant with Abrabam, yet proves not the ſenſe Mr. C. gives of 
the Covenant. Nor doth that Luk. 19. g. yeeld any clearneſs toi , For 
ſalyation came to Zacheus his houſe in reſpe ct of his perſon, and it is 
did co others in his houſe, yet it is not ſaid by vertue of the Cove- 
nant to Abrabam as Nr. C. imagines, an what Mr, C. faith about 44. 
16. 4 I. that it was ſpoken becauſe of this promiſe to Abrabam it his own 
gloſs without any hint from the text, and would: infer this, propoſition, 
hat by vetiue of Gods promiſe to Abrabam upon the faith of in houſe 
keeper his houfe ſhould be ſaved, which is contrary to conſtant expet- 

ence of believing maſters, husbands, parents having unbelicying (ct» 
vants, wives, children, 

I grant Abrabam to be the boly root, Rom, 11. 16. and that v.:8, the 
Jewes as touching the election are beloved for the Fat bers ſake and that 
ibey ſhall be 22 in again becauſe the guſt once given to tben, Cod will 
not repent of, and though I ſay not the church Mangeth forth children ts 
Abrabam, yer T yeeld Feruſalem which is above. che Evangelical Cove- 
nant doth, andebas the children of promiſe, or of the free-women ate 4 
brabams ſeed: all believers even of the Gentiles, hut this 3s ſs far from 
proving the bleſſing upen families aud Jung, and Gods ordering is [ub 
manner bis elef:on, as Mr. C. deviſed, and would have perpetual from 
Pſal. 105. 8. that it gather proves che contrary, For the breaking off 
the Jews, and the ingraffing the Gentiles, not of the-familics or kinred 
of the root Abraham. but à wild Olive by haue, proves the bleWog ooc 
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10 be to families, nor election ſo ordered, as that 0 4 the.ſond gcrerati. 
gu, 10 all generations even to the world: end, God ordinarily caſt elect 
children upon elect parents, Nor doth the citing of 14. 19. 20. which is 
105.1 1,26,37. wich the inference thereupon, prove that God n bis 
bleſſing upon families from generation 10 generation ; but that God hach 
ſuch a ſpecial love to the family of Abrabaw, Iſaac, and Jacob, that acer 
a long breaking oft that nation ſhall be reſtoted again and te ingtaffe d 
for the Farhers ſake, which is there wade the peculiar priv ile oge of I- 
rag! after tne flcth. * But there is not a word in tie Apoſtle, em. 1. 
that ſhews that priviledge to have been enjoyed by believing Gentiles ſince 
their herng graffed znto the ſame 100t and Oe tree from whence the Jews 
were brogen off Nor is it true. For God hath removyed his Candle- 
flick trom many places where there were famous Uburches, 2: d from 
miny kinCreds, families and people, where there were former]; godly 
company and lociety 3; fo that now che progeny are become protanc, «nd 
Apoſtates, and the Churches repleniſhed with: plants out of families in 
which 2 little while hace Pupery, profaneneis, and viciouſneſs did 
abound, Not do 1 Cor.7.14, Ads 2.33, mabeany thing for Mr. Cs. 
rpoſe, as ſhall appear in the ſequel, Nor doch tbe application of Cir- 
tune on 16 the child, or Abrabans title of Father of all them tha believe, 
prove the Covenant with Abrabam in Mr. Cs. ſenſe: Nur is it true, the 
x plication of Circumciſion ts the child is a neceſſary and eſſential part of 
that Ordinance, For that is not an cflential Part of an Orgina: ce with- 
out whieh it might be + Bur the Ordinarce of CircumciGon might be, 
ind perhaps was at firſt witheur application to a child, if thereby be 
meant an infant; however, if none but parents were circumciſed, as 
when the Circumcifion was Jofh,y. it had bees the Ordinar ce of Cir- 
tumciſion ne vert he le: when oncly one proſelyte ac age was circumciſed 
it was the Ordinance. Zrgo. 

As for what Mr. C. anſwers to the object ion frmmperperience, it is in 
deed 2 pu ing down of what he had = ſo much time to build vp, For 
% Gods blefing do not rake effeft through mens fin, or deſedt of wſing 
means, then the promiſe is nor to tamilies and kindreds in that abſo- 
Jute manner Mr, C. befoxe deſcribed it, then the promiſe js to the 
quality and diligence of the pet ons, nor to the relation; then it the 
proniſe as well to any other fo ualißed and diligent, as to the pa- 
rent ; then · l it falſe Which he ſaid before, pag, 38. that the*ſuccef 
was not from eam le and other means, but 4 Peelel word of bleſſing 
the promiſe to 4brabam, . Finally, if that be true which he hath peg.35. 

wiich is falſe Nnted) G 2. that alt beugb Gods promiſe be to carry 
1 tiefFion ſo, as to caſt ele children upen cleft parents. yet be reſer- 
veth to bimſelf, and ue uſeth in this 4 liberty, namely, ever and axon to be 

il lrea ting vf graff in other 3 into {bis bel root; then what 
fajd before, p. ;. hat God bath thus far limited bimſelf, and dif- 
Covered bis mind and 57 r, tbat be will ordinarily ca ect children ap » 
en ele parents, 18 tulle; wha. God referveth to himſelf, and uſeth 
liberty in, he hat not limited himſelf ſofar; and it he ever and anon 
uleth this liberty, ro be ſtill breaking off ſome, and graffing in wy 
a then 
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then he dorh not ordinarily caſt ele children upon ele@ parems 
for wher is orherwiſe ever and anon and lill, is not fo ordigarily, — 
leſs ffi in being ts a thenſand generatiens, ts all generations even 1 
the worlds end, as he ſaid pag. 33, G. 30 chat Mr. Cs, diſcourſe from 
his own words is found hi to contain miſtakes, yncertaincy, and in 
the main, inconſiſtency with ir ſelf, Let's view whether in the reſt there 
be any thing werthy of a Lotd Mayors imprimatur, 
A third thing Mr. C. obſerves as contained in the Lords promiſe unte 
Abrabam, is, That by thus blefling and making believers bled; 
« God would multiply his ſeed, Gen. 42. 16. So Gen. 17.2, 5. That thi 
ce is part of the Goſpel, and contajned in the promiſe made to him and 
ce us, is proved from Neb. 6. 14. A further proof we have Gen.1 5,5, al. 
« ledged Nom. 4. 8,1 8,22. as belonging to believing Gentiles, the in. 
cc creaſe of whoſe number by means of Gods blefling believers ſoas 10 
e make them bleiſings #3 Abraham: feed, was intended in that prgnile, 
« and as part of that Goſpel, which God ched unto Abraham: 
6 There's a promife that t Kingdome of Chriſt ſhall fill the world, 
D. a. 35, 44. To this purpoſe in that of our Saviour, Matth,1;,z1, 
« 31,33, Now the Lords making believers bleſſings, and thereby 
ce multi lying Abrabams ſeed, js that which makes his 1 
«ro be lite leaven, whereby the whole would at laſt will ſeaſoned 
« with the knowledge and love of Chriſt, Therefore this multiplying 
« of belicyers, fo as ro fill the world, is made by the Apoſtle, tom, 
66 4. 13. to be — of Abrabams promiſe; then mark What follow, 
« v,16,17,18, This promiſe was made ſure to all believere, as well Gen- 
«tiles as Jews. : 
Anſw, 1, Why Mr. C. makes that the gd, thing in Gods promiſe 
G22. 17, 18. which is the 2d, and puts that as the ad. thing whichis 
after the reſt v,18. and ſo the 4th. I ſee no reaſon, but © that be 
foreſaw that otherwiſe there had been no colour for this which he here 
inters, that by thus bleſſing and mating believers bleſſings God would mal- 
riply bus feed, Gen. 28.16. hut the right order. of ine promiſes ſhews this 
conceir to be only Ar. Cr. fancy. For in that the promiſc v. 18. is pur laſt, 
it is ſhewed thereby that it is « diſtin& promiſe, and that it doth not en · 
prefs the mannet How God would mukiply Aab ſeed, as Mr. C. 
eonceives, 2. It iy true Gen. 15. f. is 4 Golpel promiſe to believing 
Gemiles, Rem 48. but not in Mr. Cs. ſenſe, that be increaſe of the 
vumber of hehr]ᷓᷓ G., ſbantiũ be by mene of Gods beg belrevers 
fo as to mate them Sleſſings Abrahm feed, in that God wenid caf) . 
dinarMly Hef. ehildren 6 cleft parents, and dhe lot of The San in wigh- 
don hoods and plates vagether ; Nut in this ſenſe, that  {brabam dhe 
have an innumetable cooptny-of chiktren, or among the Gen» 
tiles by faich, who mo be Mea wink fun m, 619. in 
rheic own perfotts, dt no mont ion is there of eing a bleſſing co 
others. 3. Thar be chr ¶ ori ſbaaid fill the world, D4x1.3 5544+ 
that rhe Kingdom of pre et, arp rm red, or legyen, Matth. 
13.317,32, 31, n $# or ſtafen i gramed 5 bur that it is 
meant in ehoſe-phees teh dene in Mir. Ci. wav, is denied: I do con- 


ceive 
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conceive it to have been meant of the A 2 as me think? 
Chriſts words, Matth.: 4. 14. do import. 4 t the promiſe of being 
bur of the word wa#to Abraham and bis ſeed believing Gentiles, is gran» 
ted; bur that his or their being heir of the world did import any fuct: 
bleffing as Mr. C. ivagines, as if God would ordinarily caſt cle chit- 
dren on elect parents, or that any ſuch thing Is inrimared by ihe A po- 
file v,16,17,18, is denied: Nor do I yet find any inter preter atore 
Mr. c. who hath ſo expounded the prom. ſe, 

In the opening of the 4th, promife, that the ſeed of Abraham ſhoxld 
poſſeſt the gates if their enemies, though his expoſition be granted, I ſee 
not what advantage it gives Kitts for proof of infant Bapiiſm, and there- 
fore let it po ſs 3 onely It tie, that when p. 43, he makes the 
multiplying of the ſeed of Abraham, and the conqueſt of the world tobe 4 
ſpiritual work to be effected by the ſword of the ſpirit the word of God, it 
tollows, that it is to be done by preachers rather then by patents, and 
conſequently nor in that way Mr. c. imagines, bot in the way which 
Chriſt took, by ſending his Apoſtles :o preach be Goſpel to every crea. 
ture, What be faith p. 45, of the meaning of Gen 9.26; hath been ſhew- 
ed before ro be uncertam, and to be proved falfs bythe Hiſtory ot the 
Church, in that in Africa thy poſterity of Cham were in the Church of 
Chrift as well as Shems and Jabel poſlerity; and how 4bribams ſeed 
Du $4 the world at le. and rule one it, is fo doubtfull, as that I con- 
ceive no certainty can be thence deduced. The conceit of the four Kings 
en. 14; 2s if theinpeopte became after wards the ſour Monarchies. is ſuch 
2 fancy, as a waking inn that knows the diſtance berween Rome, Greece, 
and Ca, and the voyage they muſt rake by fea, and other c3rcum- 
ſtanges which the ſtory Gen 14. and other Hiſtories ſuggeſt, will take 
anely for a dream. Mr. Cs, gtofs, p. 55. on the words of Chriſt, Mark 
19.15, ho foever ſhall not receive the Kingdome of Gad as 4 lat le cbi /a, 
thatie, av a child rerei uoch it, ſhall nos eter therein 3 whether he mean 
k of the vifible Church” or Kingdome of glory, i cannot be true. For 
letthe way of entring the King dome of God be by birth, or Baptiſm, or 
any other way, yet a true believer by faith and profeſſion may entet into 
the Kingdome of Ged in a way diſterent from that a lite le child receives 
it in who hath no underſtanding of Chriſt : And though both be — 
in the firſt work on their fouls, yer believers of age arvac meegly p. ſ- 
fire as limlo children who' have no underſtanding at all of Chriſt; But 
tor the true meaning of Chrift, I need ſay no more but refer he Reader 
to Chriſts words, Math. 18. 3. whence the meaning appears to be, that 
ne per ſon not endued with thar'qualification of ſelf-humbling, of which 
a little child is a fir enbleme, Fal 157. 2, Halt become an inheri- 
wur'of glory, Nor is there any proof made by .Mrc c. of bis dictate, 
that becauſe Chriſt would that list ie c bituren alſo ſhould be member 3 of bis 
Kingdome, therefore hub be madt it — 7 1 1 F bis Ning. 
dome, that the families of the righteous ſhell be bleſſed. . Nis resſon he 
Fives, p. Fr. is no reaſon fer God might havs gone further then ordi- 
nan ihj io caſt elect children upon left parents, even to have done ſo univer- 
ally and perperyally, and yer we might no more have been ſons of C 5 
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by natayal-generation, and 4s mach by nature born children of wrath 2 
now we are conceived. I hough God bad not ſs far, as Mr. c. ines, 
confined bis choice to ſamilies, kindreds, and nations, bis elect bad not beey 
deſtit ute of means of education, ith God could have provided Catechiſta, 
Preachers, and others to that end, in other families, kindreds, and na j. 
ons: Sure in ſome ages of the Church there was ſo little proyifion 
made to that end in famili:s, kindreds, and nations, that it appears that 
almoſt all the means of education was from Mona ſter ies in Scotland and 

Ireland, by the Hiſtories that remain, 88 may be ſeen by Seiden, E piſtle 

be tore the Hiſtories collected by Twiſden, uſbers relation uf the triſh 

Religion, and elſcwhere. If it were the moſſinat ural and ready way $0 mul. 

tip/y the ſpiritual ſeed for the mereaſe of Gu: Kingdome, by mating be- 

lievers a bleſſing to families and nations, as Mr, C. ſaith p. 52, ſure God 

by lending A poſtles, and not ufing Kings and Maſters ot families tgr 

that end, omicted the readieſt and moſt natural way; and I ſee not why 

it ſhould be judged the beſt way to propagate the Goſpel, to gather 

Churches out of Pariſhes, and ſer Paſtors over them, or to ſend itine- 

rant preachers, but to reduce all Churches to family and national 

Churches, and to make Kings and Maſters of families Elders and Ru. 

le s over them, Nor do I find that eiiber God fo caſt the lot of bis Saint: 

together. as Mr. C. imagines, or that by that means thegifis of Gods people 
are improved, and light increaſed ; but by raifirig up holy-Teachers and 

Paſtors, and afl-cjating of the Saints from their ſeveral dwellings imo 
a well ordered aflembly, If as Mr. c. faith. p. 55. the Iſraelites deſire. 

ed the Canaami es not by common rules of rightcouſneſi among men, but by 

ſpecial revelation and command from God; then either they did it nut by 

che promiſe Gen. 22. 17. or that promiſe did not aſſure them of the poſ- 

ſeſſion of Canaan by common rules of juſtice, as Mr. C. conceives, That 

the people of God in the times of the N. T. may no: mat wat again} Anti- 

chriſt or Babylon and their party as an Anatbema, but xpon 4 nainral ad 

ci vil account, for the juft liberties e poſed and mvaged by them, may be 

well doubted, conſidering ſundry pafſages which are Rev. 17. 16,17. & 

18.6, 24. That ibe dominion which the Saint a ſhall at laff obtain, ſhall need 
xo ſorce either to get or maintain it ; but it ſhall naturally fall upon them, 

4s from oiber owe ſo alſo by reaſon of the'r number, according io the law 

Aut ue, and commen rules of rigbteoufnefl, is not proved tron Iſa 8.3. 

and how much jt may tend to denying the-Jawfulneſs of Chriſtians 6gkt» 
ing in wars, efpecially if the chief or. enely cauſe be to preſervethe 
- Godly from oppreflions in Religion, js to de conſid red. And that pow- 
er is naturally devolved upon the Saints becauſe of theiy numbers, ( as 5. 60. 
33 intimated, ) ſeems to me an unſafe ſpeech, as reſting on this pofiticn 

That power is natutally de volved on the gt cateſt number. It is enough 
that I have onely by the way nom theſe things, that what men preach 
and print may be bettet cone red t I pal on to che examining of Mr. 
Cs, application, , * \ | 
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SECT, LXXIX. 


Neither did Circumciſon ſeal My, Cs, additional Promiſe, vor was Abra- 
ham thence termed Father of Helievers, 


Tie firſt thing Mr. c. obſerves is, that . in the promiſe to Abrabam 

« there's an addition made to the former promiſe io Adam, Gen, 3, 
&« x5, which I grant, but not ſuch an addition as Mr. c. conceivs, 

The next is, chat te this promiſe of making believers bleſſings to 
« families and n:tions, God made an addirioh of the ſeal of Circumciſi- 
«on, and the application of this ſeal to infan:s js part of the ſe l, thereby 
« Ggaitying an confrming that promile of ſuch blefling, So Gen 17. 1, 
© 14, Had not the application ot it to the infant been part ot the token 
« of the Covenant che childs not baing circumciſed bad not been a 
© breach of the Covenant; nor could the Lord have ſaid, ii is is my Co- 
© yenanc, that the manchild be cit cumeiſed, if the application ef that 
© ordinance to the child, had not in it a ſignißcaticn and confirmation 
« of ſom: thing in the Covenant. 

Anſw, There are theſe things to be proved: 1. That Circumciſion 
wana ſeal of the Covenant made to Abrabam Gen. 17, 2, That Cireum- 
cifien was a ſeal of this promiſe of God, of making belicvers bleſſings 
to families and nations in order to the multiplying the ſced,and encreaſe 
of the Kingdome of Chriſt, 3. That the application of this ſea l to infants 
is part of the ſeal, 4. That thereby was ſignificd and confirmed that 
promiſe of ſuch bleſing, But the proet ia of othet things, 1. that the ap- 
plication of Circumciſion to the infant is part of the tio en of the Cove. 
nant, 2. The application of that ordinsnce te the child, bad in it a 
ſgnification and confitmation of ſomething in the Cove nant ; For neĩ- 
ther is it all one to bee a token and to bee a ſeal of the Covenant, 
there being other tokens then ſeals; and ſigne and token being the 
ſame, though diſt inguiſhed Rem. 4. 11. they are unſitly confounded by 
Mr, C. nor is it all ene to ſigniſie ſomething in the Covedant, and ts 
ſigaike this thing in the Covenant, that God would make believers 
bleſſings in Mr. Cs. ſenſe. Not dotheither of Mr. Cs. middle terms 
prove either of his concluſions, For the childs not being circum- 
ciſed had been 2 breach of the Covenant, as being a breach of the 
command of God enjoyned then, though circumciſing the child had 
been no pare of the token of the Covenant, and the Lord might have 
ſaid, this is my Covenant that the mas child bee circumciſed, that is, 
this is my command in my Covenant, if the application of that or- 
dinance to the child, bad not in it a ſignification and confirmation of 
ſomething in the Covenant. But allowing chat Circumciſion is called 
the Covenant by a metonimy of the thing ſignified for the ſigne, 
and that it ſignified ſome thing in the Covenant becing applicd to 

infants, yer not one of Mr, Carters propoſitions is proved thereby; 
Eee e e For 
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For 1. it may be a ligne and not a ſeal, 2. It might be a ſeal of the Coye. 
nant Gen, 17. yet not of that promiſe Gen, 32, 18, which is in another 
Covenant, not in that Gen. 17. 3. If it were a ſeal of that promiſe Om. 
22.18. yet not in Mr, Cs, new deviſed ſenſe. 9. lo emit the ine ptneſi or 
non ſenſe of the ſpeech, the application of this ſeal to infants is part 
the ſea!, For what doth hee mean by the application of this ſeal to 
infants bur onely Circumciſion, and hee betete called Circumciſion 
the ſcal which hee meant; ſo that his ſpeech can have no other con- 
ſeruction then this, Circumciſion of infants is part of Circumeig. 
on, which is inepe or non-ſenſe, I fay further that the ſpeech is not 
true. Por if it bee a part it is eicher effencial er integral, I know 
no other ſort of parts it eag bee meant of; But it it is not a 
part eſſential, (for then without application to infants there ſhould 
bee no ſeal, and ſo « Proſelyte had not the ſeal though hee were 
Circumciſed , unleſs hee bad an infant manchild and hee circum. 
cifed, nor integral, for the Circumciſion of a Proſelyte was en- 
tire Circumciſion or ſcal ( as they ſpeak ) without his manckilds 
Circumciſion, 

Thence alſo, ſaith Mr. c. is that in A & 7.8, that is, be did is ar. 
cording to that Covenant of Circumciſion, (0 as the application of the ſeal 
to the infant was part of the Covevant to bee performed on the part A. 
braham aud bis ſced in their generations, even by bis ſpiritual ſtai to 4 
thouſand generations, inthat which 3s the ſame for ſubſtance, avd equi. 
valent to cireumeiſion, as we ſhall ſee anon, ; 

Anſw. That God gave Abraham the Covenant of Circameiſion, and 
ſo, or accordingly, or be (according to the C Opies that have « 7G n 
'evTws ) begate !ſaac, and circumciſed bim the eighth day is nor denied, 
nor that he did this according to the Covenant of ci cumes ſion, that is 16 
cording to the command of God concerning Circumciſion as a figne 
of. his Covenant Gen, 17. in which ſenſe it is granted that the applici ia 
of the ſeal- ( meaning circumciſion.) tothe (male) infant wa: 
the Covenant to be performed on the part of Abraham and bis ſeed in then 

enerations, but this proves not what Mr. C. undertook to prove, that 
it was pars of the ſeal, or part of the token of the Covenynt ( it being 
not all one to bee part of the Covenant and part of the ſeal or w. 
ken of the Covenant) unleſs Mr, c. conſounds them ( as he ſeem 
to do) nor is there any word of God for application of any ſeal to 
the infant but Circumcikon, the text is expreſs for 4 thiz 
is my. Covenant which ye ſhall keep between me and you and thy ſeed . 
ter thee, every man child ſhall bee circumciſed, which can bee under, 
ſtood of no other then Circumcifion, without making God to ſpeak 
non ſenſe, and making God command a thing in words which they 
ſignife nor, and making God to command a — indefinite and 
indeterminate, which no wiſe Law-giver doth, and making a pre 
noun demonſfrative to import not the definite thing expreſſed, but 
ſome other individu uagum, of which it is uncertain what it'is, 
contrary to the very expofition of the Holy Ghoſt Gm 17. : 3. where 
i in expreſly ſaid, that Abrabawy Cirenmefing was as God had ſai 
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bim, contrary to what Abraham, and all interpreters Jewiſh and 
Chriſtian (that I have ever met with afore Mr. C have conceived, and 
which 5: it be granted ic will follow that if the male child of Abrahams po- 
gerity had not been circumciſed, but had another ſeal of the Covenant 
applied to it, the Covenant or Command Ger, 17.9, 1e, 11, 13, had 
not been broken, Moſes had kept the command if he had baptiſed his ſon, 
though he did not circumciſe him, Theſe and many more abſurdi ies 
follow on that portentous opinion, which I gueſſed long fince by ſome 
words of Mr. Cawdrey and Palmer in the Fe part of their Sabb Re» 
div, ch 2, S. 32. to have been hatebing to maintain the Judaizing 
conecic of intant Baptiſm from infant Circumeifion, that they might 
not ſeem therein to run on the rock of holding the Law of Circumci. 
fon yet in force; yer might have ſome colour for a command of in- 
fant Baptiſm, Gen 17. 9, 10,11, 12, 13, 14. Where infant Circum- 
ciſon is commanded and nothing elſe, but I found it not fo expreſly ven- 
ted by any afore Mr, C. Now what faith he for it? r, That this part of 
the Covenant was 10 be performed by Abrabims ſpiritual ſeed. Bur hee 
doth net prove that it was te bee performed by Abrahams ſpiritual 
fred of the Gentiles after Chriſts — 1 Hee urgeth the words 
of the Pſalmift Pſalm. 105. 8. Hee bath remembred bis covenant 
fer ever : the word which bee commanded to a thouſand generations, 
Bur firſt, The word is not meant of the command of a ſeal to bee ap. 
plied to infants, but of bis own promiſe, which bee will have firme 
« bis Command, Pſalm. 1:;.3, & 41. 8. & 44. 4. as the New An- 
wir, and Fiſcit, on the place, which alſo appears from the words 
following, which terme it Gods Covenant hee made with Abraham, 
and bit oath unte Iſaac, which is expreſſed verſ. 11, which cannot be 
underſtood of his Command to us what we ſhould do, bur his pro- 
miſe of what hee himſelf will de, Secondly, the word commanded ſig- 
nißeth Gods decree within himſelf ; Or as Diedati in his note on 
the place, Hee commanded ] which bee appointed by bis ſoveraign and 
imtuocable decree, as the word commanded is uſed Pſalm. 1:3. 3, and 
elſewhere, Thirdly, To a thouſand generations, notes not juſt ſo ma- 
ay; But as Piſcator in his ſcbolie on the place, it is by a /qnecdoche of 
the hinde, as if it were ſaid unte many ages. And this muſt needs bee 
granted, ſith the Covenant however it bee granted to imply in the la- 
tent ſenſe the promiſe of the heavenly inheritance, yet in the patent 
ſenſe mnſt bee underſtuod ( as v. 11, 44. compared ſhew ) of the 
eanhly Cavan; which they had not a thouſand generations, but for 
many ages; 23 Ex0d. 20, 6, To thouſand generat ons is meant not pre- 
Ciſely ſo many and no more, bur a long time indefinite, beyond three 
or four generations: and thus muſt alſo bee underſtood the promiſe of 
the land of Canaan to bee for ever, 1s be an everlaſting poſſeſſion, that is, 
for a long time, as frequently it is uſed Ed 21, C. Exod.q0.1 5, 1 Sam. 
2. 35, Levit. 23. 14,:1,21,41, &c, Whar hee ſaith of Baptiſ® beilte 
the ſame ſor ſubſfance and equivalent to Circumcifien, unleſs hee mean 
it, that inſant Baptiſm and infant Ciremmcifion are one equivalent to 
the other, and che fame for ſubſtance in this ſenſe { they are of n torce 
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not obliging Chriſtians nor beneficing them ] it will be found in exam, 
ning that which follows, to have no crutch, i 

Mr. c. adds, And that this bleſing upon families and poſterity was 
ſnified, held forth, and ſealed by circumciſing the child, appeareth ſur. 
ber by that promiſe uttered in that phraſe, Deut. 30. 6. which h, ex. 
preſſion intimates, that the promiſe of the converſion of their children mas 
beld forth, and confirmed in that ſeal, As when the 1poiile ſaith wee are 
baptized into one body, is ſignified and ſealed in Bajt:\m our unicn with 
Chriſt ix one body, becauſe elſe thoſe words bad been in no capacity ts 
have = lo ufcd in that ſenſe, as they are uſed both by the Apoiile and 
by Moſes, 

” inks, 1. The phraſe of circamei ing the heart, Deut. 30 6 being u- 
ſed to expreſs converſton or change ot the heart, doth ſhew indeed that 
there is ſome reſemblance between the n, yet that it is ſ@ by iaſtitution js 
not proved, na more then becauſe by breaking up eur fallow ground, toge. 
ther wich circumciſing, the ſame thing is ſi nified 7er,4.3,4. and by waſh» 
ing, Iſa. t. 16, therefore plowing and waſhing are by inſtitution to bee 
uſed to that end, 2. But be it granted that Circumciſion was inſtituted 
to ſignibe the ch nge ot the heart, as baptiſm our union with Chriſt in 
one body, yet this proves no: that jt was to ſigt ie and ſeal a promiſe cf 
ſomething future, but rather what was already done, For if it ſignibe a8 
Baptiſm, then ir gnifies converſion al:erdy effected, Bapriſm being i 
$g1 that the perſon was united to. Chriſt and to all his members by one 
ſpirit, as rhe very terms 1 Cor, 12. 13. i d wee have been baps» 
tiſid, i 2o)io9nglp we bave been drencht, ſhew, And though the words 
Deut. 30. 6. arc a promiſe, yet the term [ circumciſe] of it ſelf, and 
in like manner the uſe of ci-cumcifion, according to the inſtitution, 
may as well note a thing done, as a thing promiſed to bee done, 3. 
Nevertheleſs let it bee granted that circumciſion did in the inſtituti. 
on of it note conver ſion of the heart, and (ignified a promiſe of it az 
being a token of the Covenant in which that was covertly promiſed, 
yet this proves not that it he ld forth a bleſſing uten families and poſle- 
rity, Fer there is no mention Deut. 30. C. of families, though there 
be of poſterity, and that mention which is of poſte ri y, is of them not 
in their infant, but adult eſtate, and upon condition of the childs 16 
turning to God, and obeying his voice as well as the parents, as Mr. 
Baxter rightly obſerves in his Friendly accommodation with Mr, Bedford 
p. 351. I may add, chat the promiſe there is expreſſed onely concer- 
— one caſe, ro wit repentance in captivity, v. 1, 2, 3, 4. and the pro- 
miſe (as appears from v. 5.) is « promiſe peculiar to rhe Iſraelites, 
4. But were this further granted, that thence might be proved that cit» 
cumcifion by inſtitution ſignified the promiſe of converfion of poſterity, 
and that this were to Gentile believers, yet this js not that which Mr, 
C. would evince, that the application of the ſeal to infants in that it was 
to infants ſealed this promiſe, or that the promiſe was ſcaled in Mr. Ct, 
ſenſe, ſo as that God would ordinarily caſt elect child: en on ele& pa- 
rents, and make parents a bleſſing, ſo as that 4brabams ſeed by faith 
Gould be multiplied in families and nations by them, "wha 
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What Mr, c. adds, That the fign bad not held proportion with the thing 
vi ted; name/y, there had been not hing in the ſign to ſignifie and ſeal that 
Meſſing upon poſterity, bad tbe application of it to infants been left out, 1s 
bur a vain dictate. For 1. it tho fign held ſimiliiude with the thing fig- 
nified, though it held not proportjon ſo as to be applied to all whoſe 
converſion was ſignified it might ſerve for the uſe of a ſian, as a convey- 
ance to a Father may afſure the childs intereſt ; and therefore that which 
Mr. C. ditares, that for thy reaſon infants were to be circumciſed, to ſeal 
that promiſe of believers being a bleſſing, added to Adams Covenant, is a 
rain conceit without proof, ſich ir might have been as well aſſured if the 
parents had been circumciſed-onely, 2s well as when the male jinfancs 
onely were circumciſed. 

And that which he faith further js moſt falſe, and vain, Nor iadeed bad 
there been any uſe of the application of it to the infant, nor that made a part 
of the Q:di4nance, had there not heen ſuch a branch in the Covenaut as 4 
blefing upon families and poſterity to be thereby figmfied and ſcaled, For 
befides this, that Mr. C. proves neither that branch in the Covenant, 
nor that uſe of infant Circumciſion, it is clear by Stepbens ſpeech, Act. 
7.5,6,7,8. that Abrabam circumciſed Iſaac in aflurance of the land of 
Canaan, and thit he received the Covenant of: Circumciſion to that 
end: and that the circumcifing of infants had this uſe, to Ggnific Chriſt 
to come, ſcems plainly to be delivered by the Apoſtle, Col. 2. 17. and 
by the general conſent of Divines, Much more vaio is that which he 
adds, So as if that priviledge be denied unto infants, that wbich was gi- 
ven 10 us in Abrahams Covenant i; rejected, as be ſaith Gen, 17, The an- 
tircumciſed man-cbild fhal be cut off from bis people, he bath broken my 
Covenant. For neither it Mr, Cs, ſenſe of the promiſe Gen. 22.18. Gen, 
13.2,3, be rejected, is there any thing which was given to us in Abra- 
beams Covenan rejected, nor had the denying of Circumciſion to in- 
fant neceſſarily inferred the re ject ing of that which was — in Abra. 
bent Covenant; nor do the words Gen. 17. 14. impert, that by not cir- 
cumciſing the perſon omitting it had re jected that which was given in 
Abrahams Covenant, for fo Moſes not circumcifing his ſon had rejected. 
the Covenant; but the breaging the Covenant was onely meant of brea- 
king the command of that which was the token- of the Covenant, Much 
leſs is this true of thoſe that deny infant Baptifin, that they re ject the 
ſpiritual bleſſings given in Abrabams Covenant, Baptiſm being not by 
Chiſfts inftitution a ſeal of Gods Covenant or promiſe to us, unleſs by 
conſequence, much leſs the mixt Covenant of Abrabam, as it contained 
domeſtical benefics proper to Abrabams houſe, much more lefs the new 
conceired promiſe of Mr, C, Nor was infant Baptiſm ever commanded 
by God, but invented by men ina fond imitation of Jewiſh Circumcifi» 
on; and as long as we keep cloſe to the inftiturion Matth.28; 19, and 
daptize and are baptized upon believing in teſtimony of our union with 
Chriſt and his Church, s Cor. 12.13. we may ſecurely flighe- Mr. Cy, 
doom of being cur off from Gods people, which aſter Mr, Cotton retu« 
ted by me in the ſecond part of this Review, fei. 11. he hath vaialy here 
renewed to affright filly people with, * 
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Mr. C. adds; © That Abraham was called facher of believers, 1. from 
< believing this additional promiſe given in order to the increaſe of hi 
« ſpiritual ſeed, which he proves from Rem. 4.1 8. Cen. 15. f. 2. From his 
ce receiving the ſeal of char promiſe, Rem. 411. From which place we 
© may obſerve, 1. That Circumciſion was a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of 
ce faith. 2. That becauſe it was a ſeal of that righteouſneſs, which he had 
© before he was circumciſed, he therefore became the Father of all thac 
© believe, whether circumeiſed or not. Now bad not this ſeal becn given 
ce him that he might be the Father cf believers, his receiving it at this 
« or chat time, whether before, or after bis believing to righteouſneſs, 
had made nothing for the univerſality of his relation as a Father of 
© all believers, ED a 

Anſw, I grant that Abrabaws believing the promiſe, Gen. 15. . 
and his receiving Circumcifion a ſeal of that righicouſneſs of faich be 
bad in uncircumcifon, was the reaſon of his title ot Father of believers, 
And I grant that Abrabams perſonal Circumcifien was a ſeal of the 
righteouſneſs of faith re all believers circumciſed or uncircumciſed, and 
therefore he had ic afore his Circumcihen, that ie might not be judged 
as proper to the circumciſed, Bur . I deny, That the promiſe was Gen, 
15,5, as Mr. Cs additional promiſe is; that Every believer ſhould bex 
bleſſing to his family and poſterity, ſo as that God ſhould ordinarily caſt 
elect children on ele& parents z bur that Abrabam, though then child. 
leſs, ſhould have innumerable children by natural generatien, though be 
were and his wife aged, and more by believing as he did- 2. The Sciip- 
ture doth not ſay, that Abrahams Circumci hon was a ſeal of the pro- 
miſe Gen. 15. . but a ſea! of the rigbtionſneſ of faith be had, Gm .. 
it was not a ſeal of # promiſe of a thing turure, but of a benefir obtained 
many years before, 3: I find not any ones Cireumciſion, bur the Cir. 
cumcifion which Abrabam had in his own perſon, ſtiled the ſeal of the 
righteouſneſs of ſaith, nor to any but him that believes as he did. 4, That 
his receiving the ſeal is not made the reafon of 4brabaws relation of F4. 
ther of all believers, but juftificarien by faich afore he received Circum- 
ciſion. Nor do I ind that any of Mr, CF, a ſſertions is proved trom fen. 
4. 11,18. that Circumci ſion was a ſeal of the Covenant, Cen. 17. or of Mr. 
Cs. additional promiſe, or that the application to inſaxts was part of the 
ſeal, or that byst Mr. Cs, imagined promiſe was con firmed, and therefore 

this Text is impertinently alledged alfo 
Mr. C. adds. That it was not Abrabamt faich onely, nor his degree 
d of faith above others wh'ch gave him that title, appeareth 1, becauſe 
v cthers were as eminent belie vert 25 he before him. 2, There was 
*© ſomething given which believers had not, at leaſt in ſuch a way had 
not before, in reference ro which he was ſo called, therefore it was not 
«« for his ſaith one ly, nor the eminency the:cof 3. There is nothing 
a faith or the eminency thercof, that could occaſion that his name 19 
Ide given to him; but it was in reference to ſomething which he was 
to have az a Father this additional promiſe and the ſcat thereof, he was 
<«* the fir Father that received this Diet; rg which was a bleſſing upon 
* parents and their children; and becauſe ar leaſt in a great part by 
© yertue 
£ 
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« yerrue thereof the holy ſeed was to be propagated and encreaſed. And 
« believers are ſaid to be his ſeed, becauſe that promiſe and Covenant 
« made to Abraham cancerning the Lords bleſſing and multiplying his 
« ſeed, is ſo much a cauſe of their being brought forth unto Chriſt; his or- 
« dering his election ſo as to beſtow his bleiſing thus by families and 
«nations, be ing that which mages the Kingdome of Heaven like lea 
« yen, one belicycr ordinarily being the means of the conver ſien of 
* another, 

Anſw, The title [ Fatber of believers] is 2 relative, with which . 
brabam was denominated from his Fatherhood as the form denomina- 
ting, and this form denominating was from his begettinę juſtified be- 
lievers as the foundation, this begetting juſtified believers I knew noe 
how other i iſe it ſhould be then by his exemplary faith, and Gods de- 
clatation of his juſtificarion by it; which the Apoſtle doth plainly in- 
timate, Rom. 4, 11, by expreſſing Abrahams children in this phraſe, 
waling in the ſteps of hi faith, I he object indeed of this faith was the 
promiſe Gen. i 5. 3. not Mr, C8, imagined promiſe te other believers, 
and ſo the promiſe was the occaſion, and in ſame ſort the cauſe of the 
title, 2s the object may be ſaid to be the Cauſe of the ad in ſome hat 
an abuſive ex pre ſſion. His perſonal Circumcifion was a Ggn or ſeal 
of that whence the title came, the righteouſneſs ef faith; and a token 
of that Covenant wherein God declared ir, Gen, 17. 4, 5, But Cir. 
camcifion did not make him ſuch, he was ſuch afore Circumciſion was 
inftzuced, Gen. 17. 4, J. Nor is it ſaid Rom.4.11, that bis receiving 
Circymcifion was that he might be the Father of the fairhfull, but bjs 
having righteouſneſs by faith before C ireumcifien made him the Father 
of juſtified believers of all nations, Nor do Mr, Cs. reaſons prove the 
contrary, For 1. though others faith might be as ſtrong, yer no ones 
faith was ſo minently exemplary, the time and other circumſtances 
conſidered ; and this is apparent from Rom. 4. 18, 19,20, 21, 2. 4 
lrabum had that exemplary faith, and promiſe and declaration of God, 
which no Saint had before {in the manner I have explained it. 3. This 
was ft to denominate him Father of believers, as Sar® the Mother of 
#tdient and well doing wives, 1 Pet. 3 6. by her exemplary obedience 
to her husband, and we are termed children of God by following bim, E- 
pbeſ, 5.1. wicked men children of the Devil by doing by luſts, Job. B44. 
It js true, we are to look to other examples, chiefly Chriſts, Heb,12,1,2, 
yer none of meer men ſo eminently believed as Abrabam, and there- 
fore no meer ſinfull man is propounded as a Copy or pattern equal te 
him, As for Mr, Cs. reaſon, it is not right. For t. Mr. cg. additional 
2 in his ſenſe is but a figmene, 2. There is not the leaſt hint in 

ripture of that as th reaſon of the title. 3. If he were the firſt Father 
that yeceived thu bleſſing, then it was two thouſand years and more afore 
God ordered his ele tion as Mr, c. imagines, then believing parents 
had not this bleſſing before, whereas if there were ſuch a ble fling, it 
was rather b-fere then after Abrabams time ; for we find not any ſetled 
Miniſtery by which the ſpititual ſeed was multiplied afore Abrabams 


time, therefore ic is more likely to have been by believing RE 
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but after Abrahams time we read of Prophets and Apoſtles, Priefts and 
Teachers appeintcd to that end. And if Abrabam were tbe firſt whore. 
cei ved this bleſſing, then this was not perpetual, and fo the application 
of the ſcal to infants not moral, fith the foundation of ir began but in 
Abraham. Sure Lam, this directly croſſeth Mr. Richard + axters conteit 
ot intants viſible Churchnemberſhip by promiſe Gen. 3. 1 5. which I 
leave to them to contend about. What Mr. C. ſanh of the reaſon of the 
title of Abrabams ſeed given to belicyers, is quite beſides the Scripture, 
Rom.4.1t 16.Gal:3.7 Job. 8B. 39. And what he ſaith of one believers being 
ordinarily the means of convey [on of another, is tt ue rather of others, ſpe» 
cially preachers of the Goſpel, then parents, houſholders, Princes 
and IL wiſh it were better conſide red by him, whether by his diQates all 
along in making the multiplying of the fp1ritual ſeed to be by every belie. 
vers being a bleſſing io families and nations, by aſcribing ordinarily 6arver. 
ſon berewnts ; and that p. 38. not enely by commen providence, or [6 
much by good education and example, but by vertue of a ſpecial word of 
bleſſing, a creating word of promiſe to all believers , without which other 
means of con vet ſion bad not bad ſuch efficacy and power in turning faner11s 
God, do not croſs the Apoſtles ſpeech, Epheſ.2. 20. be not comrary 0 
the experience borh of the firſt and continued gathering of the Church» 
es of Chriſt, and do not indeed undermine and blow up a ſele& Mini. 
Fery for converſion, as being uſeleſs, without aſſurance of Gods beſ- 
fing, God having provided another way, and ordinarily working by it 
according to a ſpecial promiſe, And how much this tends to juſtifie 
that diſorder of every gie brothers pretended propheſy ing and reach- 
ing in the Churches, which is the oc:a(icn of the jangling and ſchiſms 
by which Churches are torn aſunder and perverted, is cafily diſcern · 
able, But of this onely by the way. What Mr. C. hath ſummed up, 
p. 70, hath been examined, and found to be a fardcl of miſtakes; Lets 
view the reſt, 

Thoſe inſinuat ĩons which are 7. as if Antipzdobap:ifts did eaſy 
part with ancient entailed priviledges, wherein the Saints have rejoyced fit 
ſo many ages; wanted ſo much compaſſion on their children, as wot to Hot 
their names out of Heaven, or tbruft them out of the Kingdome of Chrift 
inte the Kingdome of Sat an; have been ſo often diſcovered to be falſe 
and groſs abuſes, as that were not men reſolved to uſe any artifices to 
uphuld an ill cauſe by creating prejudices againſt their adverſaries, 
they would leave them, But Mr, C. thinks to prove infant Baptiſm 
tom hence, and thus he argues, 
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My. Cs, concntt , a1 if Gen. 17,9, were acommand in force to Abrahams 
ſpirunal ſecd in the N. I. is ſhewed to be vain, | 


cc |F this be granted, that the promiſe made to Abrabam Gen 17. eſpe- 
« | cjally that part ot i: v. 8. concerning Canaan to bee an (ver laſting 
© peficfli >n to his ſeed bee of ſuch extent, and made alſo to his ſpiritual 
& ſced ofthe New Teſtament, it wi'l follow that char command of God 
in thoſe words next following v. 9, is to bee meant alſu of his ſpi- 
« ricual ſeed even in out dayes, and as a command that now lieth up- 
« onthe ſame ſpiritual ſeed in all generations, in as much as that com- 
ce mand is broughc in with a theretore, upon the promiſe made to the 
& {ame ſee in the words v. 8. : 

An(w. H ic her to Pædobaptiſts have been wont to deduce infant Bap- 
tiſa, rom the connex ion between the promiſe Gex. 17. 7. fo be 4 Gt 
Abraham and his ſted, and the command v. 3, 10, 11, 2, 13. 4. ich 
it ſeems Mr. C. dares not reſt on, but takes another way, and yet ſecms 
not very certain what to pitch _ For whereas p.,70 to clear the duty of 
infant Baptiſm, he ſums up his ſuppoſitions; That God made to Abraham 
Gen, 32,17, 18, & 12,2, 3. au additional promiſe of believers being a 
bleſſing to families and nations, that for confirmation of this bee added a 
ſtul, ro wi: Circameiſcon, that the — of it to infants was part 
of the iohen of the Covenant, thereby that additional promiſe was ſealed, 
in reference to them Abraham was called the Father of all them that be. 
lieve; who would not think chat he would have inferred infant Bopriſm 
from theſe ſu p pout ions, and the conn! xion between his additional pro. 
miſe and ſeal > But ia ſtead thereof, as if all hee had before diſcourſed 
lad been out of. the way hee meant to take, whether beeauſe there is a 
great diſtance between the command Gen. 17.9, and the promiſe Gen 2: 
17, 18, or whether he ſaw his ex poſition would not ſtand good, he now 
goes another wry co work, and ebinks:o deduce i. fant Bapriſm from he 
connexion between the promiſe en. 17. 8 ani che precept v. „. and 
his inferecce is thus wade ; The promiſe is concerning Canaan tobe an e. 
verlaſting poſſeſson o Abrahams ſeed, ergo, to Fis ſpiritual ſeed in the N. 
T if ſo, then the command lieth upon the ſpiritual ſecd flill v. . and this 
the word [ therefore} v. 9, implies, That precept ties onely to heep the co. 
venant by ſeal ng with the ſeal of it, their children, v. 0. explains what 

ſtal ſhould be for that time now another is come in the rem of it, which is 
for ſubilance the ſame, aud equivalent to it, parents are bound by the precept 
Gen..17, 9, the former ſtal ceaſing and azo: ber ſubſtituted to bajtiſe their 
children. 1his is av near as l well can gather it, the force of Mr. Cs. 
diſcourſe, Againſt which I except, 1, That the term [ everlaſting 
poſſeſſion, Gen, 17,8. | doth not piove it to bee meant of another 
Canaan then that part of the carth _—_ the Iſraelites * 
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For befides places before alledged, wherein the terms everlaſting aud {a 
ever are vſed for a time of ſome tew ages, and ſhorter, Nunb 25.1 
God premiſeth a Covenant of an everlaſting Priel bood to Phinebas and bis 
ſeed after him; and yet we knuw that Pricſthood was to ceaſe Heb, 11. 
It is promiſed ler. 35 19. that ſonad ab the ſon of Rechab ſhould not want 
a man to ſtand beſore God for ever, and yet this could be t ue onely of 
ſome ages: | herefore Mr. Cs. reaſon is of no force from the term 
[everlaſting | to infer the extent of that premiſe to the N. T. Nor in- 
deed can-the reaſon be good. For if it were, then God ſhould nor pro. 
miſe at all the pofleſſion of the earthly Canaen in that place: But that is 
manifeſtly falſe; for the Text ſaith, Gen. 7. 8. that God would givets 
Abraham and bis ſeed, the land of Canan, wherein Abraham was thin « 
ſtranger: which can be underſtood of no other then that part of earth 
which is elſewhere called the land of the Caraanies, Perinites, Feby. 
tes, &c, 
4 I deny not that in the latent ſenſe thete may be a promiſe of eternal 
life to Abrabams ſpiritual ſced, though I find no paſlage in the N. I. fo 
expounding the promiſe Gen. 17.8, yet ſure it is bu: bold preſumptien to 
buildany doctt ine on an allegory not ex pounded ſo by the Holy Ghoſt, 
and it is in mine apprehenſion, a greavulu: pation of the Divine prero- 
ative, to im poſ duties on men conſciences by a guments drawn from 
Reh deviſcd ſcnſes, 2. hat Mr. c. builds bis inference upon the conjuns 
&ion| thereſore Gen. 7 9. which thoug it be ſo in the English trankas 
tion, yet is it in Hebr. T19N) rendred by theTigar, And thou; by Parew, 
But thou; by Piſcator, Thou verily ; which is enough to ſhew there is no 
ſtrength in Mr. Cs, infereace, lith there is no firm ground on which it 
reſts, 3, But were it «ranted that thereſor e, Gen, 17. 9.] were the one- 
ly reading, and t at the command is tv be meant alſo of 4brabamni ſpia 
ritual ſeed even in our days, yet chat the inference of the command, 
4.9, ſhou'd be onely from the promiſe v.,3. or v.7, and nor alſo from 
the promiſes v.4,5,6 | know no go d reaſon i or can be given, 4, 
Were it that there could br good reaſon given thereof, yer fith the pros 
miſe v,$, is mixt, containing both ſpiticusl promiſe (it Mr. c. bein 
the tige) and premiſe pecu iar to the natural ſeed of Abrabam, me 
thinks the-precept ſhould be onely to tha: ſpiritual ſeed which is alſo 
natural, and not bind the Gentile believers, ſh they have no part of 
the promiſe as i: concerns the p fleſſion of the earthly Cangan, from 
which the duty is inferred as well, if not onely, as from the promiſe of 
the heavenly Caran, 5. Bu: were all that Mr. c. would have here 
granced, that the term ¶ eue / laſting poſſeſſon, v.8. ] proves it meant of 
the times of the N. T. that ¶ therefore | v.. proves the cor mand et. 
tends to the ſpiritual ſeed new, that ir is from the promiſe, v. 7, or g. 
not from the reſt v 4,5,6. that it is to (Gentile believers now, and net 
p«culiar to Iſrael after the ficſh , yet ſure if the promiſe bo the reaſon 
of the command, and the command belongs to them to whom the pro- 
miſe belongs. it belongs. to no other, and therefore to none but eleR 
perſons to hom that promiſe is made; uo meere ptoteſſours of faith 


ue bound to heep Gods Covenant by vertue of the promile, — 
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ofniſe is made to them. 6. Were this alſo granted, that the command 

js to every profeſſour of faith to keep the Covenant as is enjoyned v.9, 

then it remains till as a duty for every profefſeur ot Chriftian faith te 

ciccunciſe his males of eight days old (which is comrary to Chriſtiani- 

ty;) For there is no other thing commanded there then Circumciſton 
Bat t pievenr this, Mr. . ſaith, 

It is to be obſerved, that this command of Cod is primarily fixed upon 
the general duty, namely, the Covenant tobe kept, and not upon thy or that 
way of tecying either by cincume ng or bat xing: ſo as the circumciſing 
of the child can e under the command onciy upon bs. becauſe it was decla- 
m then to be the token of the Covenant ; and by the wo ds it is ſup;oſed, 
that when it ſhould ceaſe to be the token of the Covenant, it ſhould no longer 
be a duty ; and what elſe, by the ſame au hority, ſhould be made the token 

the ſame Covenant, would be the duty in ftead thereof. Mark the words, 
bedoth not ſay, Thou ſhalt therefore circ umciſe every man-child among you 
a atoken of the Covenant between me and jon; for ſo had that been made 
the token ſor perpetuity, to have continued ſs long as the Covenant it ſelf, 
But 1, In general be ſaith, v. 9. that is, they ſhould obſerve and perform 
the tohin of the Covenant whatevey that prove to be; and be addeth in the 

2 place, v. 10, 14. therefore, as I ſaid, as for Circumciſion, that wis a 
duty onely upon thoſe words declaring that to be then the tohen, Cir cum ciſion 
15x0w aboliſhed, yet the command of keeping the token of Abrahams Cove- 
want is tiff in ſorce, and binding to Abrahams ſpiritual ſeed in their Ge- 
werations ; therefore what is now the token of that Covenant muſt be obſer» 
vel in ſtead thereof. 

Anſw. No wiſe and juſt Law.giver would ever make ſucha command 
of a general duty concerning ceremonies or rites then underermined, 
but to be determined two thouſand years after, Thou ſha!t keep my Cove- 
unt, that is, hat ceremony I ſhall now appoint thee, or what I ſhall 
hereaſter appoint when I cate that away: fuch indefinite diſ junct ive 
commands 4 ambiguous, un- intelligible, to be underſtood at one time 
one way, at another time another way, are ſo like Delphick jugling 
anſwers, as that I dare not afcribe them tu the Almighty, Many abſur- 

dies follow un this conceit of Mr. C. which I bave before fer down, 
For preſent theſe arguments from the Text are againſt it. 1. There is no» 
vling enjoyned Gen, 17. 9. but what Abraham was enjoyned in his own 
per ſon to do as well as his ſeed after him in their generations; this is 
proved from the expreſs words, ind God ſaid unto Abraham, thou ſhalt 

p my coven t therefore, and again, they and thy ſeed after thee in their 
generations, twice is this impoſed on Abrabam diſt ng ly named, and the 
term therefore] ſpectially applied to him, and after with difference, from 
jet wich his ſeed, ſo that to deny this, is to deny it's light when the Sun 
mines at noon day. But to Abrabams per ſon was not enjoyned to ob. 
ſetve and perform the token of the Covenant whatever that prove to be, 


fur then hee had been bound to bapt iſe, which is abſurd, EIge. 2. This 
| = is as well to Abrabams natural ſeed in their generations, as ro his 
pi 


tual ſeed, for the precept belonging re thoſe to whom the promiſe 


belong, and it * the ——_—_ v. 8. to belorig to Aham: 
tft 2 ; 
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natural ſeed, at leaſt ſuch as Moſes, David, afore Chriſt, it followes they 
were bound to obſerye and perform the token of the Covenant what e- 
yer that p ove to be, and conſequently to ba ptiſe, which is abſurd, 3. If 
this precept be to the ſpiricual ſeed of the Gentiles, then Gentile belie. 
vers are — to obſerve and perform the token of the Covenant 
whatever that prove to be: But Cireumeiſion the text ir ſelf makes he 
token of the Covenant, Ergo, Gentile believes by this expoſition ate 
bound to circumciſe, 4. From v. 10. That Covenant was enjoyned v, 
9. and no other, which is expreſſed v. 10. This is proved from the form 
of words which do plainly ſhew Gods meaning, thi; i the covenant 
which yee ſhall keep, which are as exprels as words can bee that bee 
meant nv other Covenant to bee kept then what is fer down v. o, 
c Bur that is onely Circumciſion, rtheret»re no other is there enjoy. 
ned v. 9 But what need I ſo tully retute that which hath no proof 
at all brought for it, bat Mr. Cs, word! It's enough co tell him hat it 
is bis dream, and to let the Lord Mayor and Aldermen of London know 
that they have been enamouted on a vain phantaſme, And et mere it 
grant d him and them, it will never ſerve th<ir turn to prove infant 
Baptiſm by, 

For i, The command Gen. 17, 9, is not ip theſe words [thou ſhalt 
keep the token of my Covenant therefore] but chou ſhalt keep ny co. 
veuant therefore | and therefore if according to Mr, ca. expoſition it be 
a general duty not fixed upon this or that way of keeping, and there are 
ot her wayes of keeping the Covenant then by keeping the token df 
the Covenant, the words may be meant of other duties then ſeals,as he 
cals them of the Covenant, as particularly what is required Gen. 17, 1, 
to walk before God and be perſect, upon which God promiſeth to make 
his Covenant v. 2. and ſo the ptece pt Gen 17. 9. may be obſer ved wile 
out any ſeal at all. 2. But if it be limited tu the keeping of the token 
of the Covenant, yet ic foll»ws not it muſt be eithei baptiſiug or ci 
cumcifing, there being other tokens of the Covenant beſides theſe, as 
the Paſſcever, the Lords Supper, and therefore it it command them to 
obſerve the token of the Cnvenant bat eve! it prove to be, it ties them to 
obſet ve the Lords Supper, and if it muſt bee obſcrved y this rule here, 
then it muſt be given t infants as well as Bap:iſm, 3. Hence arileth 
a further exeeptien, that if it were yeelded, that a token of che Cove- 
nant inde finite is commanded, and Baptiſm meant after Circu ucilion, 
yet ſure the command ties not to «.b'erve Baptiſm after the rule © 
Circumciſion, buc atter the inſtitutivn of Baptiſm in the Ne Tells 
ment. And the reaſon i plain, the command v. 9. bei g onely of a ge- 
neral duty comma u not the particular rice, neither Circumcifjon nor 
Baptiſm, raeretoic there is no rule how to abſerve Baptiſm Gen, 17. 9. 
Then v 10:14,1:, 3, 14. is by Mr. Cs, un expofition rule one- 
ly. about Circumciſi un, who, and wiom, and when o circu-r.ciſe, nor 
do I think vir, C. dares ſa -, chat the rule about the manner of Cit- 
cunſtances of circumcifing, is © rule about the manner of circum- 
ſtance. of aptiſing, tor then the houil older ſþeuld bee bound to 


beptiſe all his malcs. of eight dayes old, ſervants, and — 
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4nd among them himſelfif unbaptized,noge afore eight days old, no fe- 
male, none but his own houſe, he ſhould waſh not the tace, but the privy 
member. It Mr. C. to ſerve his turn yet deviſe another general law about 
the manner of obſerving the tites of the New Teſtament, beſides the pat · 
ticular inſtitution: and examples of Chriſt and his Apoſtles in the New 
Teſtament —- exit mibi magnus Apollo, and it Mr, c. or any o her, 
bad 2 y inſtitution or example of intant Baptim in the New Teſtament, 
I ſhall believe they can cut a wherflone with a raſour. 

4. Saith Mr. c It is ſuppoſed by the words, that when circumciſſen 
ſhould ceaſe to be the to';en of the cavenant, it ſhould no longer be a duty, 
and that circumciſn is now aboliſhed, But 1, it v 9, be a command 
fill in force, and bind to obſerve ſtil! the token of the © ovenant what 
ever it proved to be, and that was Circumcifion, then it binds till to 
obſerve Citcumtiſion 2. It is (aid, v.13. He that is born in thy bouſe, 
and be that is bougbt wito thy money muſt needs be circumciſed, and my co- 
venant ſhall be in your fleſh for an everlaſting covenant, Now if Mr. Cs. 
reaſoning be good, the promiſe is v. 8. of an everlaſting poſſeſſion, there · 
fore it extends to the ſpiĩtual ſec d even in the New Teſtament ; by the 
fame reaſon, ſith v.14. it is ſaid Gods covenant ſhall be in their fleſb 
( which is by carnal Circumciſion » for an everlaſting covenant, Gods 
command is in the New Teſta nent to Abrabams ſpiritual ſeed, true 
believers of the Gentiles, that they be circumciſed in their fleſh, con» 
traryto G 5,2. AFR 15 24. F. It is ſuppoſed bat Baptiſm in the New 
Teflament is the token of Abrahams covenant, which is not proved, but 
wm niteſt y falſe ; For then by it every believer ſhould be aflured of 
the land of Canaan, that K'ngs ſhall come of him, &c, as is promiſed, 


Gen 17, v.4,5,6,7, 8. but that is falſe, and a meer Jewiſh conceir, 


6. It u ſaid withou any ſhew of proot, that by the words it is ſuppoſed, 
that what elſe beſedes circumciſion by the ſame authority ſhould be made the 
token of the ſame covenant, weald be the duty in flead thereo”; But nei» 
ther do the words ſay, or ſupp«ſe, that when cireume: fion ſhould ceaſe ts 
be a token of the covenant, it ſhould no longer be a du,]; nor that what 
elſe by the ſame authority ſhould be made tbe token of the ſame covenant, 
would bee the duty in ſtead cherte; there's not a word that tends to ei- 
ther —— nor can be either true, For the Jews ( ircumciſion was 
not aboliſhed by any words Gen 7, but by che Apoſtles declara on, 
44. 15. which doth not in the leaſt hint any colection of its ceaſing from 
Ce 7. bui from the calling of the Gentiles : Nor is the reaſon there er 
any where elle of its ceaſing, taken from its ceafing to be the token of 4 
brahams © oveuant , but from the calling che Gen jles, the comming of 
faith, Ee, Yea, the jewiſh ircumciſion ſtill uſed ceaſerh not tu be the 
token of Abrabam Covenant, and yer the con and Gen 17.9, o., 
12,13 4, bind th not. Nor is the other ſpecch true. Fur by the fame 
authority, accordivg to Mr, c. the Pofſeover, the brd Supper, were 
made tokens of the fame Covent. r, and yet nor duti's io Rgad of Cir. 
cunicifion, 7, If when circumciſſon caſed the! e was obe a duty in flead 
therrof by vert ue of the command. Gen,17,9. and becauſe of the promife of 
ew everlaſting poſſeſſion, vv, it muſt extend to the New —_ 10 — 
$144 
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Piritual ſeed, and be of a ſpiritual bleſſing ; by the fame reafon, Circum. 
ciſion being made an everlaſt ing covenant, v. 14. the command Gen 15.9. 
ſhould be of a ſpiritual keeping of Gods Covenant. and the Circumei- 
fion that comes in the ſtead of Circumcifion in the fleſh ſhould be Cir. 
cumcifion of the heart and obedience, which the New Teftament ſeemy 
to intimate, Rom. 2. 26, 28,29. 1 C07.7.19. bil. 3 3. Col. 2. 11. 8, I; 
is ſuppoſed, but not proved, that Baptiſm is in ſtead of Citeumeiſion 
But Mr. C. thinks to prove it, onely by the way he takes in to illuſtrate 
his conceic about Gen.17,9, ſomething about ihe Sabba h, Exod, 20.8, 11. 
of which he ſaith thus. 

© The like manner of inſtitution we have concerning the Sabbath; 
*rherefere thoſe who deny infant Baptiſm, oftentimes deny the Sabbath; 
* and not without cauſe, for there is the ſame reaſon of both, and ve 
may illuſtrate the one by the other. The Lord intended in time to 
c change the day from the 7th, day to the fir ſt of the week, as he inten, 
* ded in time to change che roken of Abrabams Covenant: Therefore in 
rothe 4th, Command nent alſo, the command is not primarily fixed up. 
* onthe 7th. or any day te be remembred and kept holy, but upon the 
©© general duty, that che reſt day of the Lord be remembred and hept 
* holy, what ever that day fall ro be, Remember the Sabbath day, that 
© is the reſt day, to keep ic holy; and the Lord bleſled the reſt day, and 
* ſanctiſied it, And the remembrance and keeping of the 7th. day is in 
* the Commandment made a duty for this reaſon, becauſe that was de- 
* clared to be then the day wherein God had entred inte his reft after 
ce his making of the world. And upon the ſame account, when after the 
travel of his ſoul, in the new creation, he entred the ſecond time into 
© his reſt, as is declared that he did, Heb.4,9,10, becauſe that was upon 
© the firſt day of the week, when he roſe fron the dead; therefore by 
cc vertue of that command, Remember the reſt day to keep it holy, the 
« firſt day of the week is now to be remembred and kept holy, ins 
© much as that is now the reſt day of the Lord our God, as tormer!y 
< the 7th, day. 

Anſw. That thoſe who deny infant Baptiſm do not, or need not deny 
the Sabbath, js ſhewed in my Examen, part 2. /e#,8, ir my Precunſcr, 
ſecã. 1 5. in the ſecond part of my Review, ſed 3. and what Mr. C. hath 
faid for his opinion of inferring the Lords day Sabbath from Heb. 3, & 
4. hath been examined before, and ſhewed inſuſficient for his purpoſe, 
That which now he brings rom his conecit of the command, Exod 20.8, 
11. is to me very doubrtull, and yet were it certain, would ner »nſner 
Mr. Cs, expectation. His conceit is daubifull to me for theſe reaſons, 
x. becauſe if his conceit were right, when ir is ſaid Remember the Sabbalb 
day, and the Lord bleſſed the Sabah diy, the term [ Sabbath day] ſhould be 
conceived as a genus or ſpecies comprehending under ir the reſt day of 
the Jews and the Chriſtians, and ſuch other reſt days as God ſhould ap- 
point ro be obſerved. Br againſt this are theſe things: 1. Thar I find 
net where the term [Sabbath day] is meant or applied to any other then 
the th. day of the week. I grant that other days are termed | Sabbaths, 


Sebbath; of reſt, ] Tevit. 23, 24, 3,19. but no where that I yet — 
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any day beſides the laſt of the week termed the Sakbath day, 2. The ble 
ſing of the abbath day, E ad 20. U . was the ſame with the bleiſing, Gen. 
1.3. Fot it is a narration of what God did in the beginning, and that 
day was the ſe venth in order after the fix days in which he created his 
work, 2. Me thinks the Evangeliſt Lute 23.56. when he ſaith, they 
reſted on the Sabbath day according to che commandment (which commana- 
ment is that Exo 20.8, 1 1.) and that Sabbath being by the conteſſion 
of all the laſt day of the week, doth plainly expound the ſourth Com- 
mandment of that particular 5abbach which was the ſeventh day in order 
from che creation, and the laſt day of the week, I confeſs there are dif- 
kculcies from this expoſition, concerning the evacuating of the tourth 
Commandmenr, which b:ing beſides my preſent buſineſs, I ſhall nor 
now inſiſt on, it being ſuthcienc for my preſent purpoſe to ſhew why I 
conceive Mr, Cs, e poſition doubttull. 

2, Vet were hi interpretation granted, it would not ſ{Wve his turn 
here, For 1. heeping Gods Covenant, Gen. 7.9. 1 Without any example 
or colour of reaſou reitrained to ſeals (as they are termed ) of the 
Covenant, and made the genus to Circumciſien and Baptiſm, as the 
term | Sabbath | may be co all Feſtivals 2. If it were, yet there is 
nos the ſame reaſon of Circumcifen and Baptiſm {as of the Sabbath and 
the | oras day, the ode being a moral command, and the other meer ly 
cee nonial 3 If the meaning were Gen. 17.9. that a duty were come 
manded in general to keep the token, ſign, or ſeal of the Covenant, then it is 
2c9mmand concerniog any token of the Covenant, the Paſſeover and 
Lords Supper, as well as Circamcifion and Baptiſm; and if ſo, then 
they are to be obſerved according ti the rule there, v. 10, 11,12,13,14. 
and if ſo, they ate to be applied to male in fants of eight days old as well 
25 Baptiſm, or according to che rules delivered in the inftitution of each 
rite; and if ſo, the command Gen 7.9, % 13,13, 4. will make no» 
thing for infant Baptiſm, unleſs it can be proved ou of the infti:ution 
and practiſe in the N. I. But to prevent this, Mr. C. faith, 


— 
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SECT. LXXXI. 


The ſucceſſion of Baptiſm to Circumciſion, and their identity for ſubRaxce 
ts ws. 35 ſhewed to be unproved by Mr. Carter, My. Marſhal, Ar. 
Church, Dr. Homes, M7, Cortan, Mr. Ful ler, Ar. Cobber, from Col. 
211,12, or elſewhere, | 


nn aly,f Or anſwer further, ir is to be conſide red, that Baptiſm is now in 
= the room of Circumciſion, and is the very ſame tor ſubſtance to 
© us, as Circumcifion was to them before Chriſt, namely, the toten and 
©* ſeal of that Coyenant made with Abrabaw and his ſecd, as appearerh 
* Gal 3.27, 9. As many of you as have been bajtixed into Chriit, have 
—_ cbriſt. And if ye be Chriſts, then are ye Abrahams ſced, and 


* heirs according do the promiſe, By which! we ſee, that * we 
have 
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have as Abrabams ſeed, we have it all in Chriſt; and what we have in 
<« Chriſt, we have it all as Abrabams ſced; and that we ate baptized in. 
c to Chriſt, that is our initiation into Chriſt ; and what ever we have us 
Abrahams feed, is ſealed unto us in Baptiſm, By which it is evident, 
cc that as Circumciſion was to them, ſo Baptiſm now to us is the token 
sand ſeal of that Covenant made with Abraham and his ſeed, 

Anſw, It chis were granted, yet Mc, Cs. purpoſe were not obtained, 
that the application ot the ſeal to intants were juſtified by the command 
Gen,17,9,10,11,12,13,14. for the reaſon, beiore given, Bur becauſe 
I condeixe theſe aſſertions containerrours, ſuch as do miſlcad Pz :0bap. 
tiſts, I ſhall examine Mr, Cs. allegations, and together with them Mr, 
Marſhals reply to my Examen about his third Cenclufion, and what 1 
find matcrtial in other of my Antagoniſts about the point of Baptiſmy 
ſucceeding Circumcifion, 

Two afldFtions are laid down here by Mr. C. 1. That Baptiſn | 
now inthe room of circumti n. 2. That it i the very ſame for ſubſtance 
to us as circumciſion was to Jews before Chriſt, Neither of which ate rue, 
or proved by any thing brought by Mr. C. or any other, though this be 
the chief thing they al ledge for infant Baptiſm z and Mr. Church, 5. 50. 
out of Or. whitaker, tels us, all the Anabaptiſt will not be able te ref tha 
argument from circumciſon. Let's try the ſtrength of it. I he later 
litĩon ſcems to be this, That as circumciſon was bo the Fews, ſd Baptiſm 
naw to us is the token and ſeal of the covenant made with Abraham and 
bis ſeed, But this is not all one as to be the very /ame for ſubſtance, To 
be the very ſame ſor ſubſtance, is an expreſſion that is ſcat ce capable of 
good ſenſe ; neither Baptiſm nor Circumciſion in proper acceprion be- 
jog ſubſtances, or having ſabſtance, except as the ſubject of them, #1 
all accidents have. As ſubſtance js put for eſſence, ſo it cannot be ſaid 
they are the ſame for ſabſtance, ſith cutting is one thing, waſhing ance 
ther; and other Pædobaptiſts uſually tetm them different adauniſtra- 
tions, Circumt iſion the old, Baptiſm the new. I grant Cit cumcißon 
was the token of the Covenant made with Abrabam and his ſeed, G. 
17, but that it was a ſeal gf that Covenant in the ſenſe uſually neant by 
Pxdobaptiſts, or that any ones Circumciſion was a ſeal but 4brahans, 
much leſs that every ones Circumciſion was a ſeal of the Covenant of 
grace to him and bis ſeed is more then I find in Scripture, and how et- 
ten I have proved it falſe, may be ſeen in many of my writings, ſpeci- 
ally the 3d. part of this Review, But that Baptiſm is che ſca ef th: 
Covenant made with Abrabam and his ſced, is noi true. For 1, Baptiſm 
ſeals not at all the premiſe of the land of Candan, Gen 17.8, nur any 
other of the promiſes made to the natural ſeed of Abrabaw, 2. Not 
doth it ſeal the ſpit itual pre miſes of che comming of Chriſt the calling 
of the Gentiles, as they were made to Abrabam, and by Circumciſion 
aſſured to be accompliſhed. For then Baptiſm, as Circun cihon was, 
ſhould be a ſhacow and type of Chiiſt to caine, and ſhould cea e 18 it 
did 3+ The Evangelical Covenant, or che promiſe o righ-couſneſs 
or eternal life by faith, granted to be is the latent ſenſe cumprizes in 
that Covenant, I find no where in Seriptuie ſaid & be ſealed dy * 
cumciſion 
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cume iſion, but rather that circumciſion did bind perſons to the keeping 
of che Law for righteouſneſs, Gal. 5, 2, 3, nor by baptiſm but by con- 
ſequent, The — rather makes ic a ſcal (it i: muſt be ſo called) 
ot our promiſe to God, then of Gods promi e to us. Nor is there any 
thing Gal. 3. 27. 29. 10 prove either ot Mr. Cs, concluſions, that Bape 
tiſm now is the ſeal of the Covenant made toAbraham and bis ſcedzor that 
it is now in the room of Circumciſion, For neither is it ſaid that what wee 
have 28 Abrahams ſced, is ſcaled to us in Baptiſm; wee are ſaid indeed 
io put on Chriſt by Baptiſm, but that, whether the putting on be meant 
of (ſpiritual union, or outward profeſſion it is aſcribe i to faith, v. 6. 
and our Bapriſm rather js made our ſeal co Chriſt, then Gods to us: 
nor is there any thing ＋ v.29. of any ſeed of 4brabam but by ich, & 
ſo our Baptiſm cannot ſeal that Covenant which was made te Abrabamr 
natural ſecd, which was the uſe of Circumcifion, and therefore that 
Baptiſm is the ſeal of that Covenant, or in the r oom of Circumciſion, is 
= —_ thence, But let's view what is turiher ſaid tor them or cirker 
of them. 

That our Baptiſm ſucceeds in the room, place, and uſe of Circumci- 
eißon, is the common ſpeech of Pxdobapriſts ; againſt ir, 1. I argu- 
ed ia my Examen, that Baptiſm was a concomitant to cheumciſion, it 
was among the Jew long afere Chriſt came, and it was by Divine ap- 
pointment, from the Baptiſm of Fobn till Chriſts death, row that which 
ſucceeds comes after, is not concurrent, To this Mr. . replied, 1. by 
conceſſion, and thence would gather an argument tor infant Baptuſm, 
which i enervared in the :d. port ofthis Review, ſefF. 24. 2. Soih he, 
A Lord Major ele# ſucceeds the old, though the old continue aſi er biz ele. 
fon for a time, Defence p. 171. 

But this is no: true, a Lord Major elect doth not ſucced till hee bee 
ſworn, in the interim he is no Lord Major in being, but onely in poſ- 
libility and probability which may never bee, A ſucceſſout hath no 
place while the predecefſour is preſent, Jewel. Defence of the Aol. part. 
3.6, 3 div, 5. 

3. Iargued that in no good ſenſe can Baptiſm be ſaid to bee in the 
room and place of ci-cumcifion; For neither in proper acccption have 
either room or place, nor taking room and place for the ſubjects cir- 
cumeiGng and ci cumciſed, bap-izing and baptized, is it true; parents 
though private perſons might circumciſe, not ſo in ba ptiſm, women wert 
io be baprized, not fo in circumcißon. Theſe things are anſwered by 
Mr. A. either with cenſures of me, which arc but va in, this arg. iog being 
neceſſary to clear truth ot by reference to what he had ſaid bi fore, which 
w alſo tully refured in the third part of this Review, ſect. 18, | further 
ſaid, If by room and place be meant the ſocicty into which the circumci. 

aud baptiſed were to be initiated, ir is not true. For Baptiſm initia- 
4ed into the Chriſtian, eircumcifion into he Jewith church. 

To this Mr, u. f yba mean onely the ſeveral adminifirations, the 
Cburch of the Fewer g Chrifts Church under one adminiſtration, the 
Cbrifian church the ſame Church cbriſt under anotber adminiſtra- 
tion; you ſpech truth, but not to the purpoſe ; my concluſion never 
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ſaid Circumtifien and Baptiſm do initiate into the ſame adam rain 
the — iſ you mean, that the Church of the Fews and wee +. 
net one and the ſame Church, you ſpeak pure Anabaptiſm in 
tontradif the Seripture expreſly, which every where makes the Church 
the 7ewes and the Gentiles one and the ſame Church, though under ding; 
adminiſtrations. I count it needleſs to annex any proef*, becauſe I think you 
dare not deey it. 

date, 1 do not mean onely the ſeveral adminiftrations, if | had fe 
ſpoken I might have perhaps been judged to ſpeak non-ſence, iam 
which I can hardly acquit Mr, Ms. ſpeeches, that Circumcifion and 
Baptiſm do initiate into different adminiſtiations of the Covenant, and 
yer they are termed the divers adminiſtrations, and the Church of Jew, 
and Gentils by reaſon of them under divers aominiſtrations, which king 
of expreſſions,though trequently uſed by Fzdebapriſts, yet I can diſcery 
little in them bat non. ſence, or rautologies, or ſe lf contradictings. M 
meaning was very obviuus. I hat the Chriuian Church, properly fo eal- 
led, conttadiſtinct from the Jewiſh viſible Church, is one ſociery,and ther 
Baptiſm enters into the viſible Church Chriſtian, that the viſible 
Church Jewiſh contradjſtiaR to the Chriſtian is another ſociety, und 
Circumciſion erred i to it, not into the Chriſtian, And theſe things are 
ſo maniteR chat I thought ir needlefs to bring provis, Who knowes not 
that circumciſed Proſelytes were in the Jewiſh Church viſible, and not 
in the Chriſtian, and baptiſed diſciples of Chriſt caſt eur of the Jeyih 
chureb, vho remained among the diſciples of Chriſt & in his ( hurchathar 
the Jewiſh Chucch viſible perſecuted theChriſtian Church vifible z Ya 
this is ſo apparent that Mr, M. both in his Sermon p. 27, ſpeas to the 
tame purpoſe; None might be received into the Communion of the Church 
of the Jews until ibey were circumcifed. ner in the communion of the (bun ch 
of the Chriſtians until they be baptiſed, on Lord bimſtlf was circumciſed a 
a profeſſed member of the Church of the Jews, and when be ſet un the new 
chu Church, bee would be initiated into it by the Sacramint of 2 
tiſm; A d in his Def. p. 169, [ reply ibat the Chriſtian Church was not'ſal. 
ty ſet ap and compleated with all ordinances of worſhip gove ument officers, 
bill afterwards is readily granted but that it was net in fieri is creſim ai 
framing, and that Baptiſm was adminifired in refwence to the Chitin — 
church, and that by Baptiſm men wert initiated into this new admin 
on or beſt edition of the Church, i thank uo ſound Divine did tuer gur 
Þ.171, 1 azſwer Johns Ba:tiſm and Miniſtry waz A przlidiumte chi, 
and was wholly in 6. gy to the Chb;1ftian church, which tber began lo he 
moulded ; and though there 415 not a new di ſliuct Church of Chrifhanity 
Jet up, yet all this was preparing the materials of it, and John did not af 
wit ibem by Baptiſm as members to the Zewiſh Padagegy, which was the 
ready go be taken away, but into that new adminiſtration which was then in 
preparing. So that whas Mr, M. ter ms in me tbe /paatirg of ture Anabaytifn 
wideed,is no other theo his own, and in ſo maniſe ſt as cannot be denied to 
be true, not is at all cantradicted by che Scripture, which never melts 
the Chureh chriſtian viſihle and the Jewiſh to he one and the ſame, but 
dne Church javilible by election and bulieving of Jews and Genrilsw be 
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ene and the fame myſtical body of Chrift,E pbeſ” 3.6, Nom this one thing 
demonftrares that Baptiſm ſucceeds not inte the place or office of Cir- 
cumcifion, ſith they kad different inflicutions; were for Chu ches, as 
Mr. M. ſpeaks, under divers adminiftrations whereof the one was natio- 
nal gathered by natural defcent, or Proſelytiſm, the other onely by the 

reaching of the Goſpel and faith, As S.{matius in his apparatus to his 

ok U the primacy of the Pope p. 20, 21, proves the modern Biſhops nai- 
ther to ſucceed into the place of the Apoſtles, nor the firſt Piſhops be- 
cauſe of their different inſtitution, name, function and ordina ion, ſo in 
lite manner I prove that Baptiſm ſucceeds not in te place ot Cite um- 
cigon, becaule of its different inſtitution, name, office, and ſtate it hach 
from it. Which i furcher proved thus, The command of Circumciſion 
was different from the eommand of Baptiſm, the command of Circom- 
cifion not inf.rring Baptiſm ; to which Mr. M replies, How thu ſolemt 
that therefore Battiſm doth not ſucceed in ibe room of (ircumci on cannot 
guef; the Lords day ſucceeds the th day in being Gods Sabba'b, but cer- 
tamly the inſtitution of it was long after the other. 

Anſw This proves thut the one is not ſcated en the command of the 
ochet, Baptiſm on the command of Circumciſion, t ey baving d fflrent 
commands Gen 17. 10, &c. Matth. 18, 19, and conſequently no rule for 
brprizing in the command of Circumciſion, nor the command of cir- 
circumciung infancs a vit tual command for baptifing, tie rules of admi- 
niſtring each of theſe be lug to be taken from their ſeveral commands 
and approved examples f praiſe, and no other. 

Laſtly, that Baptiſa ſucceeds Circumciſion in the ſame uſe and end, 
is more untrue. For the nſes of Cirrumciſioa were ſo far from being the 
fame wich the uſe of Baptiſm, that they are rather contrary, For the u- 
fes of Circumcifion were to engage men to the uſe of the reſt of the Jew» 
iſh ceremonies, ro ſigniſie Chriſt to come out of Adrabams family, ts be 
2 partition wall berween Jew and Gemiile, 

To this Mr, M. anſwers. © Theſe all refer to the manner of admini- 
* tration peeuliar to the fews ; I have often gran ed there were ſome 
n legal — of Citrcumeiſſon, it — ing to that manner — AO 

tien; and ſo they were part of the Jewiſh Pxdagor y, w is v 
f . — — Mn z but Ba 1100 
© facceeds it 23 © ſeal of the fame Covenant under a better adminiſtrati- 
en, as a ſer and conſtant initiating Ordinance : onely I wonder that 
* you fay Circumcifion did initiate into the Church of the Jaws, or ra- 
© ther the family of Abrabam. | 

u Mr, Mr, grant, that the uſes were part of the Fewiſh Pe da- 
£47), and that it is wholly vaniſhed, and the ein circumciſion bath no ſuc. 
6fben, doch infer that Circumciſion and all irs uſes are vaniſhed, and 
have no fuceeſſin: For it had no uſcs but what did belong to the 
Jewiſh Pzdagogy, the initiating was imo the Jewiſh Church, or rather 
the tamily of -Irabam, ( which ſpet ch I uſed as conceiving that term 
more con prehen ive and more proper, in as much as the family of 4- 
Divan was it into which Circumciſion did ĩnitiate firſt afore the people 
of Abradaws houſe were terium the Chureli of the Jews, ) and that co- 
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venant which eircumciſion did ſgniſie and confirm, was peculiat to the 
ews, although Chriſt were typified by circumciſion and righteonſneſy 
bo faith in ihe latent ſenſe, promiſed in the Covenant,Gen.17, which yet 
no more proves Bapciſm to ſucceed circumciGon then to the cloud, en, 
Manea, water out of the Rock, the Ark of Noab, the Paſſeover, the fa. 
Ccifices of the Law, high Pr ieſt, waſhings, &c. An | jt then this be all the 
uſe that Baptiſin ſucceeds circumciſion in, to confirm the Covenant ſo 
far as it was ſpiricual, it ſucceeds 8s well 10 all theſe, an ſo doth the 
Lords Supper ts Circumciſion, & from the comands of rhofe rires,a tule 
might be drawn to adminiſter Baptiſm by, as well as from circumciſion, 
Piſcator in his obſervat, on Numb, 8, 29. wake: Baptiſm 10 ſucceed cir. 
ciſion and the proiſyings to be en iterated, but the truth is it ſucceeds io 
neither, Chriſt is inſtead of all theſe Cot, 2, 7. and ſucceeds 19 them, 
and to ſay that Baptiſm ſuceceds to whe uſe of circumciſion, a4 it ſignjs 
ficd the Goſpel promiſe to Ababam, muſt make it to ſignihe Chriſt yer 
20 come in the fleſh ; For which reaſon I ſay ſtill boldly, though it 
were (as I think it is not) againſt all Divines and Churebes face the 4. 
poſiles time, that to [ay Bajtiſm ſucceeds in the room and place of cir 
cifion, is a propoſition erroneous and very dangerous, 
Mr. A. ſaithco this p. 174. 1, That bee bad confuted beſore what 1 
ſay, that the covenant with Abraham 3s not the ſame wih the Nen ca- 
venant but in part, to which there is a full reply before, in all the ſeftj- 
ons of the third part of this Review, wherein the Covenant with Are. 
bim is defended to be mixt, to wit, the 4th, 25:Þb, 26th, 27th, 2. That 
the Cloud, Sea, Minna, water of the Roch &c, were extra0rdinguy figne 
not ſtanding Sacraments to bee uſed in all generations, and yet ſo far as God 
bath made them parallel, what hurt js there in ſeying Baptiſm uc ccedi them) 
To which I anſwer, 1. The ſacrifices purifyiogs were as much 
ſtanding Sacraments, and that in more generations then ch cumciſon 
and the Pafſcorer, 2. That there is this hurt to Mr, Ms, cauſe, that ithe 
grant that Baptiſm ſucceeds to them as well as circumciſion, then arule 
may bo taken from the uſe of thoſe in the adminiſtration of Baptiſm as 
well as from circumciſion, which is onely proved from the ſucceſſion of 
the one to the other, nor is # wildly ſavd by mee, if the cortirming ot 
ſignifying the ſame covenant, prove Bagtiſm to ſucceed circumcilion, 
it proves the Lords S:pper to ſucceed ir, which according to Mr. &. 
balh the ſame general fate, fignification and uſe, from which alone Mr, 
M. and other Pæ iobaprifts gather the ſucceſſion of Baptiſm to circum- 
ciſion,from Col.z.tz,1z, & not from the particular uſe of jnitiating, and. 
bf fo a rule from circumeiſion to glve the Lords Supper as ſucceeding it 
to infants, as well as Baptiſm may be drawn, which were abſurd in Vir. 
My. conceit. I have bicherto ſhewed the talſheod of Padobapriſts aſ- 
ſertion about Baptiſis ſueee ſſion to circumciſion z Let's review thei 
pr ook; of ir. | . 
Mr. A. in bis defencep. 124. ſalth, Erom that elear place Cel. 2.8, 
* 10 13.1 made ic evident, not only that we have the ſame thing ſ:gnibcd. 
© by circumciſton, while we ate buried with Chriſt in Baptiſm, bur alſo. 
that the Apoſile plajnly ſes Baptiſm in the fame Rate and make, i — 
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« the ſame ufe to us as Citcumcifion was to the Jews z- Chriſt onely to 
& chem and us alſo is the author of ſpit itual Ciccumciſion. T he Cir. 
« cymciſ1on of the fleſh was the Sacrament of it to them; and now that 
« j aboliſhed, we have Baptiſm to ſeal the ſame thing. 

Auſw, Though I deny not that we have the ſame. thing which was 
hgnified by Circumciſion, while we are buried with Chriſt by Bapriſm; 
yer | deny that the Apoſtle plajaly or obſcurely fers Baptiſm in the 
ſame ſtare, ot makes it of che ſame nſe to us ax Circumciboo was to the 
Jem: Nor do I find any thing in the Apoſtles words from whence it 
may be gathered, chat the Circumciſom of the fleſh was the Sacrament 
of it to them, except it be meant onely of Chriſls perſonal Circumcifion, 
For it is plain, that what is ſaid v. 11 that they were cicanciſed with 
the circumciſion not made with bands, in the putting of the body. of ibs 
fins of the fleſh, in or through tbe circumciſion of Chrift, is exprefly ap- 
plied to Chriſts Circumcifion, and not to the Circumciſion of any other 
perſon but Chriſt : nor can be, ſith of no mans Circumciſion befides 
Chriſts is it trac, chat we are in ar by it circumciſed with t be circumciſſon 
made wil bout hands, in putting off the body of the fins of the fleſh: Nor 
are we thus circumciſed by Chriſts Circumciſion as the ſacrament, to- 
ken, or ſeal af ſpiritual Circumciſion, as that onely which ſacta men- 
rally repreſented it, or as a ſeal of the Covenant in which it was promi 
ſed ; bur as the effedual patiern, according to which by Divine pre- 
dcſtinaticn we are to be conformed, Rom $.2'9, in whom we are ſaid t 
teburied, raiſed, v. 12. quickned, ſet in beaventy places, Spheſ. 1 f. ten- 
crucified; Gal.2.20, F cr ufferers, Rom.8.17. Phil,3.10. Whence I 
argue, If our Baptiſm be hence gathered to ſucceed in the ſame ſtate 

ufe-with Circumciſion, then it ſucceeds to Chriſts Circumciſion, for 
none other is here meant; and it (6, then each believers Baptiſm is the 
efeQual pattern by vertue of which we have ſpiritual Circumciſion, 
But this is ſo abſurd, that it is not much ſhort of blaſphemy, therefore 
the inference of Baptiſms ſucceſſion to Cireumcifion from hence is 
without any ground? and I did truly ſay in my Zxamen, that it was an 
* ſatuus that hath miſ· led men in gathering it hence, Nor is it true, 
that there is a word in the Text that intimates, that either our Baptiſm 
ſeals any thing to us, except our union and conformity to- Chriſt, to 
which though CircumciGon of the heart be antecedent, concomitant, 
or conſequent, yet it is not the ſame; and therefore the ſealing of 
— —1 thing by Baptiſm. as. by. Circumcifion, is not rightly hence 
inferre 


As for what Mr, C. ſaith, p.79,80. that there 3s the ſame ſpiritzal. 


uit of Circumciſion and Baptiſm, thoſe oxely who are in Cbrift bave it, 
eeauſe they have it by the tir cum fron of Chriſt, and the like of Baptiſm ; 
that the benefit and fruit of circumciſion, which is the circumciſion mads 
witbout bands, — bad by being buried and riſen with Cbri in Baptiſn 
and therefore that they were compleat ig Chriſt, is all granted, and confirms 
my argument againſt the imagined ſuceſſion of ordina ty Circumcifion 
to ordinary Baptiſm, and of their being the ſame in ſubſtance and uſe, 
Fer hereby it is plain, that what ſpigitual fruit is aſcribed 20 —_ 
nr 
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nion, it is not aſcribed to ordinary Circumcifion, no nor to 4brabamr* 
.( astwienſtanding wuat Mr. C. would deduce from Nem 4.11, 13.) but 
to Chriſts ; Nor js the ſpiritual fruit, C. 2. 11% 2, aſcribed to B 
tiſm, bur to che burial and reſurre&tion ot Chriſt repreſented in Bap. 
tiſm. As for waat Mr. C. adds a, the Apoftles meaning, that they were 
compleat in Chriſt in the Ordinances of the Goſpel, i; his own fi@ion ; tor 
the Apoſtle is ſo ar from lay ing we are compleat in Chrift in the Or. 
dinances of he Guſe;, that as I prove, Exam. p.91, 92. out of the Text 
the words of Be, Artis, ( whole ſayings ate by Mr, . in his Des 
fence, p 175, owned as true,) and Mr, Ms, own werds, that the Apoſtle 
allet our complearneſs in Chriſt without any outward Ordinance ei- 
ther of Law or Goſpel, And this I think Mr, C. himſelf date not deny, 
For GH he complearneſs is in ſ pit ĩtual benefits, mortification, renova, 
tion, remitilion of fins, as Mr, C. acknowledgeth, if we have our com- 
plearoeſs in Chriſt by Baptiſm, we have theſe ſpiricual benefiry by it. 
and we have them not wichourt it. What Mr. . faith, p. 75. of my abiſe 
of Aretias, is anſwered in my Apology ſect. 12. . 60. Are: ius his teſli 
monies out of the Fathers cited p. 176. prove nething concerning the 
meaning of cel 2. 1,1. though tney ſhew that ſome of the Ancients 
conceived of Baptiſmꝭ ſucee ſſion to Circumciſion as he did. To what ! 
argued in my Examen, 5. 52. that by this doarine, char Baptiſm is in 
ſtead of Circumcifion, the Apoſtles argument for the diſanulling the 
Jewiſh ceremonies, both here and Heb. 9, & 10,1, & 13, inthe Epiflle 
to the Galatians, ch. 3. & 4. and Epbeſ.z, Is quite evacusted, who fill 
uſerh this argument to prove the abolition of the Ceremonies of the h, 
b:cauſe they have their complement in Chriſt, not in ſome new Ord- 
nance added in ſtead ofthe n; fer it there be need of other Ordinances 
( b:(ides Chriſt ) in ſtead of che old, chen Chriſt hath not in himſelſ 
fulneſs enough to ſupply the v t of them, and this abolirion is nor be- 
cauſe of Chrifts fulneſs, bur ather Ordinances that come in ſtead of the 
aboliſhed; an though our Ordi nances may be ſaid to imitare thefrs, it 
Chriſt+ onely ſucceeds them. 0 

Mr, M thus faith. I anfwer, it is very tut that whoever ſhould plead 
( av Ur. C. doth ) that we bave any of our comleatnefs in any outward 
Ordnance would evacuate the Apofiles argument, but yet they by. hu own 
appointment help ws ts app'y this compleainefi, they argue not that at oxy 
compleanef is not in C'wift, Chriſt onely ſucceeds all the Fewiſh Ordinan. 
cet as the body doth ie ſhadow : we plead not, as the Papifts de, that the 
Jewiſh acrament were 'ypes of cus, they were types onely of (hit; but 
yet ours ſucceed them to be Hike Aus of the covenant of grace, and ſo the 
Apoite doth in ibi place, 

Fo wiich I reply. 1. If it be contrary to the Apoſtle to plead that 
w- have any of etrcomplearneſs in any on ward Ordinance, then it is 
contre y to he Apeſtle vo make Baptiſm and the Lords Supper to ſue- 
ceed Crrcumcifion and the Pa cover, firh hat enely cel. 2. 10, Cc. is 
made to ſuereed them wherein we ute compleat withent them, 2, What 
Mr. A. means by applying the comelearnefs of Chriſt, and how Bapriſm 
and the Lords Sup er belp ws to apply this compieatneft, k do — _ 
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gnderftand, 1 conceive ir applied no otherwiſe then by faith, nor ti ey 
io help any orherwiſe then by exciting it, which Im ſure they de not 
to intants, and ſo Baptiſm of infants is no help to them to apply the 
compiearneſs of Chriſt, . Though Baptiſm and the Lords Supper ar- 
gue not that all our complentneſs is not in Chriſt, yer the doct tine of 
Mr. M. chat Baptiſm i in the ſame ſlate, and of the ſame uſt to us as cir- 
tunciſſn was to the Jews, that it ſucceeds into iti place, doth ſo a gte as 
I have ſhewed. 4..1f Chriſt one ly ſueceeds all the Jewiſh Ordinances, 
as the body ſacceeds the ſhadow, then Chriſt onely is made Col.2.11,12, 
the ſucce ſlour ro Circu-ncifion : for there is no other ſuccetſion there 
ſpoken of, as apoears by the phraſes of compleatneſs i him as tbe bead, 
7.0. circamciſcd by the circumcifion of Chrift, v. 11. buried with bim, 
riſen with bum, v. 12. quithned together with bim, v. 13. dead with bin 
from the rudiments of the world, v. 10. ſo os that by boiding bim «s the 
bead bring knit t ogetber the whole body mereaſeth with the increaſe of God, 
v 19, and chiefly that which is ſaid v. 17. which are a ſhadow of things 
to come, but the body is of Chrifl, 5. It the Jewiſh Sacraments were not 
types of ours, then the reaſon of the jr ceafzag from the ſucceſſion of ours 
in taken away, for that reft« onely on this, that they were types, and 
ours the — 6. It ours ſucceed onely in that they are lite Ggns of 
the Covenant of grace, then they ſucceed all the ſacrifices, waſbings, 
anfcintings of the law 2s well as theſe ; we may conclude ſucceſſion of 
Baptiſm to Noubs Ark, &. But inthe adminiſtration of an Ordinance 
we are not to be ruled by bare analogy framed by our ſelves or deliver - 
ed by the ſpirir of God, but by the inſtitution of God. 

To this Mr, M. ſaith, Defenee, p.177. © IT anſwer, bus when thoſe 
© analogies framed by the ſpirit of God, are agrecable to the uſe and 
*end of Gods inſtiration, we are to be ruled by them, and the Apoſtle 
* ſhews that's our caſe here. 

Aaſw. 1. If this were true, then to tie Baptiſm tothe cighth day, to 
de of all in the family, &. ſhould according to Mr. Ms. i ppofirions 
be righe, 2, There's not a wird in the Apoftle Col z. to ſhew that 
0s ſucceed rbe Fea ifh 5 acraments tobe lige ſigus of the covenant of grace. 
Yea, I urged that the A poſt le rather reſembles burial ro Circumcifon 
then Bapriſm, and makes the anatogy between Circumciſion and Chriſts 
burial, and cited the words of c hf lame and Theophila on the place to 
that purpoſe, Exam p.93. ; 

To this Mr, M. Where is Circumeiſon compared to burial, and 
* wherein 7 pray you li- analogy between them | 

Ireply, 1. J ſaid not Circumchon is compared to burial, but that 
£4,1.11,13, burial rather reſembles Cireumcifion then Bap iſm, and 

ide analogy is between them. Which is true, fich buried with him, v.12, 

anſwers to circumciſed by bis —— v. 11. and the analog y is, that 

vs the one fo the other is the eſfedual pattern oi our mortification ; and 
not between our burial and baptifm, as Mr. Af.” And to tis are the 
words cited by me appofite, Nor are the words of Chryſeſtont, that we 
pu off fins in Bap'iſm, for Mr, Ms, purpoſe, to prove analogy conceived 
by de Apoſtle beineen the Jewiſh common Citcumciſon, or our _”— 
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and our baptiſm. 2. 1 fald Baptiſm is named with faith, cel. 2 11 © 
the 2 means whereby we nave communion with Chriſt, and ate come 
pleat in him, Exam, p.94. 

To this Mr, 1. Gut is not this the ſame ſenſe with mine > Bat 
© ſyllogiſm or mighty conſe.,uence I deny, Baptiſm is named becauſe 
© ic is one ot the means of Chriſtians bejog cxempred from the School. 
© maſter, and come to be ingraſted into Chriſt, and to be compleat in 
© him, cheretore it doth not luceeed in the room and p.ace ot Circumcif, 
on, nay rather therefore it doch. 

To this is replied in my Apology, ſelt. 5. p 28. that Mr, At. pervert 
my words, my arguing being no other then this, Baptiſm is alledgeg ag 
one of the means whereby we come to be compleat in Chriſt, ( which 
Mr. M, denies not, but ayows as his ſenſe, ) thetefete there was another 
reaſon beſides the ſueceſſion of it into the place of circumcifion, wh 
the Apoſtle there mentions it, which Mr. M. denied. And this conſe. 
quence (however Mr. M, in his flout term it) is good, except it were 
ecuc, that cvery means whereby we are compleat in Chriſt ſucceeds cir- 
cumcifion, the contraty whereof is confelled by Mr, A. in acknowldg. 
ing faith to be one of the means whereby we are cemple:t in Chrit , 
Col.z.t2, which yet ſucceeds not circumciſion, according to him, Mr, 
Ms. cenſure of my ſpecch, that the miſunde; ſtanding Col, 1. 11,12. was 
an ignis fatuus, as arrogant, is ſhewed in my Apology, ſect. 5. 5. 29. to be 
in jurious: And what he faith in his Defence, p.179. of my poſition, 
that ciccumciſion was not a token of the Covenant to the Jews chil. 
dren, is another injury, in that he leaves out the words ¶ in ſone ſenie] 
which was ſer down a little before in my Appemuix, 1 174. which being 
added, there is nothing in them contrary to the Tex!, Ges. 17, but e- 
nough thence to provy my ſpeech true. 

Wnat Mr. C. urge th 5. 81, from 1 c. 3 7,8. of the Lords Supper 
ſucceeding te Paſſcover, That the Apofile could not haue expreſſed by 
ſuth pbraſes tagen from the P aſſtover the celebrating the Lords Supper, bad 
not the P aſſeover and tbe Supper been the ſame for ſubſtance, is not Tt. 
For 1. that by geeping the ſeaft is meant eating toe Lords Supper, iv not 
proved; and Bezg, Diodati, the new Annoe. with others, paraphraſe 
the words rthns, Let us lead our life, 2. Our obedience, gifts, doing goed, 
arc termed ſacrifices, yet theſe, phraſes prove not them to be the tame in 
ſubſtance in Mr. Cs, ſenſe, 3. chriſt is cxprefty-in che Text xr Cor 5,7, 
termed our Paſſeover, therefore:the Text makes the ſacrifice of Chriſt 
ro ſuc eed the Paſfeover; not the Lords Supper. 

gut Mr, Drew, p 3. thinks te ptove the ſucceſſion of haptiſm ta Cit- 
eumciſion, becauſe a« he ſaith in my Exercit, p. 3. Cc. I readily grant that 
Baptiſm is an Ordinance [ct up by the appointment of Cbriſ to ſe ve for the 
ſame put ends that circumtiſan did. Ta which I ſay, chat ll 
grant there, is, that Cir cumciſton and Baptiſm ſ1gnibedand confirmed 
the promiſe of the Gofpel, but I added, according to different forms 
and funQion , and l afcribed no more to Circumeiſion then to the Paſs 
«chal lamb, che rain of Mannah, &c, But this is not the fame with that 
which Mr, Drew injurioufly im poſeth on me. Yet if it were, it would 

not 
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got prove Baptiſms ſucceſſion to Circumciſion, as is before ſhewed,and 
if it did it would as well prove its ſucceſſion to the Pafleover, Manna, 
the water out of the Reck, &c, which hee will not aſſert I think, The 
reſt which hee ſaich, about Col, 3. 1, 12. is the fame with what others. 
fay, and hath been anſwered in my Examen part. 3. ſe. 9, in my Ap» * 

is, and in this ſection and in other parts of this Review. 

As tor bir. Coton, who is one of thoſe to whoſe writing Mr. Drew re- 
lets us for proof of Baptiſms ſucceſſion to Circumcifion, trom (ol. 2, 10, 
11, 13, his conceit is grounded upon this miſtake in hi book of Bap- 
uſm p. 1:8, That the Apoſile pleadeth our compleatnefs in Chriſt, not. 
withſtanding our want of circumc fron, in that wee en oy the like ſuineſt of 
benefic in our Baptiſm as 1be Jews did in their circumciſion which hath been 
olten ſnewed to bee talſe, For there is no mention ot a bene fit to the 
Jews,bur to the Coloſſians, and this benefit was not bare « utward Cir« 
cumciſion, or any outward Church priviledge. but the inw.rd Circume 
cihon in puttang off the body of (be fins of the fleſh, and this not by the 
Jews Circumcifhon, but Cb3ſts circumerſion in his own perſon, nor is it 
true that the tulne's of bene ſit there is aſcribed to ordinary Baptiſm, nor 
can bee rightly ſo conceived, And whar Mr. Cotton faith in ihe ſame 
place agalaſt choſe who. ſay that Bapriſm being granted to ſucceed Cir- 
cumciſion, yet it follows net inſants muſt bee baptized, That ſucceſſion 
is the ſubſtitution of later things ſor former things in 1he ſame ſub ef, if 
the ſubjefF be changed, ſo far as there is a change of the ſubject iber is ns 
ſacreſſion, and therefore if infauts be not baptized as they were circumciſed, 
Baptiſm ſucceeds not cireumciſton,is falſe and againſt bumſelf, 1. Falſe, for 
we knew though there were a law made that after infant Kings al ſhould 
be adult, and alter women Queens, all hould be male K iDgs, yet they 
ſhould be true ſucceſſors, as king James to Queen Elizabeth, Henry the 
ach to Edward the 5th or Henry the 6th, 2, Againſt himſelt, For there- 
by is proved Baptiſm doth nor ſucceed circumcifion,fith there is 2 change 
in the ſubje&, women being baptized, who were nor circumciſed, and 
paten:s or maſters of families being co circumciſe, but preachers of the 

Goſpel onely to baptize. # 

As for what Dr. Homes (to whom Mr. Drew alſo — in his Annim- 
adverſ, on my Exercit. p. 28, 25. brings to p:ove Baptiſms ſucceſſion to 

Circumeiſion, its upon alike miſtakes, For i. jt is not true that the _ 
ſeles ſcope Col. 2. i 2,inmentioning Baptiſm, is to anſwer the object ion Dr, 
Hones imagins,and to (hew that we are as compleat as the Jews, becauſe 
Chriſt hath appointed another ſign, to wit Bapriſin, in ſtead of the Ic 
Citcuracifion, 2. Nor doth the Apoltle athrm ur intimate, that if we have 
not Baptiſm in the room of Circumciſion to us Believers and our infants, 
we ate not ſo compleat as the Jews, by Chriſt, 3. Nor is it true that the 
Apeſtle doth call off the Coloſſians from circumciſion by the conkderati- 

on of their Bapriſm as in the room of circumciſion, 4. Nor doth the Apo- 

ſtle make ſuch analogy between Baptiſm and Circumciſion as Dr. Homes 
ſaith he doth, 5, Nor if hee did, would this prove ſuch a ſucceſſion cf 

Baptiſm ro Circumciſion as Pædobaptiſts would have, that the com» 

mand of infant C itcumciſron muſt be a command for infanc W 

t. 
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Mr. Thema Fulirs arguazentation for the fuere t & Bajtiſh to 
Circamciſion ingelt the eſſentials of it, as he ſpeaks in his IH au 
cate. ch 7. is alike vain, For there js no inevnvyenience that I kiiow, to 
ſay no ordinance doth ſucceed Circumciſien ; bis talk of Sacramen be. 
ing pillars of the Church, iv but phrafifying inſtead of diſputing, 
nor do I know how ir can bee true. Nor d 1 know, that al or any 
graces Evangelical are conferred in baptiſm or were in cintumtiſm of 
te [ewes, much leſs that the conſerr ing of ſuth grace is eßhen al iu ei. 
ther of them; nor is it true, that ( 2. 11, 13. Chriſtians are ſaid by 
Baptiſm to bee ſpiritually circumtiſtd; and by the ſame proportion the 
belie ing Jews may bee ſaid by cirenmciſon to ber ſpiritually baptizey | 
For it is not by Baptiſm but before it, that regularly ; erſons are ſpirj. 
tua ly circumciſed, nor vete the believing: Jewes by Circumciſton io 
be ſpiricually baptized but before it; Nor is there any ſuch offinity;mbch 
leſs eſſential ſameneſs between them, as tliat a command about the one 
ſhould bee a command to us about the o her, Nor do I fi-de any thing 
in that Author which necds further anſwet, hee having added not 
to the cauſe, but ſome peculiar words and expreſſions without any 
ſtrength. | 

Whar Mr, Cobbet hath about this point Juſt vindie part. 2. c. 2. ſeft.g, 
to, 11, I ſhall ſurthet examine. Sef. 9. he ſcrs down eight propofici. 
ons, which if they were all granted, yet they do not prove that point, 
which is in queſtion, that an a gument from analogy between meer pra 
fitive ceremonies, ti es ot Sacrements h of validity, ſo ay that i may 
be coneladed thris ; S@ it was in a ceremony ef the Old Teffamenr, 
therefore ir muſt be ſo in the New, vithom any other precepr or exam. 
ple therein: Concerning the inſufficiency thereof, I have diſputed (0 
largely in the 2d. part of this Review ſeR; 2, 3. as var I need to (ay 
no more here, Nor doth any thing Mr, C. brings concerning the ful. 
neß of the Seripture, Chriſt or the Apoſtles arguing, prove ſuch kind of 
arguing good in meet politive rites, however wattets of faith and 
manners are determined and proved by them from the Old /eftament;] 
Nor ſhuuld it bee granted (as it js not) that there 16 the ſame main 
ground of circumciſ on and Bajtiſm, yet would it tolle the rule of the 
one is a rule about the other, without the like inftjrurion, Yet what 
Mc, C. hath ſet down as the main ground that God would oncebave bis 
Covenam of grace ( which he means p 201. of the very Covenant of ſa- 
ving grace, not of any meer outward Covenant) ts be to the whole Church 
_ and Church ſeed; and the reſt of his bypotheſes, pag. 195, are ſo fully 
ſhewed to bee miſtaxe: in this Review|' that l ink ir needieſs 4d 4. 
gere. And fur the tenth fectien in which he makes a tedious paraphraſe, 
and dictates many things withour proof, concerning Col. x. 10, 1,11. 
they ome upon the miſtakes above ſhewed, as it the Apoſtle ar. ſwe- 
red this objection, If Gentile believers have not an iniciarory ſcal for 
them and their children they ſhould not bee fo comp eat as the Jewes 
in outward Ordinances, and that the Apoſtle anſwers that they have Bap- 
riſm in ſtead of Circumcifion, Her hi ſelſ more truly ſaith prg 1994 
That Bazn1ſm is namad Col, 2. 12, as an'owwart mean where bee - 

: e 
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churched Gentiles eſpecially, come ordinarily to have communion with 
Clift, and to be coca 43 bin, and therefore not in outward Ot dinan- 
665 j af dy Baptiſu can jt bee ſaid wee are compleat in ourward ordi- 
gances, ſub himſelf makes it onely the iniziatory ſeal, but compleat- 
nels is not in the enjeyment of the iaitiatory one ly, but of all orci- 


Mnces. 

As for what hee ſaich Section eleven, for the ſucet ſſion of Baptiſm 
to Ci cumeiſion, that ic 3s ſufficient to prove it that they agree in their 
$emwen Au vor, 'Sacramentul wature, and end ( which het is ſalſe) 
the anlwer is good that theſe things prove ic not, fb there are the 
ſame or mere paritie pf Baptiſng and the Paſſcover, and more. diſpa - 
ricies between Baptitm and Circumciſion, which are tufficienc to ſhew 
that the command concerning the one is not a commend concerning the 
other, For i the command bind to baprize intants, it binds one ly to 
baplixe ma les at eight dayes old, and not afore ; not is it any anſwer 
to ſay, /be command of Circumciſion binds in the ſubtantials of ut though 
nut in the circumMfiantials ; tor f ſt, if the command bind it bines an 
every point as well as in one, 2, The ſtate of infancy is as much a Cir- 
cumſtance as the eighth day, 3. In the command of Circumcifion, I 
know not any thing which may bee cermed ſubſtancial, unleſs bee 
mean the act of cutting off the fure-skin of the fleſh, which tee will 
not have us tied o, for then wee muſt not baptize our infants but cir- 
cumciſe them, As or what hee ſpeaks of the command to ſeal with an 
initiatory ſeal of the Covenant indefinite believers and their chil- 
dren, it i; 4 meer figment, as hath been beforc ſhewed, There is no- 
— $rnq that I conceive noedfull to be added in this place, Igo on io 
koiſh che reſt, 


mm 
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SECT. LXXXII. 


NetwithRanding Mr. Cs. allegations of Ad, 2.38,39. 1 Cor. 7. 14. Rom. 
11 16% Mark. 10.14. Act, 1. 10. Mauth. 5.4% the N. T. appears 
to be ſileut about Mr. Cs. additional promiſe, and infants Baptiſm. 


Avi g more largely noted the unproved dictates and miſtake of Mr. 

Carter hicher to, I hill be briefer in the reſt Io what be faith pag. 
2182,83, . there nc eds nh more to bee (aid but this, that the le- 
fig pn poſt ruy which Mr, c imagines, m ght he ve been figrited, 
though aduir pet ſons onely had been circumciſed, we lave plain dc. ip- 
tures Which warra mus to alter ci cumc ion billy and aboliſh i, be- 
fides which we know no other com nan G-# = the texts AL 5, 12, 
Gal.3 7 24, do a- plainly ſſ ew that Baptiſor is to br of noo: but belie- 
veis, and that but adul: perſons ate to hep ixed, +5 hat women axe to 
be baptixed, it Circumciſion were a priv:ledge A4#s 7.8, we have abun- 
dani warrant to take it away nor nh te tex Rom 11 29, hinder ir 


- which is not meant of out, ard privile/ge:, which are common to c)c& 
| | Hhkkh 2 and 
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end reprobate (at the priviledge of CircumciGon was) but of ſaving 

ce, to wit election aud effectual calling, and therefore is palpably a. 

ſed by Mr. C. to prove that God takes not away the outward provi. 
ledge from bis people now, which was by circumciſion, we juſtly require a 
Precept or example in the NI tu warrant intant Bap iim, no command 
of a meer poſitive right of the Old Teſtament, being a rule to us abouta 
meer poſitive right ot the new, as is fully proved by me in the 24, part 
of this Review, Sect. 2, 3. ; 

What Mr. C. ſaith pag. 85,86,87,88,89, That tbe N. T. i: not altoge. 
ther filent in this matter, becauſe of Peters words, As 2. 38,39. is falle, 
For neither is there 2a word As 2, 38, 39, of Mr, Cs. imagined add. 
tional promiſe of mahing every believer a bleſſing, ſo 43 te caft ordmarily 
elect children on elect parents, nor that the application of the initial ſeal 
i to ſignifie this promiſe, nor that the application of it to inſans is of the 
ſubſtance of this Covenant nor that the command Gen. 17. 9. i a 
commend that lieth upon Abrahams ſpiritual ſeed now in the New Teſta. 
ment, nor that Baptiſm is now in the room << Circumciſion, and is the 
very ſame in ſubſlance for us, nor if Mr, Cs, expoſi ion were granted, 
would any of theſc follow, but che contrary. For firſt, if the promiſe 
bee the ſame wi k that verſ. 17, out of Joel, yet ſure it is not the ſame 
with Mr, Cs, additional promiſe, the promiſe of receiving the holy 
Ghoſt being not all one with this, that the parent believing ſhall bee 
a bleſſing to his poſterity as Mr. c. tæncies, the premiſe of receiving 
the Holy Ghoſt being of a thing terminated on the receiver, bu; Mr, 
Cs, additional promiſe of a thing convayed to poſterity, the promiſe 
of receiving the Holy Ghoſt beeing as well, if not chiefly to the 
children, As, 3. 17, 18. but the additional promiſe of Mr. c. is 
onely to the parent. 2, Were the promiſes the ſame, yet this weu'd 
not ferye Mr, Cs, turn, but bee againſt him, For if the promiſe 46: :, 
3. be the fame wich that verſ. 17, 18. then it is a promiſe to children of 
dreaming dreames, ſecing viſions, and propheſying, but this cannot 
be meant of infanc children, it neither was ſo fulfilled in the Apoſtles 
days, nor in any after time, it would be a prodigy» to hear an inſant pro- 

heſie, much lefs is it true of the ordinary gifts of the ſpirir,v.18, 3 The 
— alſo is againſt him, For if jr be true which he ſaith p. 38, Thu 
Peter waketh the Gentiles caſe parallel with the Jews, and ſaith that the 
Same promiſe did alſo belong to them yet with the ſame limitation, namely, 
to ſo many of them onely as the Lord our God ſhall cal, implying bat it is 4 
effectual call ts faith and repentance, that gave to any ſuch a priviledge, 
either Few or Gentile, and p87. the words of the A;ofile cannot be meant, 
tht the promiſe did belong to them and their children onely as Jews, A» 
brabams natural ſeed, but as heli vet, and upon their converſion ( which I 
eonceive true) then it is falſe that it belongs to infants as the natural 
ſeed of their parents, though believers, and therefore the promiſe Af. 
2.39. i» not Nr. Cr. additional promiſe, which is of believing parents 
being a bleſſing to poſterity, nor is the premiſe or imagined priviledge 


conſequent thereupon, belonging to jafants until they repent and be- 
leve, 4, That which bee faich 


p. 87, chat Act. 2.38, is an ng Ang 
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1% ine and believing Jews tobe baptized then and their children, is ſo 
— for hu purpoſe, that it is manifeſtly againſt it. For if the 
invitation be ot every one to repent fir}, and then every of them ſo re- 
penting to be baptized, then ir is not an invitation to infants to be ba 
tized, nor of parents to baptize them, Yea, this is ſe apparent in 
Text that the very words are dire ſted expreſly to thoſe perſons who were 
picked ia their bearts, and ſaid Men and brethren what ſhall we do, that 
they fowl d be every of them baptixed, v.38, without ſo much as mention- 
ing cheir children in the invitation. Nor doth any thing after done by 
them, v. 41. Cc. ſhew that they under ſtood that they were directed by 
peter to cauſe their children, whether infant or adult, to be baprized 
upon their repentance and believing onely, Yea, if as Mr. C. ſrich, Joba 
Latif bad cleared that point, Matth,y.8$,9, that to the Jews as Aly 
ſeed natural Baptiſm did not belong, it belongs not now to a believers 
ſced, But the truth is, Mr, Cs, expoſition is in many things falſe or un- 
ccrrain, It is uncertain wherher the promiſe As 2 39, be the ſame 
with chat which | mentioned v. 17,18. or that v.30, of which I have 
ſpoken enough before, It is falſe that the promiſe Ads 2. 17, 18. can de 
meant of ordinary gifts, For the Apoſtle ſaith 7,16, that wh was 

by the Propbet was the thing they then ſaw ferſermed, which was 
dale wich tomgues v. 4, 1 1. the great things of God, which was extra» 
ordinary; and if the promiſe v.17,18, bad included ordinary gifts, it 
had been impertinently alledged to ſhew the ſulplling of ir then in thoſe 
miraculous gifts, Nor doth Mr. C. prove it ro be ſo meant. For . 
though the laſt days in BSeripture fignifie all that ſpace of time from the 
comming of Chrift in the firſt to the end of the world, 1 Tin. 4. 1. 2 Tim. 

34.1, Heb. 1. 2. & 9.26. yet it follows not the promiſe is yet in ſulfs ling, 
k is ſuſf:cjenr to veriſie the prophecy that it hath been fulfilled in any 
part of the laſt days, 2, Nor is there any thing v. 8. to prove the 
propbeſying there to be a diflin# thing from the propbeſying, v. 17. or pro. 

Hing in either to be an ordinary gift, or common 10 al Gods ſervants, 
or do Rev. 19. 10. compared Rev.12.17, or Rev.1.9, prove that eve- 

ij believer bath the fpirit of prophecy, For Johns ſuffering ſor the teff i- 
nem of Feſu may be underſtood, yea being diſtin& from the word of 
God Rev.1.9, ſeems to be meant of his giving teſtimony of Jeſus as an 
Apoſtle or Prophet extraordinary; and the having the teftimuny of Ze. 
fus, Rev. 12. 17. being diſtinct from keeping the commandments of God, 
imports the ceſtimony there meant to be of that which was teſtified by 
extraordinary revelation, againſt which the Dragon warred, and a bleſ- 
ing is ro the obſervers, Rev. 1.3 And that Rev. 19.10. is meant of 
thoſs who bad extraordinary revelation, is manifeſt, in that Rev.22.9, 
where the ſame thing is expreſſed, and there what is Rev.r9.10, thy bre- 
threw which have the teſtimony of Jeſus, is, thy brethren the propbets, and 
tbe prophets are diſtinct from them that heep the words of that book. Be- 
fides, if every believer- bad the { of prophecy, then every believer 

ſhould be a 2 — ſhould be ſer by ( od in the Church next afrer 

Apoſtles, afore Teachers; which doth expreſly gainſay the Apoſtle, 
1 C.. 28,29. and fully proves the propheſy ing mentioned 1c. 14. 

to 
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to be no ordinary giſt, which every keliever hath. Nor doth. je 

the teflimom of Jeſus i the ſpirit e therefore every tellimany of 
Feſws à the pit of prophe * che I pęech being indefinite, na ning. 
al ; and the words the 1pecch of the Angel, hewing wherein he 
was fellow - ſervant to Joby, plainly iuimate be meant it of the /pecial 
ceſtimony of Feſus which he was fellow ſervant to Zobn in, as the Tide 
of the Book ſhews, Rev. 1 1. i be Revelgtion of Jeſus Chriſt which Gag 
gave to bim to ſhew to bis ſe/vant, what things muſt ſbortiy be, and fend. 
ing ſignified them by bis Angel to bis ſervant fan. I omit what Piſcs. 
tor conceives ia his ſcbolie on the place, that the words are to be 144d 141 
inverted order thus, the ſpirit of propueſce is the teſſimony of Feſus, chat is 

which is received frum hin. Nor is it true, that the p omile lob.16,13, 
is to all believers, however Preachers do ſo often miſapply ir, but 10 the 
Apoſtles, And it may be doubted, whether che words 1 1b % 
be meant of all belieyers, or of thoſe chat were ſtrong or we 1 inſtruged 
by Jobs as hi little children, v.14. and if it be meant of all belicyers, 
yet it muſt be underſtoed with limitation of all things nece ſlaty to fal. 
vation, or of all chingsnecdtul} to withſtand the ſeducers he mention, 
Ao: a word hat mentions their propheſying, Nor doth Fob,7.39. prove 
every believer a prophet; nor may it be gathered from Theſ. 5. g, 
20. tha: ſuch preaching, which wo muſt ſuppoſe may bring #3 ſen eiluug 
that is not good, à called propheſying, but that ſomerving may be termed 
propheſying which is not; and therefore the Þirirs are to be tried whe- 
ther they be of God, for many falſe pro; bets are gone on: int o the world, as 
John ſpcaks, 1 Epiſt. s. 1. 

Nor is it true, that Petr exborts the Jews, 4d 2.38. tore;en, the 
3s, te go on as they bad begun. For though they had ſome horr- ur of code 
ſcience, v.z7. yet not 1epentanee, unto which Peter exhorts, vf. nur 
doth any word uſed by Peter intimate that they bad begun to repent, And 
what Mr. C. adds to the clauſe to as Many as tbe Lord our ad ſhall cal, 
not onely to them, but alſe to their children, is too bold dealing withhe 
Scripture, there being not a word in the 1 ext x hich implicth that addj- 
tion, and therefore is net juſtived by his allegations of Fal. . (. 
Prov. 10. 21. What other arguments fur Mr, Cs, purpoſe heave 
been urged trom AR. 2. 38, 39. have been largely anſwered alrcady, 
I po on. 

r. c. adds, p. 90, 91, 92, 93, 94,95, 96,97, , 99, a large dif- 
courſe, in whi h 1. there js p. 97. a cuntti ſſiun which doth invindibly 
prove infant Baptiſm to be will worſhip, and by ſpeech falſe which he 
uſed p. 8;. that the New Teſlam xt 18 not altogetber /ilent zu this matier; 
and it js this, 11 boever ſhall con fine bumſelf anelytotie N. T. 10 find ont 
the law of Gods worſhip and ſervice, be ſhall never find it, nat onely as io 
infant Bay'iſm bai alſo to all other Ordmences wha: ſoever For if intant 
Baptiſm be not co be tound in the N T. then the NM. is altogether ſi- 
Jenc about tha! matter and if it be not there, then it is will worſhip, 
there being no law about a meer puſitive rite or cgremony in force tous 
Chriftian Gentiles now, which was given to the J-ws in the Old Teſta» 
ment, as I have proved, Exam, par. 3. ſeit ia. pag 16, 17. Leu, 

fer. 
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#3. fed , . 2: Tbere © ih fie fame p. of Falſe and danferouy 
f that Epi PPatte fo hitter bY N. os tete ab which it 
106 rate which be bath ſer for bis ſefvite of Hr hon; niwiely, biceuſe be 
ould took wp that, for the gr part, es be done already, to wit, in the 
Od Teflanent, Which it exue, then the laws about the ceremonies of the 
Jews are our rule, ve ure fillt under che yoke of bond e, poplch, pre- 
| Wiiedl ccłemonies re ſtill juſtifiable; 4 Bihob or Abi apy 2 ve 
presbyters and Biſhoßps, et "their power to decide con. 
rroverfies, to excommilnicare, a nat I'Church conſtiration; ate ſt ill 
to be retained, for theſe, or that which was proportionable to theſe, 
was according to the Rule of Geds hbufe then, Nor is there a 
wird in any of che Scriptires whit. Mr, c. attedgeth, for this his 


Por Like 16. 16. the weanlag whereot is not 2 Mr: C. fancies, 
That is the times before' John was the ſtaſon to inſtrult men in he /aw, 
furt in the Goſpel ; but as it is Mat. i 1. 13. AU the prophets and the law 
uni! John prophe fd, that is, forexsIF of Chriſtrcomming as future; 
bat the Kingdome of God, way ,, An rb Lake 16.16. from 
then 1 Evangelized, or told as good ridings already to be, 2 Dio. 
du r. On Mat. 11.17. Johns prerogative above the yetedent prophets 
if, that they bave onel fata a, deſcribed” things to come, but be bath 
delivered the preſent [al vation, and in him is begun the Evangelital Mi- 
nien, and the legal and Rau en ceaſed. Yel if vir, Cs, ex · 
poſition were allowed, it prov.s not that inthe Law or Old Teſtament 
the rule about the ſet'yice'or meer pofirive'wor ſhip of God in the N. T. 
s ſer, but rather the contrary ; for if that tri the ſtafon thru ſor it, 
adnow is the fraſon ſur another thing, it follows, that iths unſeaſoyable' 
to rake a rule for Gods hou'e in meer poſitive worſhip from the Old 
Teſtament. 

The alledging P ſal. 78. 1. by Mat. 13.3, o, 35. proves not that a rule 
ſor tituals is to be feicht from the Old Teſtament, although it may be 
uſefull for to prove doctrinei about the Goſpel, Gods provicence, mo- 
nl dut ies, &c, . 

" Though it be granted which Mr. c. contludes pag. v6. the general 
mture of the Law to bee one and the ſame to the people of God under both 
Tiflaments, (which is cafiLy yeilded fith the general nature is invaria- 
ble, and the ſame to all for ever) yer it followes not chat the Laws a- 
ut © eremonies are the ſame to rho people of God under both Tefta- 
ments, if (>, we are ſtill under the yoke of Circumciſion and the Legal 
rites, and under the Law, And indeed Mr, c. hach in this ti ine vented 
many falſe and dangerous ſpeeches, that ts ws in Chriſt the Law bath 
been as it were incorporated with the Goſpel, as thiveby become par: ' of the 
covenat of grace the Law given by Aofes i called the Tejta ent of Chriſt, 
4 well 2s bc Law given io vs by  hrift bimſelf, tbat the Uld Teſtament, 
this the New. and both confi. med by bu blond » that in the type by the 
Mond of Bulls and Goat thy in the anſwer type by bis own bl:ud. \nd 
Let he faith, the ſpoſtle R .: 54 applicth ut. 30 2, 14 le the e- 
Ipel in oppoſition 10 the. Law, as in it ſelf conſidered witbout the Goſpel, or 
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46 4 covenant of works j which words are contrary to his farmer, For it 
the Goſpel be oppoſed to the Law by the Apofile,as it is in it ſelf conſidered is 
without the Goſpel, is a covenant of works , then the Law is not incor 
rated with the Goſpel, ot thereby become part of the covenant of grace, not 
is the Law given by Maſes called the Tan Chriſt, nor conprmed 
by bis bload, but the blond of Bulls and Coats, i termed Chriſts loud, 
being oppoſed Heb, 9. 13. In like manner it is a dangerous affertion 
which he hath pag. 9 5. In the covenant of workes the Law was, Do this 
aud live; but in the covenant of grace it is, Do this in the fRrength 
Chriſt and live: which it right, we live, that is, are juſtihed(for ſo his 
words following explain it) by the doing the werks of the law in the 
ſtrength of Chriſt ; which (if I do uaderftandit) is the very dodring 
of Bellarmine, Tom. 4 dejuſlific. l. 1. c.19. and other Papiſts, ſaying 
the Apoſtle excludes not works done after grace by faith from juſtifica. 
tion, but afore faith + Which Proteſtant Divines commonly refute, as 
Parews in his Cafligations, Ames in his Fellarm enerv. Chamier, Tom,z, 
pauftr, lib.22, c. 2. Abbots defence of Perkins, p.50:, Rivet, ſum comp, 
tract. 4. 9. 10. Pemble . c. 3. Jeck. 4. c. 1, 2. alledging 
the Apoſtles words concerning Abraham, who had not to glory betore 
God, nor was juſtified by works, Rem.4.1,2, Cc. And me thinks Mr. 
Carters next words contradict his former, when be ſaith, Our flate and 
condition as ſubjects of his Kingdome dependeth not upon our heeping the 
Law but upon free grace in Chnilt by faith. Bur of this by the way. That 
which he alledgeth about the term Gods boyſe, « Tim.3 15. 1 Cer 616. 
and ſeparate, Act. 13.2, 2 Cor. 6. 7. that we cannot under and them 
wit bout the Old Teſtament, though it were true, yet proves no more but 
this, that in explaining the meaning of words alluſive to things there 
deſcrived, the Old Teſtament is neceſſary ; but not that which is to 
be proved, that in obſerving the rices of the N. T. we are to ſeich 
rules and commands by way of Analogy from the ritual commands of 
the old, 
Mr, C. adds, p 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 107, 
110, 111, t. ſomething more about the Texts 1 Cor.,7,14, Rom 11, 
24. Mar. 10. 14. Act 15. 10. Mat. 18. 19. which having been ſo large - 
ly handled in the former paris of this Review, I need onely to refer the 
Reader thicher, Yer I add, it ls but ſaid without any proof, that 1 Cu, 
7.14. that children are termed holy, becauſe they come under the word of 
bleſſing from God, in as much as that word was confirmed not onely ante 
Abraham, bat alſo to all believers, Gen. 12.17, 186. That which God bleſ« 
ſeth be ſanAifieth, and ſeparateth from that which is common or uncle. 
For 1. there's not a word brought to ſhew that ever any child isin 
Sctiprure termed holy by reaſon of ſuch an indefinite promiſe to belie- 


ving parents, 2, Nor that the ſcope, analylis, alluſion in the Text. 


leads to ſuch an expoſition. 3. Nor doth it follow, that becauſe God 

blefſed and ſanfified the Sabbath day therefore what God bleſſeib he 

ſanRifieth; God b/eſſed Noah and bis ſons, Gen. 9. 1. yet all of them 

were not ſanctiſied; yea, many Texts of Scripture apply bleſſings 10 

unſanRiked perſons, P/als 107, 38. Icrem. 12.1, much lels is it _ 
x 
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dt who is termed holy or ſanGified is bleſſed, rhe unbeliever it it 
the rexr ſanctiſied as the children holy, yet not bleſſed. 4. That this 
expoſition is farre from the Apoſtles ſcope and arguing, is ſo large- 
1y demonſtrated in the firſt part of this Review and eMewhere, that 
1 judge ic ſurperfluous to refure ſur ther theſe unprooyed diRarcs 
heere. 

I deny not that the Jews Rom 11.24. are termed nataral branches by 
birth according to the Covenant of God with Abraham, the Gentiles the 
wild Olive by nature as neglefied by God, yet it is nat true that ever the 
Gentiles ingrafted are made natural branches, ſithi they never deſcend 
from Abrabam the root by natural generation, and though it bee true 
they enjoy ſaving graces which the believing Jews had, called v. 17. the 
ſuneſt of the Olive tree, yet it is not true that the Gentile telievers ehil- 

dren enjoy the outward priviledges the Jews lad by birth, or are any ot 
them ingraffed and partakers of the Olive tree but the cle& and be lie- 
vers, or that they are to be accounted holy by us, till God bath proified 
their bearts by fab, 4d. 15. 9. And as we cannot ſay certainly any in- 
fanc of a believer is inherently holy, fo neither can we ſay they are any 
of them boly as ſeparated to God and to bee recerved into Church vela- 
tin, il they protels the faith, ſuch promiſe and purpoſe of cle&icn as 
Mr.C imagins being no where to be found, and if it were it js not ſuſhcient 
to make them relatively holy in Church relatjon, withour proteflion of 
faith by each perſon ſe aceounted, thete being no rule whereby we are to 
ine any but diſciples, upon their own profeſſion ſo judged, no not 
though God had made ſuch a covenant to each believer as Mr. c. ima« 
gins : But we are to baptize perſons who profe's the faith, though wee 
know not them to be inherently holy, or in the Covenant of grace. 
Mr. Cs, other reaſon pag. 103. why ſuch children are by the Apoſle 
called holy, becauſe they are not onely within the Covenant of Abraham,but 
alſo are appointed of God to be a ſubject recipient of the ſeal of that Cove. 
va is another unproved did ate and refured by the fame tesſons by 
which the former is reſelled. 

What Mr. C. urgeth againſt my ſenſe ol boly that is Jegirimare, x 
Cr, 7.14, that it had been but affirming the thing, is ſhewed to be falſe 
in the firſt part of this Review ſect. 16, And it is talſe which he imagins 
wat the Apoſile thus reaſoned, that after my expoſition except one of 
the married couple be believer their children are baſtards, or that be: ſcri- 
ved the ſau i fication to the faith of the believer, which and whatelſe hee 
faith about the ſcruple from Exre 10. 11. and 9, 12. is ſo fully anſwered 
in the firſt part of this Review ſeR, 11, Cc. tothe end of the Book, 
that mee thinks Mr, C. ſhould afore hee had printed bis Sermons 
have viewed them, and not thus have printed theſe ſtale obje. 
Rions often anſwered, without ſhewirg the inſufficiency of the an- 
— zi hee meant can lidly, as one that endeavoured to el: er the 
truth. 

But Mr. C. takes notice of this objection againſt the baſps of his 
building, that upon this account not onely coil dren of believers, but alſo 
nations wuſt be reputed holy, becauſe the promiſe is that believers ſhal! bee 

liisj bleſſings 
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Weſugs alſe unto nations ; To this be anſwers, The caſe ig n0t the ſane; 
2 are immediately under this word of bleſſing in the family re. 
lation, as the people of God in the church are immediately under that big. 
ſing, which the Lord commandeth out of Sen. But 4s for nations, 

are under it in a remote capacity by means of what the Saint: ave in thay 
families and inthe Church, Therefore al:bough ſuch as are of the Church, 
and the children alſo of ſuch families are boly, yet it ſolloweth not that 
therefore the nation ſb.uld be holy. 

Kef. | reply, the object ion in form ſtands thus z They which come 
under the word of bleſſing from God, in as much as that word was cons 
firmed not onely unto Abrabam, buralſo to all believers, Gen :2, 17, 
18, & 12.2,3, muſt be reputed holy. This is the effeR of Mr. C word. 
p. o. andibe main ground of all his diſcourſe for infant Bapriſa, [ (ub. 
ſume, But nations, yea all nations come under the word of b eſſing from 
God, in as much as hat word was nut onely confirmed unte A 
bur alſo to all believers, Gen, 22. 7, 18, & 12, 2, 3. and if the word 
families bec taken (as Mr, c. ſeems totale it) for kouſholds, and all 
houſholds, then the fame objedion js concerning, all in houſholds, 
ſervants, wives as well as children, they come under the ble ug ac- 
cording to Mr. Cs. ex poſu ĩon; Ergo, according to Mr, CS, arguing and 
expoficion, nations, yea all nations, tamilies, houſholds, all in them 
arc holy and to be baptized, which being abſurd his opinion i; alſo 
abſurd. I he nino is in the texts, and Gal. 3.8. as Mr. C. ex 
them, Ergo, the concluſion followes from his own principles, His ar» 
ſwer is neither true nor pet tinent. Not true, for children are not in- 
mediately under this word of bleſſing in the family relatien, nor the 
pꝛople of God in the Church (meaning che viſible ) are immediately 
under that bleſſing, but onely believers in the families or Church, 2 
the Apoſtle determines, Gal. 3. 8, 3. Nor according to Mr. Cs. expo 
firion are the children more immediately under the word ef bleſſing u 
confirmed to Abrabam, then the wife, ſervants, ſojourners, aci 
For the children are not under the bleſſing but as the children of bs. 
lievers, and fo according to his own expoſition pag. 37. Geds thoiſe 
fall be by Families and Nations, ſo that be will ardinarily ca, the lot of 
the Saint: in Neighbourboods and places tagetber, and it ſo the bleffing 
or choiſe is as immediate ly promiſed to Nations, neighbourhoods,orhers 
in the ſame houſe as te children, nor are the narjons in a moe remore 
capacirie then che Saints in the families and in the Church. Not is che 
anſwer pertinent if it were true: For the major proj uluion, which.is 
his own, is not limited to them that come under the word of bleſſing 
anmediately in his ſenſe, for then hee ſhould exclude nations, neigh» 
bour hoods, families, contrary to the text, which mentions tue bleſ- 
fing of all kinreds and nations, and not one ly the childres, and to bia 
— expofizien which extends it to ncighbourhoods and places toe · 
ther. 0 
_ Mr, C. not truſting to this, faith 3 Tothis I add, that tbildren art 
in the power of parents and at their diſpoſing ; and ſo as when they, in 
thr fan fa, or din wade buy, ui, up themes i 425 
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faith, and obedience to bis Ordinances, their children are therein vi tua y 
given up alſo, in as much as a belitver in ſome veſpect giveth wp to God 
togecber with bimſelf all in his power, Now this cannot be ſaid of any na- 
tion whatſoever, 

Anſw. But 1. The parents giving up all te God is not that which 
makes Children to be holy neither accurding to truth, for they are made 
holy by Gods a@ whither of Covenant or other act of conſecration or 
ſeparation to bimſ-If, not by mans act of giving up by vow or other. 
wiſe ro God, yea if the act of mans giving up all iu bis power to God, 
makes children holy, it makes ſervants, cattle holy ro God, nor accot- 
ding to Mr, C. himſelf, who aſcribes it ro Gods election, and word of 
bleſſing 2. If chi. be the way of making holy, by giving up all at his 
diſpoſſag to God, then a believer at his firſt con vet ſion wakes holy ta 
God himſelf, for he g iveth himſelf to God, makes holy to God perſons 
not yet bego ten, and ſo vifible Churchmembers accorcirg to Mr. 8, 
ſubjects recipient of rhe ſeal of the Covenant, according to Mr. C. fag. 
10;, yea by this reaſen a believers horſe may bee ſaid to bee holy is 
to God, and baptizable. 3, This addition takes away his form:-1 an- 

ver. For if the giving up alto God in his power at his diſpolirg by 
the believer make them holy, children are no more immediately holy 
then ſet vants, wife, &c, all being together given up to God in one act 
whether vertually or formally, 4. If a belicyers — up to God to- 
= with himſclf all in his power, and at his diſpoſing make them 

y, then a believing ing and State do make the whole nation be. 
H whoare their ſubjeds and ſo the objetion ſtands good, that the 
whole nation js according to Mr, Cs. conceit to — holy 
But Mr. C. ſaith, It will be objected yer further, that the Jews aue 
ſaid to be holy, even the whole people of the Jews, who now are unbe- 
*lievers, Rem 1 f. 26, yet have they no right io baptiſm z and there fore 
that this holineſs of the children, 1 cer. 7. 14. be ir from their intereſt 
*in the covenant of God with 4brabam, is no argument for infant ba p- 
©:iſm, becauſe the unbelieving Jews alſo are ſuppoſed by us to be holy 
*upon the ſame account, and holineſs to be taken in the ſame ſence in 
© both places, a 
Anſw, This obje&ion is mine in my Exercit, ſe#. 5. bur otherwiſe 
then Mr, c. here is it down, Por 1 it is not there brought as an obje- 

Aion by it ſelf, but ns a reaſon at my denial of this propoſition univere 

ally under ſtood, They whe arc holy with Covenant holineſs may be bap- 

tized, 2, I did not ſay the whole people of the Jews, who now are un- 
believers, but the ele of the Iſiaelites nor yer called are holy in reſpe&R 

e the Covenant, and are nor yet therefore to be baptiſed. Yet neither to 

the obje&ion as mine, nor as framed by himſelf, doch Mr. C. give a ſuffi. . 

Ties anſwer. For he grants the i _—_ 1 Cor. 7. 14. Rom. 11, 16, are 

allel, and in that [enſt they bave detn both above alledged to prove that 

branch of Gods covenant with Abraham coucerning 4 bl upon pefte- 

ni in oder to the multiplying of believers And yet it 14 as (ye i bai there 55 a 

great difference between tbem. Now this grant is enough to prove that 

perſons or people may be federally Nr yet not baptia able, 
Jo". : 


1133 3 


( 696) 
ia the objection. Nor doth the difference which he imagines (if chere be 
ſuch a difference) in the two places, any thing at allinfringe ir, Fer 
whether federal holincſs in one place bee aſcribed to' a whole people in 
re ſpect of a part or to particular perſons, the connexion between fedes 
ral holin:ſs and baprizabilicy, is ſhewad to be null; and the major de- 
nied not true univerſally underſtood, and ſo the objection is confirmed 
by this grant, not infringed, i | 
Yea whereas Mr. C, pretends the differcnce to bee great between 
the places, the very thing bee aſlignes makes no difference, He ſaith, 
The Apofile ſaith expreſly 1 Cor. 7. 14, of ſuch particular perſons that 
they are holy, but of Rem, 11, 16, the ſcope of the Apaſile i to ſet 
forth the hind or ſort of people, namely Jewes, not the particular per. 
ſons that ſhould bee called, But herein hee oppoſeth himſelf in the 
words next before, where hee thus makes the Apoſtle to intend 
both; Thus wee ave 10 under land that of the Apoſil/e Rom. 11, when 
bee ſaith, of the people of the Fewes that they ave boly , namely, what 
roperly and pecultarly belongeth to a part, even to thoſe of them who ti 
ther then were, or after wards ſhould bee converted, bee aſcribeib to the 
whole, and in reſpect of that part bee calleth the whole body of that people 
holy. Now it hee call a part hely which ſhould bee called, he ſeti forth 
the particular pet ſons. And : Cor. 7. 14. ſets out the kinde or fort of 
children as well as the particular perſons, whether after Mr, Cs, — 
on, the children of believers, or afrer mine, the children of marie 
ſons, And that which he argues makes againſt him for me. For it that 
which js aſcribed to the whole people belongeth by a ſynecdoche to a 
part, even thoſe who are or ſhall be converted, then what is aid eithet 
Gen 12, 2,3. or 22,17,18, or Rom 11. 16,17, 14. of families, nations, 
braaches, lump,may be underſtood ſynecdochically of a part of families, 
nations or people, and thoſe believers as Paul Gal, 3, 8, 5. determiney 


as converts as Mr, c. and ſv not children of believers, much leſs in- 


fants neceffarily included in the favilics, natiens, branches ingraffed, 
lump chat is holy, and conſi quently all Mr. Cs, arguing, made void by 
li, own cence'T.on, which hitherro be hath framed from Abrebams Co- 
venant to proye iafant Baptiſm, And what he argues, That the lump 
vb ch is ter med boly Rom, 11, 16. and the whole people termed beloved v. 
28. 35 $0 bee underſtood of the better part, and of thoſe that wore the 
unborn, and of ſuch a lump as ſhould have 4 being ſucceſſively, and part 
after part, and ſo cannot bee a7 ually holy then when the Apoſile ſpake, it 
doth all eas & ly agree with my explicarion et che ingrathng of ihe 
branches in my Apel. ſect. 14. in the firſt part of this Review ſect. 1, 
2, &c, And doth well ſer ve to anſwer. the arguments for the _— 
parent and child into the vifible Church chriſtian againſt the ſenſe I give 
for the jograffing imo the irfvifible Church, by giving of ſaith secoring 
to elect ĩon. Nor did I ever ſay the Ales meaning Rm. 11 16,945 that 
tbaſe particular per ſans of the Jews who per| ſt n unke/ief, or that the whole 
people of the Fews are now in the times of the New Teflament holy in ay + 
ſenſe whatever, but grant they are broken off from the boly root, verſ. 
20. art caſt away, Verl, 15, are enemies, and [6 unclean and phe 
| y thereſe 
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thereſore not holy, v.28, yer this meant, but of ſome, v. 17. apart, v. 25. 
and all tueſe things do well accord together, and with the perſeverance 
of daints aſſerted againſt Arminians, ſich the people of the Jews are not 
by me aſſerted to be broken off from the inviſible Church of ( lect and 
tue believers in reſpect of what particular perſons broken off were in 
their own perſons, but in reſpeR of what the particular perſons were in 
a former age of the ſame naticn or people. | 

ut. C. p 109, imagines that Chriſt ſaith, of little children is the King- 
dome of God, becauſe of bis fained additional promiſe: but he brings not 
a word to prove it, nor doth the Text yeeld any proof that they wete 
believers children; and I have proved the Kingdome of God is meant of 
that of glory. Review, par. 2. ſe 18, 

And tor his conceit, that CH bid ſuffer them to come to him becauſe 
of the additional promiſe of Mr, C. it is without proof, and not agreeable 
to Mr. C3, own Cconceir, For if Chriſt would intimate, that this fart of 
the Goſpel of the Kingdom e. that-believers ſhould be ble g to their chil- 
dres, namely, ſo as they ſhould be means of their nn he ſhould ra- 
ther have directed the Apoſtles to ſuffer them to be brought to their pa- 
rents to be educ ted, then to himſelf to lay hands on them. And Chriſts 
anger againſt his Diſciples argues ne ſuch intima tion, nor his ſaying 
that of them js the Kingdome of God, provestheir right to Bap'iſm as 
doth the receiving the Holy Ghoſt, 4@#.10.47. For that ſhewed ( erne- 
lu actually a believer, ſo did not Chriſts ſpeech of the little chi dren, 
which ex preſſed not their preſent but future eſſate, as is proved, Review, 
ur. 2. ſedt. i 9. Nor is there a word brought by Mr. C. to prove that 
Cbrifls comm ind was given to bis Diſciple! fa a perpetual obligation to the 
Diſciples of Chriſt, in all ages then to come, to brizg inſants to Chriſt in an 
external way, and therefore by Baptiſm, For though it were recordedafter 
his aſcenſion, yet jt follows not it was recorded to learn this, to have a 
way of bringing infanes to Chriſt by Baptiſm, there being ſomething 
elſe to be learned by it, and it is rather a ſure proof that Chriſt did nor 
teach that by his command, fthneither then nor after do we find the A- 
poſtles did.baptize an infant; and the phraſe of comming to him cannot 
import Baptiſm, ſich he did not baptize, Joh 4.1, 2. and if any ſtanding 
rule were intended by Chriſts command, n ſhould be rather laying on 
hands and praying for infants, then baptizing them. 

Though it be granted, that to whom Chriſt is a King be is alſo a Fropher, 
yet it follows not, that jofanrs being ſuch as of whom is Ct rifts King- 

dome, they are bis Diſciples as meant Mat. 28. 19. much leſs that they 
ae made Diſciples, when their parents are converted, becauſe they cre then 
inthe way of the Spirits teaching, Chriſt being a Prophet to other then 
Diſciples meant Mat. 28. 19. Nor is there the leaſt hint Ad. 11. 10. of 
infants _ Diſciples, and the not ion of Diſciples by the parents con- 
verſion, or by being in the way of the ſpirirs teaching ( which yet is not 


ſhewed, but fancied by Mr. C.) are meer deviſed a him ies refured by me, 
Review, par. 2 fegt. 0,11, 12,13, 14,15. Nor is any ſuſũcient anſwet gi - 
ven hereby, or by Mr. C. elſewhere, or any other, or ever will be ta the ar- 
pument as brought by me agaiuſt inſant baptiſm, x diem, par, 2 ſe2. J. and 
alſewhei e. 4 What 
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What Mr. C. ſaich, That more might be ſaid about thoſe word, 
ce in anſwer to it, namely, that in the words Baptizing them, Mat. 14, 
« xg, we have by a ſynecdoche, a part for che whole ( an uſual form of 
ce ſpeech in che Scripture ) for we know the Apoſtles commiſſion did 
cc extend as well to @ ſetting up of other Ordinances as of Baptiſm, 
© Therefore when he ſaith, Go teach all nations baptiz ing them, it is #x 
ce jf he bad ſaid, Go teach them, and enter them into the praRiſe of the 
« worſhip of the Goſpel; of which _—_ other things the application 
« of the token of Abrabams Covenant to i fants may be a part, any thing 
« jn that place contained notwithſtanding, 

Anſw, 1. Such a ſynecdoche in any inſtitution of a rite is no where 
to be found as this which Mr. c. dreams of, beptizing them inte the name 
of the Father, Sen, and Holy Spirit, that , enter them into the prafliſe s 
the worſhip of the Goſpe! , not onely Baptiſm, but alſo breakiny 4 
bread, &c, 2, We know the A poſt les commiſſion did extend 2 
well to the ſetting up of ather Ordinances, viz, breaking of Bread, 
1 cer. 11.23. as of Baptiſm, but not in the word baptizing, Mat 28 ty, 
but in the word teaching them to obſerve al that bave commanded you 
v.20. 3. There is this very thing which Mr. C. himſelf ſairhb againf 
baptizing infants, it is «s if be had ſaid, Go teach them, and enter them 
into the praftiſe 0 n 2 For ſure Chriſt did not bid 
them teach infants, nor do I think Mr. C. would have chem entred into 
the praQiſe ot the Goſpel Ro but onely baptized, And ſo Mr, 
Cs. anſwer is a ſtrengthening of the argument. Enough in anſwer to 
Mr. C. being unwilling to make more exceptions on paſſages which need 
correction: why I have id ſo much, the reaſon is given, ſe#.77. 


— * — — 


SECT. LXXXII. 


Intereſt in the Covenant gave not title to Circumciſion, as My, M. in b 
4tb. concluſion would have it, k 


N the Defence of bis 4th; and 5th. concl, againſt my Examen Mr. A. 

ſaith, be will contra, and accordingly 1 thall be brief in my reply. 
He grants the order , dire umci ng infants is repealed, 2% | anſwered in 
exam ning his 4th.concl. bur would have it added, that by Gods order Bap - 
iſm ſucceeds in the room of it, which I have refuted, I hen upen my ſay- 
jog bat Cireumciſien was not a ſeal of the ſpiritual part of the Cove- 
nant, he cenſures this as pare Anabapt iſm, leaving out injuriouſly my 
limitation, to all that were circumeiſed, which it tairly added had cleared 
me; and perhaps if the ſo called Anabapriſts had — righelyunder- 
Rood, they had been found as innocent as my ſelf” in this this thing ; 1 
ſee cnough in Pæ dobs peiſts dealing with me, to ſhew how great hie- 
— there is tha t the words of the Anabapriſts in Germany were per» 
verted. 
Mr. M, 5. 18, 181, excepts againſt me for ſaying that 2 

4 
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E had no part in the Covenant, denies that Im, had no part in it, 
= he hiofelf grants that they did never partake of rhe Pint graces 

the Covenant, Which is all one wich that which I fay, chat the Cove- 
nant of grace was not made to them, they had no part jo it; For ſure 
they to whoa the Covenant of grace is made, and have part in it, are 
all partgkers of the ſpiricual graces of the Covenant, oc <lſe God keeps 
not his promi'c z and for this I bring Gen. 7. 19, 20, 21. Rom. 6 7, l. 
64 4.18,29. (thouth I needed not, having Mr. As, own cone ſſion) 
and therefore it is moſt falſe he ſaith, 1 bring not one ſhagow of a proof 
ir what I ſay, | 

f Bur 2 thinks ce maintain his ſpeech, that 1ſhmael bad part in the 
Covenant, in that be was rechoned by circumenfion to belong to the Covenant, 
and ovliged ts fee after the pit part of it ts have bis beart circumc i. 
ſed, and io believe in tie Meſſiah that was to come of Abraham ſecd, 

Anſw. 1. It is contraty ro Gen. 7.1, 20, 1. to ſay that Iſhmact by 
Circumeifion did belong to the Covenant, it runs pon this palpable 
miſtake, that every one that was cictumcifed had thereby the Covenant 
ſealed to him. 2. Thoſe that were uncircumciſed, all the people of the 
world were obliged to ſeek afrer the ſpiritual graces of the Covenant, 
to be holy, to believe, yet this doth nor prove they had a part in the 

Covenant, and therefore this anſwer of Mr, M. in ffivolous, And fo 
likewiſe js that which be ſa ich in anſwer to my words (not rightly ſer 
down, my words were not, right to Evangelical promiſes of any other 
dencht ) that no benefit of the Covenant was the proper reaſon (I 2d. 
ded, and adequate) why theſe or whoſe were circunciled, but one ly 
Gods precept ; though Gods command was the cafe of the eaxifience of 
the duty of Ciycume: fron, yet the Covenant of grace was the motive 10 it, 
ud theſe two are well confifient :ogetber, In which 1. he ſhew not whoſe 
motive it was, Gods or mans, It be mean it was Gods to command ir, 
it is nothing to the parpoſe to ſhew right co the Covenant of grace 10 
have been the proper adequate reaſon of the perſons to be circumeiſed: 
if mans motive, it is fulſe, whether we under ſland it of he circunciſed, 
who were infants, and there foi e had no mouve to it, but wire paſſive 
onely, or the circumciſcr; for in bravams circumciſing ſhmael'Mr, M. 
ſaith 7 have given a very good inſtance 's move, that ſome may receive the 
onward ſign of the Covenant, and 4v fble || anding in the Church, thungh 
be who adwin:flers the ſeal might by revilation know the in grate 4 
wanting Were his anſwer gian ed, yet at proves riot the contta y womy 
ſpeech, bu con rns it, thoutzh this point be on of the hinges on which 
his firſt & main argu nent turns; For it it be crye that the ad quate rea- 
ſon ot pe ſons eiteuaciſi g was not right to the Evangelical promiſes 
or other bene in the Cuycaanc, but Gods prece pr onely, ther; the prl- 

lar of Mic, Ms argumen; falls to the ground, AB that are in the covenant 
are to be ſealed, it being vicly true thus, All in the Covenant, whom 

ba n commanded tc e ſcaled are to be ſcaled, 18 
What he ſaithatter, that ! grant what #4 in controve Hie, beeauſe I g ant 
men may bave « viſible remberſhip in the uc thou;b they be not «le ({- 


ade, ſanAbfied, it is a. ine frivolous, it being never in contt over ſi ; but 
whether 
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whether any may be faid to be in or under the Covenant of race, or 
ro have the Covenant of grace made to them who are non elect, and ne- 
ver ſanRiked, OS 

That which Mr. AM. P. 182. calls a piece of odd Divinity, char Circym. 
ciſion ſhould ſeal righte ouſneſs to them who never are circumciſed, nor 
repu: ed ſo, nor eapable of being circumciſed, nor might lawfully be 
circunciſed; being underſtood as I expreſs ir of Abrebam perſonal Cir. 
cumciſion is the Apoſtles expreſs Divinity, Ro. 4. 11,1 2. whoſt ſcope 
ſay New England Elders in anſwer ts the 3d, and 4th, poſition, p65 
rightly, in that place is not to define a Sacrament, nor to ſhew what is the 
proper adequate ſubje# of the Sacrament ; but to prove by the ename 
Abrabam,that 2 ſinner is juſtified before God not by works, but by fait Kc. 
Nor is this any more odd Divinity then Mr. 1s. who aſlerts women vir. 

tuallj circumciſed in the males. f 

That which he ſalth, that viſble prefeſſours have 4 viſible right tothe 
Piritual part of Circumcißon, I conceive falſe ; For though they had 
a right to Circumciſion or Baptiſm, which they might receive of 
men, yet they had no right at all to forgiveneſs of (ins, juſtification, 
adoption, falyation, which are onely from God, and onely true believers 
had right to. 

Thar which he faith, p. 18 2. that C ircumci ſſon was given the Jewtin 
reference 10 their Church flate, not in reference to their civil ſtate, is not 
true, but ſuld upon a miſtake, as if the Church ſtate and Civil mere dif 
ferent in the Jewiſh Commonwealth. 

That which he con ſeſſeth, that the formal reaſon of their being tircam- 
ciſed was the command of God, is enough to ſhew that intereſt inthe Co · 
venant did not give right to Circuracifion, but the command of God; 
and therefore without ſhewing a command for infant Ba priſm, this is no 
go:d argument, they are in the Covenant therefore to te baptized, 
which enervates all Mr, Ms, diſpute, 

But he add.. The Covenant of grace, or their Church ſtate was the 
motive to it, and the thing it related to; and this fully anſwers the 
« objetion ; for it was commanded and obſerved as that whieh was a 
<< priviledge and duty belonging to the Covenant, and they uſed it 2s 
being in Covenant, the objeRion is whol'y raven off, 

To which [ reply, 1. The Covenant of grace might be in ſome ſenſe, 
and the Church ſtare of Abrabams houſe in ſome reſpeF, that is, to 
bee 2 fign of it, miphr be the end why God appointed Circumcifion 
ro Abrabams houſe ; but motive, that is, impulſive cauſe, luee not how 
the Covenant of grace and the Church ſtate can be termed, there be- 
ing nothing but his own will, according to the counſel of which be worketh 
all things, Epheſ. 1 1. that can be rightly rermed a motive to him to 
command it. 2, But be it inthe fenſe I allow it termed motive, or 
end, and a duty belonging to the Covenant as a fign of it, and the pet · 
ſons who uſed it, 25 Abrabam, Iſaac, ard Jacob uſed it as being in Co- 
venant; yet neither is it true that all that uſed it were in the Cove. 
nant of grace, nor was it appointed as a duty to be uſed by them to all 


and they oncly that were in the Covenant of grace, nor did God by — 
v 
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uſe of it, ſeal, Fgnifie, afſure or confer an eſtate in the Covetant of 
grace to every perſon whom hee appointed to bee circumciſed, and 
therefore no part of the objection is taken off, that Circumcißon 
s not the ſeal of the Covenant of grace to all circumciſed per- 
ſons, but was appointed to perſons net under the Covenant of 
grace, and denied to perſons thac were, and conſequently Mr, Ag. 
propoſition not true; All that were in the Covenant were to bee 
d 


When Mr. A. ſaid, gerſons were bound to conform to the marxe of 
adminiſtration, and this manner of adminifration be made to bee tem; oral 
bleſings and pumi(hmenst. I took it he meant they ſhould contorm to them, 

He tels me p. 183, Tharrhough I confidently aſſerted heretofore, that 

Ichmael, and E ſau and others, were circumciſed for ſome temporal reſpects, 
that Circumciſion ſealed the temporal or political promiſes, but yet in ſay- 
ing they received Circumciſion neither in relation to outward things onely, 
nor & all either as temporal bleſſings or types, but becauſe God comman- 
ded, I do as good as deny it; fith if they were circumciſed with reſpet 
to no bing but the command, it ſealed nothing, it was noſeal at a'l, To 
which reply, I find not tha: L aflerted any where that Iſhm el and Eſau 
were Cir:umciſed for ſome temporal reſpeQs, and though I alleged ca- 
meron, ſaying, that it ſealed earthly promiſes, yet I never ſaid it ſcaled 
them ro Iſhmael and Eſau ; Nor do I count it any abſurdity, to ſay it 
ſealed nothing to them, or it was no ſeal at all to them, And I conceive 
that Baptiſm which is no ſeal of ſuch earthly promiſes, nor can be a ſeal 
of ſpiritual and ſaving grace to every natural child of a believer(of which 
he will not aſſert p. 116. of his Defence there is a promiſe made to them) 
when it js adminiftred to reprebares is no feal of the Covenant of grace 
to them, nor any ſeal at all, and that he muſt as well as 1 do (it he will 
ſprak congruoufly to his own doQrine) ſay that ſuch perſons ate to bee 
baptized by rexfon of Gods command and no other. Vet I do not ſay the 
command of Circumcifion was nor in ref:rence to the Cevenant of 
grace, as Mr, M. intimates: but this I fay, though God commanded 
Circumciſion, that he might fignifie Chriſt ro come, and Evangelical 
grace by hin, yet n:ither the circumciſer nor the circumciſed did cir- 
cumciſe, or were to be circumciſed becauſe of the perſons intereſt in the 
Covenant of grace, az the proper and adequate reaſon ofthe my of Cir. 
cumcifion, but becauſe of Gods command, and yet I nothing doubt but 
that in the uſe of it, they and others that were neither circumciſers 
nor circumciſed, as e gr. women were by faith to look on the Covenant 
of grace through theſe adminiſtrations, that is to expect Chriſt to come 
and bleſſing by him, which ſpecches are very eaſily conſiſtent with my 
wn words and 1 doctrine, though Mr. M. did not under and it. 

When Mr. N. alledged that circumciſion could be no ſeal of Canaan t 
Proſelues, and I anſwered that yet the Covenant to Abrabam had promi - 

ſes of temporal ble T:ngs, and that ſome were te be circumciſed who had 
no "art in the Covenant of grace, he tels me, 1 That be was proving that 
Circumciſion was no ſeal of the land of Canaan, which I grant, if he mean it 
to ſome that were circumciſed, yet if he mean it, to none, it is fal'e, 
KEK K k 2. He 
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2. He grants temporal bleſſings belong o the Covenant of grace, aer. 
ing to that 1 Tim, 4. 8, But neither this nor any other Text proves, tha 
the promiſes of a ſetled abode in a fruaful land with peace, proſpericy 
and outward greatneſs, and dominion therein, is promiſed to a Chi 
ſlian believer now, as it was to Abrabams and Iſrael after the fleſb, Ge, 
17. 4, 5,5, 7,8. but the promiſe of this life is upon the 1s ot our, 
ward chjags of 2 recompenſe in this lite by rece.ving more, yet with 
perſecution, Mark. 10, 30, which can bee underſtood of no other then 
ſpiricual comforts, which may bee termed temporal bleflings difting 
from the everlaſting life which in the world to come they thall bar 
3. It was not bis drift to prove that al tha: were circanciſed bad 
part in the ſpiritual graces of the Covenant, but that they bad a vi. 
fible memberſhip and right te bee reputed as belonging to the church. 
But this is not that whi. h hee war to prove that they were in the Core. 
nant of grace, ; 

Laſtly, when I excepred agai ſt his ſpeechſ that !ſhmat! was realy ts 
hen into the Covenant of grace, and Eſau, till by their Apoſta e they dif. 
covenanted themſelves, | 1. That hee oppoſed the Apoſtle Rem. 5. 7, 8, 
Gal 4. :8, 29, Gen, 17. 19, 20, Heb, 11, 9, To: this he reples not. 1. 
That by this ſpeech be afferts falling ſrom grace, this he denies becauſe bee 
meant by their taking into the Covenant of grace not being under the ſyiri. 
tual grace of the Covenant, but the out ward adminifiration, 

Bur t. this is but non. ſenſe and de luſory. For the outward adminj. 
ſtra ion is not the Covenant af grace, C ircumciſion is not the Coye- 
nant of grace, nor viſible — nor indecd could he mean it with. 
out trifling and mocking his reader when he argued, Infants of Beli. 
vers are in the Covenant of grace, therefore are to bee ſealed with Baytiſm 
or Ciſcumciſion. For intants of believers make no viſible, profeſſion and 
if his argument were, they were under the outward adminiſtration, that 
i, to be Circumciſed or Baptized ; and therefore they were to be ſcaled, 
that js to be Circumciſed or Baptized, is mere trifling, and de luſory of 
the reader, who exp+Qs from his words, a proot that Gods promiſe of 
righteouſneſs and eternal life by Chriſt ( which i» and nothing elſe the 
Covenant of grace) is made to every infant clild of a believer, 2. If 
this were Mr. Ms, meaning, Iſpmact and Eſas did not diſcovenant 
themſelves, for they did uncircumciſe themſelves, but ſhewedtha: they 
regarded not the bleſſing of Iſaac. 

Bur faith Mr, 1. I have no doubt but that all indifferent Res. 
*© ders well enough underſtand what I meant, by beirg taken into ibe 
Covenant of grace, even ſuch a taking in as when (he Gentiles were 
taken in, inſtead of the Jews who were broken off, hey were under the 
* outward adminiſtration, vifiblc profefſours, had an externa! calling, 
* which is Gods ad though s common one. 

To uh ch I reply, . It they were taken into the Covenant of grace 

. as the ingraff-d Gentiles, they were ele& derbe believers, it Eſas 

and Iſhmael fell from that ſtate of the Covenant of grace nian = 
Raſie is afſertcd. 2. Neither the ourward adrijniftration of Circumci 


10 -ſhmael and Eſuu, nor their viſible profeſſion (whatever it meme) was 
s 


CC eo So SA=V 6 


„ 1 2 


* 


(703) 

Gods ad (which Mr. At. denies not taking into the Covenant of grace 
to be) chei eſo e by neither of theſe can they with ſenſe be ſaid to be 
tuben really into the Covenant of grace, 3. Whatexternal call which 
ou ld be Gods act diſtinct fron the outward adwiniftration and viſible 
protefſion mentioned, from which h/ and N/a fell, I under ſtand 
nor, 4, What ever external calling it be which he means and terms Gods 
10, though a common one, ſure I am Mr. Af hath nor } ewed nor can ſhew 
that it is a real taking into the Covenant of grace, which I ſaid truly,nor 
bath Mr, 24, diſproved or gain-faid ir, is Gods act, either of election 
or promiſe, or ſome ac exccuting either of theſc, and the objection Mill 
ſtands good, perſons were ts bee circumciſed who were in the Covenant 
of race, Iſhmael was appointed to be citcuniciſed, though it were decla- 
red Gods Covenant did not belong to lim, and cherefore tlic reaſon of 
Circumci'ing perſons was not the Covenant ot grace, but onely tb e will 
and command of God to have it ſo. 
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SECT, LXXXIV. 


The ela ge xen of our jriviledges, proves not Infant Baptiſm as Mr. M. 
ia bs 5ch, conclu on, would bave it. 


MX. Ms. 5th, Conclaſſan was, © The priviledges of Believers under 

this laſt and beſt adminiſtration of. che Covenant of g acc are 
*many wayes inlatged, made more honourable and comfortable then 
lerer they were in the time of the Jews adminiſtration, For examining 
of which I ſet down ſomething about priviledges, which Mr, &. grants, 
and faith, what's all this to the purpoſe ? T reply, l told him ir was to unco- 
— be ambiguity of his ſpeeches, in which all che ſtrength o his conc u- 
on lay, 

To what I ſaid, that if he meant his coneluGon of priyiledges7of the 
ſubſtance of the Covenant ot grace, it is to be denied: Mt. M. confeſſed 
— the ſame both to Jews and Gentiles; but in teſpe t ot the admi- 
niſtratiun I granted it, kee anſwers, 1. if thy were granted it hurts not 
lin, it f ſufficien: if the adminifirition be now more comſortable to Belle. 
vers and ther children. To which 1 renly, that this grant encrvates the 
argument to which this conclufion' trends, For if the priviledges of the 
Covenant of grace belonging to the ſubſtance of it be not enlarged, but 
the ſame in ſubſtance to Jewsand Gemiles, then no priviledges of the 
Covenant of grace are enlarged; for all the priviledges of the Cove- 
nane of grace belong to the ſubſtance of it and to trus believers or ele 
ene'y, the vifible memberſhip and initial ſeal contended for, were no 
Priv:ledges of he Covenant of grace, nor ſuch az all believers could 
claim for their children, they were perſonal privil to the Church 
of the Jews, and belonging to that admimſtratios ( as Mr. Ms phraſe is) 
or as T would ſpeak to chat peculiar national Church ſtate which God 
rouchſaſed that people, out of ſpecial ends and reſpeR to that peop'e, of 

Kk kkk 2 whom 
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whom as concerning the fleſh Chriſt came,and conſequently by denyi 
thoſe priviledges we deny no priviledges of the Covenant of grace to be. 
lievers for their children, nor aſcribe leſs grace to them then the Jews 
had. And if the adminiſtration be now more comfortable to believers 
and their children, it being in that Circumciſion and the yoke of the 
Law are taken away, i: follows, it is more comfortable to us, that no ſuch 
thing as Circumciton was is put on our children, Mr, M. and Pædo. 
baptiſts do groſly miſtake, as if Circumcifon did belong to Jewes and 
their Children becauſe of their intereſt in the Covenant ut grace, which 
neicher is nor ever will be proved. 

ly. Saith Mr. M. If there be no more honourableneſt in thoſe priviledges, 
which belong to the ſabſlance of the Covenant, bow comes it to paß, that in 
your anſwers to thoſe ſeveral texts which | and others bring to prove the 
enlargement of priviledges under this laſt adminiitration,you interpret them 
of thoſe priviled;es which belong to the ſubſtance of the Covenant, or the 
ſpirit ual part of ut > 

Anſw. In thoſe anſwers I do nor ſo interpret thoſe texts of thoſe pri- | 
viledges which belong to che ſubſtance of the Covenant, or the ſpiriual 
part of it as more honourable then the priviledges belonging to the ſub, 
{tance of the Covenant of grace, or ſpiritual part of it now then to be- 
lievergafore Chriſt, but ſay that the promiſes of the new Covenant, 
which is the Cavenant of grace, are better then the promiſes of the Co- 
venant at Mount Sinal, which was the Covenant of works, 

_ » Tbird!y, ſaigh Mr M. Secing that under this laft adminiſiiation theſe 
priviledges are communicated not onely with more clearnefs, but in greater 
abundance, I wonder you ſhould ſay they are no more honourable and comfor- 
table now then they were ben, is not abundaiice of grace more bonowable 
and comfartable then a little grace ? 

Anſw. It is, but yer not priviledges e to the ſubſtance of 
the Covenant of grace, For this clearneſs and abundance comes not 
from the ſubſtance of the Covenant of grace, but to uſe his phraſe, 
from the adminiſtration, in reſpeR «i which Igranted they are many 
wayes enlarged and made more honourable, 

But chen ſaith Mr. M. This w:# ſerve our tun well enough ; for 
this was 4 priviledge belonging bo their adminiſtration, that their in- 
fants were under it as well as themſelves ; yeild that for oxrs aud the con. 
troverſic is ended. 

anſw. The yeilding that the priviledges of believers under the N. 
T. are enlarged, more 110nourable, and more comfortable, in reſpeR of 
the adminiſtration, will not ſerve Mr. Ms. turn, except it be yeilded of 
this particular, that the infanrs of Ch-iſtian believers are viſible Chri- 
ſian Chutchwembers, and to be entred by Baptiſm, as well as the He- 
brew infants of and into tut Chu ch of Iſrsel by Circumcifion, which 
would indęed end che eonttoverſie if yeilded, but was not ſo by me, who 
granted 4 of believers now more enlarged in reſpect of the 
adminiſtrsti n, becauſe the preaching of the Goſpe), which is chat 
whercby tue Covenant of grace is adminiſtred, is enlarged to Gen- 


tiles as well as Jewes, and more honoutable, hecaule 2 
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Chriſt himſelf, and more comtorcable becauſe in plain words without 
ſhadows, 

Mr, M. adds, © To have nothing in lieu of the adminiſtrations 
«then as they were ſhadowes of the ſubſtance, which is Chriſt, is 
« yery right; But to ſay, it is our priviledge to have nothing in lieu 
« of them as they were external Ordinances to apply Chrift, is to ſay, 
«jr is our priviledge to have no Ordinances to apply Chriſt to us, and 
« thereby ro make us Compleat in him, which were a woſt abſurd thieg 
© roaftirm, 

Anſw. Thoſe external Ordinances applied Chriſt to them no other 
wiſe then as ſhadows of the ſubſtance, which is Chriſt ; nor doth r. . 
in his ser mon, p. 10, 11. expreſs their adminiſtrations of che Covenant 
of grace orhe: wiſe then as ſigu es, ſigns, ty pes, and ſacraments of ſpiri- 
* ſo that if we have nothing in lieu of them as they were ſha- 
deus, but Chrift, we have nothing in lieu of them as external Ordinan- 
ces to apply Chriſt to us; nor did they make us compleat in C brit, nor is 
it abſurd ro affirm that no external Ordinances now do, 

But faith Mr, M. Circumciſion was indeed « part of that adminifir ati- 
m, aud obliged them to the ret of that manner of adminiſtration, as Bap- 
tin detb now to ours; but did it not alſo belong to the ſubRance > Anſw, 
No, was it not a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith, of Circumciſion of 
beart, &6. Anſw. Abrabams was, not every ones Circumciſion, Doth 
20: the ſeal belong to the thing ſealed ? the conveyance and ſeal annexed to 
it are no part of the purchaſed inheritance, but do they net belong to it ? 
Anſw, They do, but not as of the ſubſtance of the thing ſealed, or the 
inh-ritance purchaſed, or the Covenant whereby it is promiſed ; but as 
the ſign whereby the tururiry of it is confirmed, Now ſurely he ſhould 
uſe non ſenſe, who ſhould term the fign or ſeal che ſubſtance of the Co- 
venan; or Hing promiſed, being neither eſſential nor integral parts of 
them, but onely ad juncts, without which they may be or not be en- 
titelv. 

To my ſaying, That *cis ſo far from being a priviledge to our chil. 
den to have them baptized, ro have Baptiſm ſucceed in the ſtead ct, 
Circumciſion, char it is a benefit to want it, God not appointing it ; 
* Tanſwer (aich Mr. M.) then belike our priviledges of the Covenant 
*of yrace arc ſu far from being enlarged by enjoying the Sacrament of 

gra g enarpee by enjoying — 

* Bap:iſm, bat it had been a priviledge ro have wauted Baptiſm if Gd. 
had 10x appointed it; and by as g od a rcaſon at leaſt you n ight 
© have (aid, that Circumcifion was ſo lar from being # privilegde to the. 
© Jew. ad their children, that it had been 4 benefit for them to have 
*wanred jr, if God had not commanded it: Sure that is a ſtrange ki 4 
© of pri-iledge, of which I may truly ſay, chat it had been a gleatet be- 
to them who have it, to have wanted it, it the Donar bad not com- 
© manded ir. 

Anſw. Mr, M. by clipping my words hath miſreprefented my ſpeceh;, 
he hach left out, that Circumcifion was a priviledge belonging nor to 
the ſubſtance of the Covenant, but to the admin iſttation which then was; 
a priviledgero the Jews ia com paxiſon of the heathens, but 2 bur then in 

| compariſop 
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compariſen of us, which was in that it ſignified Chriſt to come, the ob. 
ligation of the law , for which reaſons I judged it a great priviledge to 
us and our children, that they have neither it, nor any other thing in the 
place and u e of it, bat Chriſt maniteſted in the fleſh, becauſe if we had 
any thing in the uſe of it, Chriſt muſt be cxpeQed to come inthe fleſh, 
and Zeſxs denied io be the Chriſt and we debtors to keep the whole lay, 
And then I determined ab{olucely, that the want of infant Baptiſm is 
no loſs to us and ourchildren ; not a leſs in reſpeR of duty, Cod ha. 
ving not appointed it; nor of priviledge, God making no pr. miſe of 

race to be confirmed by ĩt to the intants of belic vers; which laſt words 
— lett out by Mr, M. the reaſon of my words is omitted, and my 
ſpecch mi'reprefented ; but thus ſer down Mr. Ms, exceptions appear 
but cavils, For he ſuppoſeth our pri vi edges of the Covenant of gract 
are enlarged by enjoying the Sacrament of Baptiſm ;, bur I know not any 
priviledges of the Covenant ef grace, but effectual calling, juſtibeatj- 
on, adoption, ſanRification, glorisea ion; and if there be any other 
rermed ſaying graces, or which accompany ſalvation, and to ſay theſe 
areenlarged by enjoying the Sacrament of Bapriſn, eſpcczally'when 
adminiſtted to infants, is as much as to ſay it confers grace ex opere opera. 
to. And I grant for us to have wanted Baptiſm bad been a pr iviledge, 
God not appointing it, nor promifing any thing upon the uſe of it, nor 
declaring his acceptance of it, which is the caſe of infant Bapriſm, Sure 
I know none but would tbink it a burthen to be baptized, or be coveted 
with water, though but for a moment, were it not God commanded it, 
and accepted of it as a ſervice to him, And the like is true of Circum- 
ciſion, the want of which, being ſo painfull, was a benefir, but for the 
command and promiſe of God fignified by it. Such actions as are no 
way priviledges, but fins, without Gods precept and promiſe, it is bet - 
ter to want them then heve them, or act them; ſuch js infant Baptiſm; 
and if it be in the place and uſe of Circumeiſion, it is a heavy burthen, 
no benefit now, but a yoke of bondage. 

I ſaid Mr. A. was to prove either that Circumciſion did belong to 
the ſubſtance of the Covenant of grace, and he anſwers, That Circunci. 
fron, though a pa/t of their adminiſtration, did yet belong to the ſubſtance ; 
not as 4 part of it, but as a means of applying it: Which ſpeech how fri- 
volous it is, is ſhewed before, ſef.:5. p.165,166, and in this ſefion, 
Or that the want of Circumciſion, or ſome Ordinance in the place 
and uſe of it, is a loſs cf priviledge of the Covenant of grace to us and 
bur children. 

To this he faith, And I have alſo proved, that though it be a pri- 
© viledge io have nothing ſucceed Circumciſion, as it bound to that 
„manner of adminiſtration, yer it is a priviledge to have ſomewhat 
* ſucceed it as @ ſeal of the Covenant, in as much as a Covenant with 
© a ſeal is a greater benefit then a Covenant without a ſeal. 

Anſw. 1. It it be a priviledge to have nothing ſucceed Circumciſion 
ac ir bound to that manner of adminiſtration, then it is a priviledge to 
have nothing ſueceed it in its uſe, which confirms my before (peech car- 
ped at by M.M,2.How yin the talk of Pædobꝛptiſts is about Sacraments 
being 
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being ſeals of the Covenant of grace, is ſhewed before ſef.z1r, 3. A 
Covcnant with a ſeal is a greater benefit then a Covenant vnhout a ſeal 
when there Is more aſſu ance and better eſtate thereby procured, but if 
u good allurance and eſtate be by a Covenant without a ſeal, it is n 

eater bene ſit to have a ſcal, then to have a Covenant wichout ir, 
4. Therc is 2 ſeal of the Covenant of grace, which ſucceeds Circumci. 
goa as the ſubſtance the ſhadow, and that is Chriſts Cirumc fion, Col 2. 
11, and his bioudſhedding, Ma#.26,28, Heb 9. 1 5. Cc. beſides the lea 
of Gods ſpirit. 

But fai.h Mir, M. the thing I was to prove was that our priviledges ae 
enlarged, not extenvated ; which om artly, in that we bave free. 
dome in what was burdenſome to them in their manner of ad miniftr ae: 
hie he meant of Circumcifion by his alledging 4#.15.16. and there- 
by i: is manifeſt that it is falſe which he ſajd before, that Circamcifcon 
did belong ts the ſubſlance of the Covenant as 4 means of applying it. For 
that ſpeech d th imply, that the Covenant of grace cou'd not ve applis 
ed without Circumciſion, tor that which is of the ſubſtance uf a thing, 
what way it is of the ſubſtance of it, i» neceflary to the being of that of 
which it is of the ſubſtance, otherwiſe it were a common a cident, not 
of the lubſtance of it: But without Circumcifion the Covenant of 
grace might be applied, yea, according to Mr, M. it is and may be better 
applied, tor otherwile our priviledges were nor enlaiged in being trecd 
hom it. 

Partly, ſaith Mr, M. becauſe our Covenant is eflabl ſbed upon better 
promiſes, Heb. 9. 6. T. this 1 anſwered, the Covenant which had not ſo 

promiſes was the Covenant at Mount Sinai, v. 9. which was not 
the Covenant of grace ( for hen it ſhould ha ve the beſt promiſes, there 
being no bettet promi'es then are in the . ovenant of grace, nor could it 
be brot en as that was, nor occaſion finding foult as that did; ) but it 

muſt needs be the Covenant of works as the Scripture doth plainly d:- 

liver, Rom. 10, . Gal, 3. 10, 12, & 4, 24, Heb. 12. 10 Ce. and for 

this { alledged ſome of Mr, As own wol dt in his Sem, p. o. That 
the Law was added not as a part of Abraham, Covenant, that in that gi. 
ving the Law there was ſomething of the Covenant of works made with. 

Adam in Pa adiſe. 

To this Mr. M. returns an anſwer, bemoaning me as running inte a 

needlefi and erroneous digreſſion ; that be ſaid indeed in bis ſermon, that 

the moral Law w Added 430 years after the Covenimt was made with 

Abraham, vet 4s 4 part of that .oTenani, but ata Schootmaſter ts whip 

them to Cbrift ; that bey finding tbe 1mpoſſitility of keering the Law, 

might more earnefily long aficr Chriſt, cab, in theſe ſhadows of rites: 
and ſacrifices, &. But to ſay tha: th's Covenant mentioned Heb. 8. was 
the Covenant of works, is a moſt erroneous dofirine ; look into the Text, 
and you ſhall find that the Covenant which un there mentioned (w ch God 
finds fault with, and calls the firſt Covenant, in oppo/ition to thus better Co- 
venam) had O dinances of Divine wer ſhip, bad a Santtuary b Taber nacle, 

Prieſts and High Prieſts, ef, ae otber rites belonging to the admi- 

niftration of it. Sir, wa. (15 the Coumant of works 1 bepe you will not 

amn ii in y our next. | Anſm. 
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Axſw, It is, and I do ſtill own it in the 43d,ſefion of this — of my 
Review, and do requite Mr, Ms, pitty of me with the line bemoaning 
his ignorance, and, if I miſtake nor, the Afemplies errour about this 
in their Conſeſkon of ſaith, ch. 7. art. 5. I have looked into the Texts, 
and I find Mr. AH. miſtaken in the meaning of Gal. 3,24. perhaps fol. 
lowing che unneceflary ſupplement in our laſt Engliſh tranflation, where 
is added [ to bring us ] which the Text hath not, but onely the law way 
our boy leader unto Chrift, that is until Chrift, as v.23, 5. ſhew, and 
the meaning is plain, that the Apoſtle compares the Law to a teacher, 
or gui de, or overſeeer of a child in his minority to Which the Iſraclites 
were confined, not in reſpedt of its ſeverity as Mr. M. makes it, to whip 
them 10 Chriſt, but as a teacher directiag them though imperte&ly by 
figures and type: untill Chriſt, and faith in him were revealed. In like 
manner he miſtakes when he ſaith, God finds faalt with the firſt Cove. 
nant, the words being For complaining of them, Heb 8 8. not complain: 
ing or finding faul: with it: and when it is tranſlated v.7, if the foft 
Covenant bad been faultleſt, it is not jntimared as if it were faulty, but 
they were faulty, as wer/, 8. ſhews, and the Covenant is termed zen 
914+47|G©- not from the fault of ir, but of them, which occafionedcom. 
plaiats of them, and therefore it were better tranſlaced without complaint 
or plaintleft, then faultleff, As for what Mr. M. alledgeth from Heb, 
9.1, it no more proves that the Covenant at Mount Sinai was the Co- 
venant of Goſpel grace, and not of works, then becauſe the tree of life 
was a ſymbole, type, or ſhadow of Chriſt, or cur bleſſed eſtate in him, 
therefore the Covenant made with Adam in Paradiſe before hisfall, 
was not a Covenant of works, but of Goſpel grace; or Noabs Arkty- 
pified Baptiſm, therefore the Covenant with Noah, Gen.g, was a Cove- 
nant of Eyangelical grace, The Covenant of grace and of works are 
denominated from the promiſe and condition, nor from God; intent in 
ſome things commanded, When our Lord Chriſt, Mar. 10. 19. told 
the young man of entring into life, he propounded the Covenant oſ 
works, yet he had another end therein, to wir, to try and diſcover bim. 
Though the commands about the Sacrifices, High Prieſt, &c. wereto 
typyſie Chriſt, yet the Law as it was propounded Covenant wiſe is ma- 
niteſtly declared to be the Covenant ot werks, Rom. 10. 5. Gal. 3. 10, 11. 
yea, Mr, Ms. own words prove it. For 1, where he cites the addition of 
the Law, Gal.3.17, the Law is not reſtrained to the moral Law, but 
contains all the commands of the Sacrifices, &. as well as the moral 
Law, which were added becauſe of traaſgreſſions, not one ly to reſtrain 
them, bur alſo for the ex piating of ſome aſter ces againſt the Law, ſo a5 
to obtain a partial temporary forgiveneſs by them, as is manifeſt from 
Levit,4.&c, Now the whole Law as delivered 430 years attet the 
Covenant with Abrabam, is contradiſtinct to the Covenant confirved 
before in Chriſt, or the promiſes ; therefore as it was a Covenant, E x0d, 
19.5,8 ir was a Covenant of works, 2, If it were not a part of the 
Covenant with 4{brabaw, it was not the Covenant of grace, for ſuch 
was -brabams Covenant; but according to Mr, M. the Law was 20 
part of thit Covenant, Ergo. 3. That which was a Schoolmaſter to 
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whip, was not the Covenant of grace, for the Covenant of grace doch 
not certifie or whip, but ſuck is the Law according to Mr, M. Ergo, 
4, That wich was impollible to bee kep:, was not the Covenant of 
grace, for that is neve: broken, but ſuch was the Law or Covenant at 
Mount $:naz according to Mr, M, Ergo, . It inthe givi g tlic Law 
there was ſomething of the Covenant of works made with _ in pa- 
radiſe, then it was a Covenant of works, this he muſt grant, unleſs he 
wil have a mixt Covenant, partly of grace and partly of works, which 
he opp ſe ib i vs anſwer to me about Abrabams Covenant; Bur ix the 
iving hat Law according to My. M there was ſomthing of the Covenant 
of workes made with ada a in aradiſe, Ergo, 6. That which God finds 
ul with s not the Covenant of grace, bur acc rding ro Mr. M. God 
finds fault withit Ergo, 7. That which is termed the firſt Covenant 
in oppoſition to this Covenant is not thy Coven nt of grace; Bur ſuck 
according to r. M is hat at Mount Sinai, Ergo, 8. The Covenant of 
grace is the bettet ©,ov<nant, Bur ſuch was not that at Mount Sinai, ac- 
cording to Mr, . Ergo. And truely I finde ſe many Proteſtane Di. 
vines terming the Covenant at Mount Sizai the Covenant of wot ks, Per- 
Kin 01 Gal. 4. 4. Pemble of Fuſt'fication ſect. 4. c. 1. Cotton in his way 
of Congregational Churches cleered p. 45, 47. however in ſome reſpec ct 
hee w.il have it to have ben a Covenant of grace, yet te the carnal 
ſeed ſaith, it was a Covenant of workes, ana proves it out of Paul; And 
aud, And ſo bave the chiefeſt German Druines as well as Piſcator and 
Polanus, t yen the Covenaut on mount Sinai tobeea covenant of works. 
See Piſcator Ezek. 16, obſervat, It in v. 60, and 62, and Polanus 
thidem, and Syne T. 1 6 c. 33. Piſc. obſerv, e v.. Heb. 8. Dicſon 
paraph. Gal 4. 21, 21, 23 24. Hebr 8. 6, 9. Becman Th Exercit. 5. 
p.67 De ſedere oper um aut legis legimus, Exod 19.5, Deut. 5.:. 1 Reg. 
8. 21. 7er,;1, 32, Heb 8. 3,9, 10. lo whom I add my Antagonifts 
Mr, Geree vindic vind.c p. 9. Mr. Baillee in his Anabaptiſm, pag. 14 
and might do many mite if it wete neceſſary. This is enough to 
ſhew my doRrine to have been unjuſtly rermed moſt erroneors by 
Mr. M. beting Pauls, Mr, Vs, and others named, and therefore riglit - 
ly owned by me. 

ro my words Exam p.10 ;. The next Scripture you thus expreſs, 7 be 
glory of theirs bad no g'ory in veſpect of gur, 21 or 3.15. But this paſſage 
1s plain! y mranr of th, Covenan- at © cu r na, which is called the 
letter, v.6 The winiſſ ation of death written and in raven in flones glo- 
T1045, that the chilu en of Iſrati cou d uot [irdfafly behold che face of Mo- 
ſes ſor te glory of bis countenance which glory was tobe done away, v. 7. 
The miniſtration of condemnaiimn, v. . whico I jupvoſe you do not un- 
dorſtand of che Covenant of grace, and therefore it is 1mpertinently al- 
led ed, Mr. M anſwers thus Sir, I wander at your conk'ence 
*in it: che Reader will cafil» diſcern that the whole ſcop* © that 
Chap er clearly holds tocth the preheminence of the Miniſt-ry 
ot the Goſcel above the Minif*y of Moſes his vailed Cetemo- 
*nie- : belike then wich you, meſes Ceremonies were ihe Covenant 
© of works, 
LI Anſw. 
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Anſw. 1 wonder that a man of ſuch note ſhould wonder at that of 
which the reaſon is given, and ſhould igke upon him to defend his own 
Sermon, and yet paſs by my reaſan again( his allegation without re- 
hearſal or anſwer to it, In form it ſtands thus, Iliat which was the 
letter which, killeth, written in Tables of ſtone oppoſite ie the N. 
Teſtament, and the ſpiric which giveth life, the miniſtration of death 
of condemnation by Moſes, was the Law or Covenant of wo ks, fas 
it is oncly the Covenant of works, not that of g ace how datkl 
ſoever delivered, of which theſe things can be ſaid, But ſach waz 
the Law or Covenant at Mount Sinai, E:gs, *lis true, it was 
the Apoſiles ſcape to hold forth the prebeminence of the Minifhy of 
the Goſpel, but not barely above the Miniſtry ot Moſes vailed Ce. 
re nonits, for the Apoſtle, prefers it bet re the Miniſtry of the Let- 
ter written and ingraven in ſtone, v. 3, 7, which was the moral Law, 
but above the Miniſtry of the whole Law, which compr«hending a'l the 
«{mmands Meſaical promulged Covenant-wile, and not ſingly Moſcs 
ceremonies, ate by me tet med the Covenant of works, and ot this I am 
ill confident, 

Mr, M. skips over his impertinent allegation of Gal, 4. 1, Ce. and 
grants 1 Pet. 2. 9. tbe ſpiritual gart to belong onely to the znviſible Church, 
of which he denies not the whole v. to be mean, but onely tel; me, the 
whole uation of the Jews wbs bad the bonouy to be termed holy, the children 
of God, Deut. 14. 1. to have the adopi20n, Rom, 9.4, were not inwardly 
boly, or effefually called; which I reazily grant, nor need | ptove ibat 
Ron. 5 4. Deut,14.1, were net priviledges which the viſible Church 
of the Jewes enjoyed, having not denied it, but do exyreflygrant of 
Rom. 9, 4. that it ſpeahs of peculiar priviledges of the Jews, and prove 
thence the Jewes had ſome priviledges above us, and th-t the want of 
ſome priviledges they had may bee recompenſed by ſome priviledges 
wee have, and thence gathered that is a feeble reaſon, from the Jew- 
iſh priviledge of infant Circumcilion, to prove infant Baptiſm; yet 
nothing that My, M brings, ſhews 1 Pet. 2. 9. to bee meant of any o- 
ther then the eleR, nor that believers priviledges of the Covenant of 
grace are enlarged, 

What he ſaith, chat the comfortable mauner of adminiſtration, and 
baptiſm are enlarged beyond Circumciſion, to ſemales, and all nations, 
is ganted; bur this groves not priviledges of the Covenanc of grace 
to be enlarged to each believer now, although there are more believers 
now. And for Gal 3. 28. the words [ there is neither male nor ſemale] 
arc not added tu ſhew Baptiſm to be adminiſtred to whom Cicumciſ- 
on was not, for hen [ neither bond nos free] ſhould be added for the 
ſame reaſon, which had ot been right, for bendmen were circumciſed 
formerly, as well as then bap:ized ; Bu to ſhew a general equality of 
all believers in Chriſt and therefore that paſſage is meant onely of true 
believers. 

Having ſhewed the impertinency of Mr, Ms, allegations for his 5th, 
conclufion, I an{wered the argument drawn thence for infant Baptiſm 
thus, 1, It is no good argument, God gave ſuch a priviledge 1 the 

ewes, 
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Jones, Ergo we muſt have ſach a priviledge tos, without Gods inſtitu. 
tion, bur arrogant preſumption to claim it. 2. That God gave many 

liar priviledges to the Jewes which we have nor, as that Abrabam 
was the facher of the Faithfull, Mary the Mother f CHRIST; 
no family out of which CHRIST came but 4brahamr; ho nati- 
on that God hath promiſed after many hundred years rejection to re. in- 
graff beſides the Jewes, , 
This Mr, A. endeavoured to prevent in his Sermon, by ſaying, 
Theſe were perſonal privileages belonging to ſome fartic nlar perſons, not 
the whole Churen of tbe Jewey, nor jrom the Covenint, but that to 
live inf:nts be/ong to bis Church, and i have the initial ſeal are, and if 
that we have it not for ours, the grace of God it firaitned as ts our poſte- 
nity, which be counts abſurd, 
Hereco many th.ngs ate replied by me, 1, That this was never a 
riviledge to believers, that their chilaren ſhio ld be in the C nent 
of grace, God never made ſuch a promi e to every true believer, that 
he would be God to every b. lieyer and his na utal teed, nor comman- 
d:d that wee ſhould repute the infants of believers to bee in the Cove. 
nant ofgrace, This hath been largely hand!ed in my review of Mr, 
Ati, ſecond concluſion, 2. That the prerended priciledge of a Belic. 
rer: infant childrens viſible Churchmemberſhip and title ro the initial 
ſeal was not from the Covenant of Goſpel grace, but from the peculi. 
ar dealing of God towards the nation of the Hebrews, out of peculiar 
reaſons concerning hat Churchſtate which that people were to have 
gn:ill C it iſt came, which is largely diſcuſſed in anfwer to Mr. Baxters 
ſecond main argument »eRion 30, &c. of this part of the Review. 3. I hat 
even then when it was a p iviledge to the 1 ople, yet title to 
the initia! ſeal was not common to all Believers chifdren, not to thoſe 
under . igh: daycs old, nor to females, nor to Proſclites of the gate, as 

v.g, to co nel ius and his children, 4, That priviledge there is to the 
Jeves, even o the Nation, and hat arifing from Gods Covenant of 
Go pel grace, that cheir poſtericy ſhall after ſome hundred years re- 

jection bec re- ingtaffed, and yet this not to any Gentile Believer, 

Prince, Preacher, or Martyr c — the ir olds. and ther. fore 

it is na abſu dit to ſay, that in ſome re ſpect the priv ledges of the Co- 

renant of grace, even of the ſubſtance of ir, were more large to ſome of 
the Hebi ew (ielievers, then ro the Genziles in re ſpect of poſtericy, 

5, Tnat the perſon+1 priviledges of Abrabam, Mary, &c. were more 

truely pertinent to the Covenant of grace, chougl: not common to 

all ſews, then intants viſible Chyrchmember ſhip and title to the initial 
ſeal. „ That priviledges are meer arbirrary things, and that no rea. 
fon why they are given to ſome and rot to others, is eedtull to be afs 
figned befides the donors will, 7. That there is ne more teaſon to ſay 

God grace is leſs now, bec:uſe infants are not vifible Churchmem- 

bers and bzprized;then it i: to ſay it i leſs beca.iſe Chriſt is nor deſcen- 

ded from the n, they are nor Fathers of che taichfyll, $ bat there were 
many priv ledges v ich the Jews hi which wo have h as choſe Rom. 


3.1,& 5.4. to have a Lemple, High. Prieſt on earth, &. 9. That the 
5 L111 z want 
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want of theſe is 'abundancly recompenſed by Chriſts comming wih. 
out any particular thing of the ſame kinde in the flead of them, 
and therefore the want of Churchmemberthip and initial ſeal, may in 
like manner bee ſaid to bee recompenſed by his comming. 10. 
That the priviledge the children of Levi had, that their poſterity ſhould 
i1herir the Prieſthood, be maintained by the offe ings of the people, 
be exempt from many burthens, is not now to Miniſters child en, nor 
any thing inſtead of it, and yet there is as much reaſon from the Coye. 
nant of Levi why Miniſters children ſhould have thi priviledge, or 
ſomewhat inſtcad of jt as from the Covenant of /brabam, that our 
children ſhould have Baptiſm in ſtead of Circumciſion, 11, That 
young children weteto ca: the Paſſeover, and yet children of three or 
four years old are not admitted to the Lords Supper ; and conſequent. 
ly after the rate of Mr, Xs. rcaſoning, the grace of God it ſttaitned 
to Us alpen of our poſterity, 12. Thar the grace of God js not de. 
nied By not baptizing infants, for chat would infer that it did giye 
grace, 13. That by denying infants vilible Churenmember ſhip and 
Baptiſm, wee do not put them out of the Covenant of grace, or 
Chnich of God, 14, That Baptiſm is a duty rather then a priyi- 
viledge 15. That the uſe of it is rather for us to ſeal to God by jr, 
that is, to teſtific the repencance and faith of the baprized, then for 
God to us, as aſſuring by it the promiſe of — — grace, 16. That 
by baptizing an intant the parent is not aſſured that the child is in the 
Covonant ot grace. 17, That threugh the want of infants viſible 
Churchmemberſhip, ſuch as the Jews children had, wee have no loſs 
of priviledge , but rather benefit, it being a ſtate of imperfeRj. 
on. 18. That the want of the initial ſeal which che Jewes had js a 
benefi: it having a burthen annexed to it. 19, I hat children have no leſs 
of che grace of God by their want of Chriſtian viſible Churmenber. 
ſhip and Baptiſm then the Jewes infants had, 20. Thar parents haye 
as much cauſe of comfort concerning their children without theſe as 
they have by them, 

Mr A. p. 191, ſpeaks thus; I think indeed it would take with xo 
ſober Cbriftian thus to argue : The ewes had it, therefore we n uſt bav e 
it. But Sir to argnethus, God gave ſich a priviledge to the whole Chur®b 
of the /ewes, that their infants ſhonld be reputed to belong to bis church, 
and have be initial ſeal. Therefore if hee have not granted ts Chriſtians 
that their infants ſhall alſo bee reputed to belong to his Church, aud 
part ate of the in tial ſeal; then bis grace to Believers under the N. T. 
1 Rraitned as to their poſterity, This 'rgument appears ſo clear to me, that 
I mutt confeſs my ſelf one of thoſe du oncs, who know not bow to deny the 
Conſequence. 

Anſw, Mr, M. bath ill recited my frame of the argument, which he 
re jects, by leaving out the chiet words [ without an inſtitut on]. Yet 
hi new frame mends nt the matter, but indeed is in effect all one 
with that which be ſaich would cake with no ſober Chriſtian Fot [ the 
Je wes] and [the whole Chur hf rc Jewes ] are the ſawe, and had 
x ] and I muſt ha ve ic ] expreſſed but the ſame which Mr, &. = - 
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more words: Nor doth he put in any thing of Gods will or inſtitution 
to have it ſo, and therefore there is no more reaſon why his new frame 
hould take with any ſober Chriſtian, then the former, Yer I ſhall view 
ta; it is And 1. I deny the antecedent, God did z0t give the priviledge 
to the whole Ch.:rcb of the Jews, that their infams ſhould bave the initial 
ſeal, meaning it of all, 2, I deny the conſequence, if by | grace ] he 
mean Goſpel — though infants of Chriſtians be not reputed to be- 
lopg to the vifible Church, nor are baptized, yet the grace of the Goſ- 
pel, that is, reniilʒion of fin, ſancificatien, adoption, glorification 

( which is that the Scripture makes Goſpel grace) is not ſtraitned to 
Chriſtians as to their poſterity, And the reaſons of this denial are ſo 

lain to me, that I ſee no clearne(s in it, but ſhould rake my felt dull if 

ſhould not diſcern its weakneſs, For the infant viſible churchmem- 
derfhip being by reaſon of the p:culjar national churchſtate of the 

Jews, and circumciſion of infants by reaſon of that which was proger 
to the Hebrew people, or policy, into which proſelytes were admitted, 
nat from the Covenant of grace common to all believers in all ages, it 
js ene to perceive that notwithſtanding the altering of theſe (which 
God nach done,) the grace of God is as much now to our children as 
to theirs, : 

And here I think meet to anſwer Mr, Geree's argument as he frames 
it, vindic ® edobapt.pag.z8.1 do grant the ſequel of rhe major, If children 
1 Cbriftzan ; aient; be excluded the Covenant, then are the priviledges of 
IveN, T. more reſlrained ; But that we exclude them from th. Covenant 
of grace is falſe, we onely deny the fictitious Covenant ot Pxdobapriſts, 
that God hach promiſed to be the God of believers and their ſeed; nor 
i it any ha ſh divinity,or derogatory from the incarnation of Chrift,co ſay, 
the Jews converte:\, whoſe lntants bad the birth priviledge of member- 
ſhip in the Jewiſh Churen by natural generation, have not the privi- 
ledge of memberſhip in the Chriſtian, which is by ſpiritual rege neraii- 
on. Nor doth the rerm [ natural brancbes, Rom. 11. 21,4. ] ever agree 
to Gentiles ingrafted, but that they are ſtill branches of the wild Olive 
by nature, nor any of them in the true Olive without faith or election. 

Nor doth ur Geree ſhew how he that den es beptiſm to inſan's denies 
the grace nd mercy o. God to us, if the grace of God be nut tied to the Sa- 
craments, Ner doth he ſhew that the priviledges of believers young 
Chi-dren of 4, 5, or 6 year« old are not as much ſtraitzed it they who 
wereadmiticd to the Paſſeover are not admitted tothe Lords upper. 
For -hough the recertion into the Covenant and Church were ſ"fficzently 
done in Baptiſm ; vet they ſhould not have the privil-dge cf growth and 
nutrition, which the je young children had by the Paſſcover, it Px» 
dobaprifts doctrine of the Paſleover, and Lords Suppet be right. But 
I return t ir AM. 

Mr. M. tels me, That though I ſay my inflances of Abrahams, the Fir- 
giz Mars 1 and Jews privileoges not being now to us do preſt bus conclu on; 
Je: that I [þt41x no word ts Vindicate them from bu anſwer, and t berefore 
— by thu time fee that now ſome perſonal privileages. which 
4 


ew ef the Jews had, may be denied us, yet it makes nothing againſt bis 
BH argument 
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argument ;but if the common priviledges which every one of them had wy, 
denied us, our priviledges were ſtrained, . 

Anſw. Mr, A. doth not rightly ſay 1 Patte not a word to vindicate 

inſtances from bis anſwer, For befides all or moſt of coſe twenty thingy 
either in my Exercit. ſect. 3. or in my Ea amen, par. 3 ſedt 3,40, 11.12 
and elſewhere, which do ener vate his anſwer, I did dire ij reply that 
neither was his priviledge of the initial ſeal to infa is any other then per. 
ſonal, not a branch of the Covenant of grate common ts all in Covenant, for 
which by vertue of the Covenant they m. ghi rel ) #704 Gand tor this 1 al. 
ledged tne faichtull before Abrabam, Melchizedeh and Lot in his time, Job 
and Cornelius ater his time; and therefore if the want ot privileges 
petſonal, as he terms them, doth not ſhew a ſtraituing uf Gods grace to 
us now, neither doth the want of intant vifible Churchnicmbe! thip and 
Bapuſm now ſhew it. 

That of Melchizedek, Los, and Job, Mr. M. ſaith, bath been often ax. 
ſwered, but he hath no where ſhewed, that they were not in the Cove. 
nane of grace, or that by vertue of the Cov.nant they and their infants 
had right to the initial ſeal. And as fur Cornelzys, 1 never intended to 
prove, that be was a menber of the chureb of the Fews, nor that the pri. 
viledges and churchmemberſhip of theſe proſelyte, of the gate were as hoxou- 
rable as thoſe of the proſelytes of the covenant, but that though he were in 
the Covenant of grace, yet he had not he priviledge of churchmember. 
ſhip in the Church of the Jews, nor citcumciton; and therefore theſe 
priviledges, whate et they were, were not branches of the Covenant of 
grace common 1 all in Covenant for which by veriue of the Covenant they 
might rely on God, as Mr, M. «ferred. 

ſo what I (aid, to be Father of the faithſull, Mother of Chriſt, the pri. 

viledges Rom 9. 4. & 3.2, do as much belong to the Covenant of grace 
as Circumcifion, Mr, M. anſwers nothing. Upon the worcs by me uſed, 
that the praſe Kom.t1.21,24. do ſeem to me to import, that the Jews 
bad this priviledge to have their children reckoned in the ourward admi. 
niſtration, as branches of the Olive by their birth, which the Gentiles 
have not, (which ſpeech | hav: altered in the fiſt pair of this Review, 
p. 64.93.) Mr, M. asks, But if we Geniles have it not, then are not we, 
I pray you, ſtraigbi ned in that particular? Anlw, Yea, And 1 demand 
Fartber, when we are g/affcd in and ſo naturalized with then, do we not 
partake of all the fatneſit or prev1ledges of tbe Olive with them > what Scrhy- 
ture ever dined ut > Aunſw, That we by i gtaffing ate made natural 
branches, is denied it is granted, we are partaiers of all the farneſs and 
pririledges of the Olive, co wir, ſpiritua! graces, but not of the privi- 
icdges which the naw al branches had by birth, 

Mr, AM. adds, I demand yer further, did the many ten thouſands of 
Jews who were bap ized in the Apoſtles days, by their comming un» 
det this beſt adminiſtration of the Cyenantr, and thereby kept their 
former growing in the Olive with advantage; did they thereby de- 
#16 their children ot that which you ſay was their natural privi- 
edge? If you hin ſo, produce vour (evidence ta prove it; it they were 
* nor, then it ſeems the Jews who believed in Chriſt, and kept their Ka- 
tion 
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fon, had a greater piiviledge for their ehildren then the Gentiles, who 
« orow to together wi.h them, have for their children, 

Anſw. The natural priviledge which I ſay the Jews bad, was, that 
their children were in the viſible Chu: ch Jewiſh, and their males to be 
circumciſed; this by their Baptiſm they were deprived of, it being then 
no privitedge, after Chriſt exhubited in the fleſh and preaches, io be in 
the viſible Church Jewiſh oppoſite to the Chriſtian, and to be circumci. 
ſed, Nor is it true, that the converted baptized Jews were in the Olive 
alore they be lic ved in Chriſt, or kept their Ration in the viſible Charci 
Jeniſh, but were caſt out, or that they ſhould have had greater ptiviled- 
es of the Covenant for their children, it they bad continued in the vis 
ible Church Jewiſh, and been to be circumciſed, then the Gentiles, 
whoſe children were not viſible Chriſtian vifible churchmembers,nor to 
be baptized,as is abundantly proved by me from Scrip.ure and atherwile 
inthe forepares of this Revi. 

To Mr, Ms, ſpeech, as if we expunged infants out of the Covenant, it 
waanſmered, that ic was a calumny , whereto he replies, But do not you 
monch, that the infants of the ems bad thu peculiar priviledge and birth» 
right-to be under the adminiſtration of the ( evenant, which ours have not > 
Anſw, I ſtill avouch it in the ſenſe the phraſe ſeems to be taken for being 
Jeni viſible churchmembers, and to be circumciſed ; but what he dds, 
which you hnow is the onely thing controveried bet wiæt us, is manifeſtly 
falſe, it being never ſo much as queſtioned by me. He adds, May ot I 
boldy ſay, that once the infants of all covenanters bad this priviledee ? 
Aaſy, No. May I not alſo exact of you to ſhew when and where this was 
lata away > Anſw, It kath been often ſhewed, infant · ma le circumct- 

hon in che Synod, Act. 1 5. 24, 18. infants churchmemberſhip Matth. 
24.19, were taken away, of which there is enough ſaid before, ſect. 30, 
oer. where infant viſible churchmemberſhip is proved to be altered, and 

let infants not expunged out of the Covenant of the Goſpel, as Mr. . 
luggeſts, On the contrary, Mr. Ms, conceit as if thedenying them vi- 
tble churchmember ſhip and baptiſm were putting them out of the © 0» 
renane of grace, I intimatedto come too near the Popiſh opinion, of the 
neceſſity of intants baptiſm to their ſalvation, which E cheughs worth an» - 
ſeering, ſitn it is all one in my conceitco ſay, that by deny ing baptiſm to 
tem we put them out of the Covenant, and to ſay we damn them, it be» 
ing certain none are ſaved but choſe whoare in the Covenant of grace. 

To that which he ſaith of our dofAlrine bringing diſcomfort ts parents, in 
that we leave their infants in the late of infidels, account them actual to 
belong to the vi ſible Kingdome of the Debil deny them the bene fit of the pro- 
wiſe I will be the God of thee and thy ſeed, acinowledge no more promiſe for 

tem, then for the children of Turks 1 anſwer, theſe are meer calunics 
lufficiemiy diſcoyered to be ſo, Exam, par. 2. ſect. 10. Apolog. ſef?.1 4. 
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SECT, LXXXV. 


Mr. Cobbers difates, Juſt. Vindic. par. 2. ch. 1. touching childyens bap. 
tiſmal right, arc examined and reſelied, 


M. Cobbet Juſt vindic. par. 2. ſect. t. ſets down this as his poſition 
That the int.zatory ſeal fokows the covenant ; but he roves it not þ 
And whereas to the vvjection agai”'|t ir, that from Adams time to Abra. 
hams, there was n initiatory ſeal to thoſe who were in Covenant; nor 
in ,/brabams time to Melchizedeh, Lot, Job; he anſwers, That ſuch ex. 
tr aordinary caſes and times are very imper t inentij urged by ſome to infringe 
the force of ordinary / ales and principles: I ſay, hi anſwer i. inſuit.ci.ne, 
For f. this enely js an an{wer where jt is proved that there is ſuch an 
ordinary rule and principle from which theſe caſes ſwerve : Fur no ſuch 
rule or principle can be ſhewed ot an initiatory ſeal belonging to per- 
ſons in Covenant, from which this ſhould be counted an exception; 
ther fore this is not an extraordinaty caſe, 2. Behdes,exiraordinary caſes 
mae a juſt exception from an ordinary rule tor ſome, by reaſon of ſome 
, peculiar accident not happening to others ; Bur to all in Covenant 
from dam to Abraham, there i Rot, nor can be ſhewed any ſuch pecu- 
liar accident which happened not to others, which was the eaſon of 
omitting an initiatory ical by rhoſe in Covenant: Ergo, it was not be. 
cauſe ot extraordinary caſes that it was omitted, but becauſe theie was 
no ſuch rule. 3. Extraordinary caſes are tew and rare, but the omiſli. 
on of an i ittory ſeal was conſtant, and univerſal by thoſe in Cove- 
nant until Ahrabams time, therefore it was not an extraordinary caſe, 
4. Extraordinary caſes and in es are but tor a little while: But this 
omiflion was for above 2000. years, which nie thinks Mr, C. ſhould nor 
ſo dote as to count an extraordinary time; ſure the ime whercin Cir. 
cumciſion was in foree was ſhorter, and it was in that time often omit. 
ted, and therefore we may by Mr, Cs, dictates as well ſay, the jnitia- 
tory ſcal was ex raordinary, and the ordinary rule was, that thoſe in 
Covenant were not to have an initiatory ſeal, ſpecially confidering that 
even in Abrahams time, and after, tt was omitted by Melcbigd:h, Lot, 
Fob. Nor is it of any weight to ſay that there was not a viſible political 
church then; For, x, no doubt in their families were viſible policical 
Churches as well as in 4b/abamr, 2, The jnitia-ory ſeale, as they cl 
it, might and was io be ro perſors without a viſible political Chuich 
as to the unuch Afs.8. to» Moſes children in Midian &c Nor is ic 
of any weight to ſay theſe Churches were not to continne ; For 1, that 
is not ſo certain ac co le talen for granted, 2 hs poſterity » ere 
not to continue | II the ( hurchof God, though they were to conrrmue 
longer then the poſterity of J band Lot, 3, Bur it his were © ſuffici- 
ent reaſon, why they ſhould nut have an ini is tty ſeal ſolemnly inſtitu- 
ted for them, becauſe they were not ſuceſl. vely to continue, then ſhould 
not 
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got the Churches which were not ſucceffively to continue (of which 
doubcle's there were many from whom the Candleſtick was quickly re- 
moved) have had baptiſm inſtituted for them. 4. By Mr. Cs, reaſ ning, 
his rule the anitiatoiy ſeal folowes the covenant muſt bee thus limited 
in ordinary times and caſes when and where thereu à viſible political c hui < 
which is ſucce ſi wely to continue, Which it it were granted him, yet it 
will never ſerve his turn to prove this univerſal propoſition, trom which 
Pzdobaprifts inter infant Baptiſm, AZ that are in the covenant are 10 
have the init iat ory ſeal or to be baptized, Bur neither is it erue in ordina- 
ry times, where here 18 2 viſible political Church ſuccefſively ro con- 
raue. For it is not true of thoſe in Ceycnant in 4brabams houſe, nei- 
ther the females, nor males of ſeven dayes old enely were to have the 
iniciarocy ſeal, though in Covenant, To that which is ſaid. that the fe-+ 
nales bad not a ſuper flow ſore. hin, beſides what hath been ſaid before to 
ile contrary , I ſay 1. this however infringeth Mr. Cz, tule, that iz ordi- 
119 times in viſible political Churches ſutceſſively ts continue, the ſcal ini- 
tiatory follows the covenant, for it doth not ſo in the female Hebrews, 
2, It Gods will had been as Mr. c. would have it, he could have appoint- 
ed an initiatory ſeal common to females with males. But what ſaich M. 
C. to ihe inſtance of the males of 7. days only to infringe his rule > 1 find 
nothing except this be an anſwer, in that caſe of the females as in ſome o- 
ther, that law of circumciſion bad ſomething peculiar in it, albeit it had o- 
tber things in common with that of Baptiſm, which I take to be a ſufficient 
proof againſt him, that the rule of Circumcifion is not a rule to us about 
Biptiſa;zand that his propoſition is not true, that in ordinary times and ca- 
ſezeſpeFing the political viſible church and its adminiftrations, ſuch little 
met a5 are of parents in ſuch viſible church. tate, they bave external right 
ao the in 0y11ed initiatory viſ ble ſeal, of which they are outwardly capable, 
ad ought no: to be demied tbe uſe and benefit of it. 

Th-re is alſo an objeRion againſt the ptinciple fore-mentioned, 4 
that are in covenant ave to have the initial ſeal.or as Mr.C ſpeaks, the ini- 
tiatory ſeal followes the Covenant, that if the connexion bee between 
ſal and Covenant, it is as we'l beſween the after ical as the initial, 
and fo they may as well plead for infants comming to the Lords Sup» 
per, as in Cypriaxs time, and as the young ones of the Jews did partake 
of the Pafſcover, To this Mr. C. ſaith, Male infants were not to appear at 
the Paſſe ver, iſ ſo,then they muſt appear at the Fe t Tabernacles & muſt 
cory boughes, from Deut. 16. 1, 17. compared with Levit. 23, 34,35, 
38, 39, 49. that though perſons have 2 covenant Yigh! in general, yet their 
jus in re c to be /uſpended «nd not elicited in caſe of incapacity, or of en- 
tream coldneſi of the countrey or fickneft &c. 

Anſw. 1. It in ants were not to appear at the Paſſeover, yet young chil- 
dren nat to be admitted to the Lords Supper were, nor doth the text tie 
them all to carry boughs who were to appear, 2. The object ion holds as 
much concerning the yong ones at Feruſalem, who were to eat the Paſſe- 
over, and by Mr. Ci. reaſons ſuch yong ones ſhould be at the Lords Sups 
per, as having Covenant intereſt and therefore jus ad rem, nor is 
there any ſuch incapacity or danger to them in cating che Lords 
M mm m m Sup⸗ 
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Supper to ſuſpend their jus in re, as is to be baptized in Greenland, or 
in extreme weakneſs and ſickneſs; and therefore y Mr. C8, reaſons 
they ought not to be denied the Lords Supper, 3. If inſants Covenant, 
right to the Lords Supper be ſu'pended becauſe ot their defect of under, 
ſtanding to examine themſelves, theit Covenant. righe to Baptiſm js a; 
juſtly ſuſp nded til they repent an. b-lieve,which are as much and more 
requited to Baptiſm as ſelt (xamination o the Lords Supper. Andif it 
be true then Mr. Cs, poſit ion is at right, that in ſan ought not tobe 
denied the uſe and benefit of Bartiſm. 4 lt it were in Cypreans time « 
corraptiou to give infant i the Lords ſupper ſo it was to bap'ize them, be, 
ing on the lame re.10n of no greater an iqui y. But le.'s v:cw what hee 
ſaith for the clearer haodling ct bis Theſes. 

SeR, 2. He ſait n, chat mixt commanits of God having ſome part tir. 
cumflantial and vaniſhing ſome part ſubſtantial nd abiding the lates is 
binding to us (ence Chrifts time, albeit the ſormer be wot , he jnftanceh 
in a th. day Sabbath; Bur neither he nor any other have yet proved any 
ſuch ſubſtantiil part abiding in che command of Circume ſion, and hoy 
little the inſtanc: given is to his put poſe, is thewed belore,$,77, 80, 81. 

That which M. C. ſaich ſeR. is granted, thai corſeq ent ial comman. 
de ments grounded on Scripture are Sci i ture commandement s, but that any 
comma dat a poſitive rite in the old Leſtament is a command to us 4: 
bout a pofitive richt of he new, or that in mere poſitive worſhip that 
ſhould not be excluded which is not expre"ed,is not granted; to the cin. 
trary ſomewhat is ſaid in the :d part of thi Review, S. 2,3,5, and elſe. 
where. I have often ſaid prove intant Baptiſm by ; ood conſequence, and 
I hall yeild. 

That federal ordinances, ſuch as are the ſeals, aye as well priviledges 
as precepts, which Mr. c. ſect, 4, aſſerts, when they are rightly admini- 
niſtred, i granted, bur it is denied that th: Pailcover, Bapizſm,tbe Lord 
Supper, are federal ordinances or ſeals of the Covenant of grace in Mr. 
Cs.ſenſe,who p. 3. cakes Carenumeiſion in the nature ofit to bee a ſeal of 
the 1ighteouſnefs of faitb; and in like manner thoſe « r'er which he cals ſe- 
deral 61dinarces, ſeals of the promiſe of the Covenant of grace, of the righte. 
ouſneſs of faith in their xature, There s not a word 4 5.2 8, by which 
it may appear that circumciſion of the child was rvechoned as the Farber! 
priviſedge. nor their own circuve ſion as their priviledpe. but o ly of 4+ 
braham nat God g:ve him the Covenant of circumciſion, whereby he was 
aflured of a ſon by Sarab, & ſo he begate Ifa1c and circumciſed him the th, 
day, vhich priviledg was peculiar to Ah abam, and to none other I know, 
excep! Zachary Fobn Bavi;fts father be ſaid o have the ſame — 
nor is Kom 3.1,2,2 4. any whit to M Cs purpoſe, to p ove that circumciſion 
i rec hon ed as the Father priviledge. For 1, it 1+ manifeſt that Rom, 3. 1. 
circumciſion is to be underſtood meconymically,as v. 30. for the circum» 
Ciſe-', fi:h it is not ſoid there was much profir by Circumciſion bur of 
c ircumciſion. as before, what advantage of the Few ? nor was the privi- 
ledg: v the commirtine the oracles of Gd to them, the priviledge of 
C ircumciuon in the abſtta or by circumciſion as the means by whic 
n was, but the priviledge of chat people who were circumciſed, 2. f it — 
os gran: 
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anted chat the priviledge were by Circumcifioh, yet that it was the 
achers priviledge by reaſon of the childs Circumcihon rather then his 

own, is à vain fancy. Net doth As 2. 38, 39. yeild any more to his 
rpoſe, but i» moſt g oſly abu ea by Mr. C. as is ſhewed before. 22, 
23 Nor are the pallages which bealledgeth p 132, our of my Exames, 
dſſonant to any paſſages beſore or any after, exc. pt hoſe words of m Ex» 
amen p. Which I alter in the fil ſt att of this Review, p. %. A. d 
to his any queſtions trom my werde. Ianſwer, that e hath ot pro- 
ved the Covenant uf grace, wherein God premi eth ta be a Go to them 
andtheirs, to b leng to every Jew, bur onely to Abrabam and his ſeed, 
that is, ſo tat as it is Evangeliacl on ly to his Iprutuil icea uheche t ot 
Jewes or (. nile, end therefore I deny it was © privik oge- » hich CVE» 
ry Jew d, to be 4604 to them and theirs ; and y«i grant that Dent. 29, 
14, with'0 &. Was 4 priviledge, and (0 | yee'd to have been wiiac Ged 
raiſed Fey 36, from the 17 to the end, and Dest. 14, 2, and that 
ſundry jnfanrs of the Jews briſe born w re it the Covenant of ſavi 
grace and horch-priviledges, and that it was a p ivilc qe to ih m, — 
thar the promiſes ot the Covenant of grace are privilea ges, and the ſame 
nos 19 b: licve's and 2s large and honourable as then, and that the pro» 
miſes to their ehildte menizoned Peat. 30.6, were of the ſubſtance oi the 
Covenant of grace, in reſpe of the thing promiſed, bur not in reſpect 
of the pet ſon; to wh, tor God dorh not promiſe to all bis ele& or 
tue believers, that which he promiſed then in that caſe to the !ſraclites 
for their ſe-d, and [ yeild that even baſe born children may bee in tſ e 
Covenant of ſaving grace, and yer theſe promiſes are not made #6 
church children, as Mr, C. peak) s ſuch, bur onely to the elect. Never. 
teleſs | grant the ſame promiſes now ts bee made to b:licvers, which 
were then ta wit, tig contacts and life erernal by aith yea that they are 
hrger now, no inte nſively in reſpec of tie thing promited.as if a grearer 
degree of righreouſncts and erei nal lite, were promiſed now then was 
then) hut exr-niively reſpect of the people io whom th. Gentiles 
now being cal cd, arde at mo e amply th n the J-ws, ner do ] ur any 
thing 1 ſ1v,exc'u e beli-vers children our of tie Covena t. Bur I ſtill 
fav, che Covenent of .,race was no made then univer Hy % Believer 
and his natural ſeed nor now, but onely to he e £4 of them, Yer this is 
not an ex lufivn te any in particular .rom the Covenant of grace, nor 
in incluſion but onely a ſuſpenſion of auy determin tie n of cither, who 
are (163+ 21d who not, being $44 by known to God Ard cheretore ro Mr, 

C1.q ed why ere belie eg children then excluded the Covenant? which 

inj rouflv infiunrcre a+ 1 |did exclude them, I., let bin anſwe it 

that dot“ fo, tn agh Lgram thirour privil-dges now are inle g. d, 

in ref vet t he ad nimſttetion of t e Covenant, in tha” the Grips 1 is 

preached + n e nating and m re clearly and coo fir med by the bloud 

o Chriſt ee then before MW Cs mig { which « my mean? gan 

that pe cht ie heim rf owe cha lc whe that ada ion of the 

C wen, N foal fu ci MY Cs ter my not min). f.167 to t heir 

(b1/4 ., „ irie « gf the ene thy (tbe provite ge and net 

ſtrand, 4 lcaft vet wwolly excladed us ht of aithe,tbeugh Mr C [ay noe 
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the ſame,but a like adminiſtration of the initiatory Covenant. ſeal toin.chyy. 
ebed believers children now, as Mr. C. in his gibberiſh ſpeaks, And 
though l ſay we have nothing in lieu of Circumcifion, bur Chriſt come 
in the fleſh ; yet I do not ſay, nor need I, that Bapriſm is no priviledge 
to believers now: but l deny it to be a pt iviledge in lieu of Circumei- 
ſion, and ſay that as Mr. C. grants it a priviledge to believers, that nom 
they have not that manner of nitiat ion by circumciſion, fo it is a privi. 
ledge ro them chat they have no manner of initiation in lieu of it. What 
he {aich he hath ſhew'd before from E. 37.25, 6, 27. is examin'd before 

Se&.5, Mr. c. ſaith, Baptiſm is « ſeat of the Covenant, no bare hadge of 
Chriſtianity as ſome have ſaid albeit the more judicious of our oppo te yeild 
this, that the Covenant of grace is ſaid properly to be ſealed in Baptiſm, 
and that Baptiſm ſnce Chriſts incarnation is the appointed ſeal of God to 
ſach as enter into covenant with him. 

Anſw. lt is true that I ſaid Exam p. 149. the Covenant of gtace is 
ſcaled properly in Baptiſm, bur Mr, C, might have taken notice, that x, 
I uſed not this phraſe as mine, bat as Vir. Ms. 2, That I did yeild this 
bur three lines before with this caution, Baptiſm ſeals the love of God 
in ſome ſenſe properly, 3. That not long after I ſay, that in exa&neſs 
of ſpeech it ſeals no grace properly, taking it for propriety of ſpeech, 
but improperly, becauſe metaphorically, as ſealing is taken for x uring, 
4. I ſay as properly, notes prop: iety of right, or cicle, or poſſeſſion, in 
oppoſition to anothers, or that which is alien, it ſeals as much the 
ſecond as the firſt grace, And indeed this is my meaning, that 
though in propricty of ſpeech Baptiſm may nor be ſaid to be the ſeal of 
the Covenant of grace prepetly, ſith it is but a metaphor or term tran. 
flated from another ching, and ſo Chews not what the thing is, but what 
in ſome reſpeR ir is like to: yet ic may bee thus termed the ſeal of the 
Covenant of grace properly, chat is, as the ſcal of a deed aſſutes the 
thing conveyedin it to him that kath propriety in it, ſo Baptiſm in that 
thereby we put on Chriſt, doth fignifie to the true Believer that he hath 
union and communion with him, and that he hath thereby a propriety of 
right to righteouſneſs and life by Chriſt, accot ding to the Covenant of 
grace. But this doth ne whit contradict what I have diſputed before 
jeR, 31. againſt Mr. Ms. and others doctrine, about Sacraments being 
ſeals of the Covenant of grace, Nor did [ uſe the words, that Baptiſm 
ſince Chriſts incarnation is the appointed ſeal of God ro ſuch as enter in- 
to Covenant with him, Exam. p.83, as mine own expreſſion, but as Mr, 
Ms, though I granted the thing meant by it. Yer had I ſo ſaid of my 
ſelf, it had not been for Mr.Cs. urn who will haveit a ſeal of Gods Co- 
venant to us, whereas thoſe words as 7 yeild them, rather import it to be 
our ſeal whereby we enter into Covenant with God, and engage to him, 
which is the moſt genuine uſe of Baptiſm,and in that reſpe& rightly ter- 
med a badge of Chriſtianity, But Mr,C,would prove it a ſeal of the Co- 
venant in another ſenſe, thus. 

And it appears ſo, ſaith he, 1. in that it agrees in the efſautials with 
etreumci ſion as an initiatory ſeal, col 2 11,12, which ſpeech is ambiguous, 
and yet in no ſenſe, I conceiyve, true. It is doub;full wherher he mean = 


Om a. ed was ah a» = 


W oy TY ww © 


(721) 
to be the init iatory ſeal is the eſſentials of Circumciſien,and of Baptiſm, 
put this ſenſe is falſe; For to be a ſeal is not efſential either to the one 
or the other, thecircumcifion of the Sicbemites was circumcifion, though 
irwere no (cal to them of the Covenant of Abrabam; and Simon Magus 
his baptiſm was baptiſm, though it were no ſeal to him of the Covenant 
of grace, much les is ic of the eſſence of either to bee initiatory, for it 
there were ot might be another initiatory ſeal ( as doubtleſs there might 
de i God had ſo appointed it)yer circumciſion and ba ptiſm had not been 
circumciſion and baptiſm, now what may be or not be without the cea- 
fing of the thing to be is but an accident to jr, not of the eſſence of it, 
Feades,co be the initiarory ſcal of the Covenant of grace, doth more tru» 
ly agree to the ſpirit of God, then to either of them, Or whether he mean, 
ar they agree in thoſe things which are the eſſentials of each, but tbat is 
more palpav'y falſe,for ĩt is efſential to Circumciſion that the fore-skin 
be cut off, but that is not eſſential ro Baptiſm, there may bee Baptiſm 
without it. Nor is there a word Cl. 2, 1 2. that either ex preſſeth this thing 
or yeilds any ground for proof of it, as is ſhewed before by me here $. 81. 

As vain is that which follows, whence baptized Gentiles are ſaid to be 
of the circumciſon, Phil. 3. and ems ſaid 10 be baptixed, 1 Cor. 12. For 
neither are entiles, Philip. 3.3. termed the cirtameiſon, becaule they 
were baptized, nor the Jews ſaid to be baptixed, 1 Cor. 12. 13. becauſe 
they were circumciſed, or becauſe of the agreement of theſe in the 
eſſentials, But the converted Gentiles, not all that were baptized; 
buc ogely choſe, who were true believers are termed the Circumciſion 
in oppotttion to the Judaizing Teachers termed befor v. 2, tbe concifion 
by a figure of ſpeech, rermed Euteliſm, or flighting them in that in 
which they gloried ; and they are termed the Circumcifon, becauſe they 
were truly circumciſed before God in hearr, and were his people, And 
the Jews 1 Cor. 12.13. are ſaid to be baptized no otherwiſe then the Gen-. 
tiles who believed, who were not circumcifed in the fleſh, and therefore 
could not be termed baptized becauſe circumciſed ; but Chriftian be lie- 
vers, whecher Jews or — bond or free, are all ſaid to be baptized, 

and to be made to drink, becauſe they were baptized wich water, and did 

partake of the Lords Jupper, as 1 Cor. 10.17. 

Mr. c. adds more of theſe toys. Hence firſt inflituted for a ſeal tothe 
tircumciſed ew; to ſhew it was in the eſſentials of ſea/mg Abrahams 
covenant to them, but the ſame with circumciſion in a manner ; onely as 
that ſealed it to t hem viſibly in Chrift, as to come this did it in like ſort in 
reference to Chrift as come; that was the ſeal of the righteouſneſt of Abra 
hams faith, or that whereon bis faith a#td to righteouſneſt of juſtification, 
Rom 4.11, even the promiſe of grace in Chriſt, Rom 10 6. with Deut 
39.14, Wherein :. he dictates, withou: any preterce of provt, that 
Baptiſm was firſt inſtituted to the Jews to ſhew that which he ſays; nor 
is there the leaſt intimation thereof in Seripture. 2, He ſeems to me 
to unſay by hi limitation ¶ in 4 manner |] what ke ſaid before, it was the 
fame in the eſſentials. For that which is the ſame in the effentials is al- 
together the ſame, and not in a manner. 3. It ie talſe ihat 0apriſm was 
ibe ſame in the eſſentials of ſealing Abrahams covenans te the Fews with 
f ci cumciſien 
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circumtiſon: For it was 46 much in the eſlentials of ſcaling Abraban! 
Covenant co the Jews (it | may uſc Mr. C. gibberiſh) chat Circumeiſion 
ſcaled che ptomiſe of che la d of Canaan, Gn 78, 9, 10, Sc, as that 
it ſealed Chriſt to come; but ſurely Baptiſm neyer ſealed the promiſe 
of the land o c4%aa7, 4 That which I find of toe ſeal of the righteouſ- 
xeſs of ſaith, Nom 4.11, is meant ot Abrabams perional Circunicifion) 
and ot no other, aud cherefure is ine p ly applied to prove ſam« nels ct 
ſcaling of others Circumcifi»o and Baptiſm, $5. | conceive it lomewhat 
incvuderately (ſaid, that Circumciſion was the ſeal of the 1tghteouſneſt of 
Abt ahanis ſaith, Which would imp y. chat it allurcd hat 4brabam taith 
was righteous, whereas the meaning is, that it allured that Abraham had 
righteouſacſs oy faith befure he was circumciſed, as v 10. he nad aller. 
ted. 6, [he other explication is worſe, ior it i timates 3» if the A, 
poſtle meant that the t igh edu neſs of fauh sſcribed to Abrabam is 0 
termed, a: that whe con his faith a Jed to right of juſti ficatun, et 
t he promiſe /g ace in briſt , Wwaereas the mcaulag is not wat it csled 
the : ighreoultncſs he was to obtain by acting fa th ina pomile, but that 
it was . ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith waich he had mary years bee 
ne was Circumciſed. 

Mr, C. goes on in the ſime vein of ditacing thus. Mence when Chrif 
k called be mini e of circamciſion, it 35 this e» plained by the end of the 
ſig u aaniaiſired, icil, to confirm the promiſes made unto the Fathers, Row; 
15 8 A -.8, Gen.17,1i, Which ſpeech eem to imiwate, as if 
Che iſt were termed the mixiſter of circu nc ſiou, as it he did miniſtc! Cit- 
c wmcition te tha: end, to confirm the promiſes ; Hut that is too abivrd tor 
ſuch a man to vent, ſith he miniſtred ucumciſion to none; audtie 
meaning is plain, cha he was the miniſter of circumciſion, t at is of the 
Circ unciied Jews am ing who he preached aud lived, s Peter is hid 
Gal 28 to have had the Apoftleſh: of the c:11um/tfion, that is of the cit. 
cum ifed Jews: Ad in this ſente Lexa, willet, Diodati the new A4"n, 
Dicſon, Piſcator, &c. expound it. Now this being premil- d, it is cahe 
to petc ive how i pet einm ly this ext, . ien menti ens not st all 
Bap ien, nur any uſe of Circumciſi nat all, but onely the end ot Chriſts 
muait-ry amg tH cu un ciſed is all:dgee,to prove that Bartiſm ag ea 
in the eſſ tial. with C1:cu i n as an initiatory ſeal Te les, if, 
7.8, Get 11.1 , aca. thr the purple, tucte be ing vo mention of 
Bapriſm, and tue v onely proving what is not deni 4, hat Ciccum ci on 
was the toten & Abrahams ovena'rt As liste is what u ich follows, 
Hence the promiſe rem ſed and ben \aptiſm annexed as the ſeal 4 f.. 38. 
Fur neituet is 2t P ved, the che p! 044.Mle t te is the fate wich AH. 
bams (*: venant, ans ho Th i'ully \ir C. miſta-es the mcanng nt ie 
is thewed bote, ſet 2213 nor a word ann Bapriſm as 2 al ans 
nex d ow the p omiſe, but an exhe stati in to CENngnm and be baptized in 
th- na ne Jeiu: Curiſt t. niſſt eme Gn „ ang lurance of th- gift 
of the Hl, Ghoſt, which arc a need eo 1epentouc as much as 00 
baptiſin 

What he add*, Hence that wiſhing arner'd to the word, Epbeſ. “. 17, 


26. But that ihe word there b che id of promile, mach leſs of _ 
ans 
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ban Covenant Gen. 17, or that it is mentioned as ſcaled by Baptiſm, 
or tna thetein it agrees with Circumciſion, is notproved, I be word is 
the Goſpel preached by which men are made believers, and then bapti- 
2cd, and ſo purified, as Act. 15. 9. Tit. 3. 1. Ad. o. 32. & 26.18. Job. 
1.15, & 17.17, c. Nor is it any more pertinent which follows, 

1. dich he, It 5 a baptizing in the name or covenant-fellowſhip of God 
the Father, Son, aud Spirit: be baving exalted bis word above all bis 
name, Pſal 138 : Wherein 1, he ſeems to expound baptizing, Mat ib. 
1819. into the name of the Father, Son, and Spirit, thus, into the Cove. 
nane-tell-wſhip ; which 15 [0 newhat ſtrange, there being neither there, 
nor elſewiere (where the like phraſe is uſed ) any mention of Covenant, 
or Covenant fellowſhip, and his arguing, God bath exalted bis word 
above all hu name, Pſal,138.2. Ergo, baptizing is in the name and 0- 
yenant-tellow (jp of God the Father, Son, and Spirit, is a baculo ad an 

am. 2, But were hs expoſition allowed, yer what this is tv prove 
that Baptiſm is a ſeal of che Covenant, Gen. 17. or any other Covenant, 
I am yet to divine, Is b ptizing all one with ſcaling ? is Covenant-tel. 
lowſhip all one with the Covenant? 

3. Saith he, 17's a ſeal of the remiſſion of ſins, and thereſore of the pro- 
miſciendering the / ime, bencejoyned, 4d. 2. 38, 39. At.z2z, But ne thet 
js the pro le there jay ned as a thing ſealed by haptiſm, but as a mo- 
tive to the duties of Repentante and Baptiſm; nor is the remillion of 
fias mentioned as ſealed by Baptiſm, but as a conſequent obtaiaed by 
R-pentance ind Baptiſm as condit9ns pre-required thereto; nor is a 
ſcal of remiſſion of fins al one with x fecal of rhe Covenant, 

4. Saith he, The n1ure of it ſheweth the ſame, it being a Goſpel Sacra 
ment , and that is a Viſible ſeal, and the ſeal is to the Covenant ; beice ca/- 
led by be name, 4.7.8. 1 Cor. 25, 

Anſw, t. The term Sac:amenr, as it is applied to the rites of Bap- 
tilima'"d the Lords Supper, is no Sci iptute term, nor any other anſwer- 
able to ir in that uſ ; ids a term, I ſaid rightly ia my P/ca for mi- 
pedobaptifls, ſe invented by the Latine Fathers meaning for thai 
uſe. Mr Craggs re; ly in his pamphlet, termed The arraignment and con« 
vi710n of Anaba tzſm, that it s uſed in the twelve tables, in Tully pro Mi. 
lone, (hews he bad a mind to cavil rather then to a+ ſrer fairly ; nor is 
the book rhroughuur any other then a fardle of miſtakings in Logick, 
and 'neaning of Scripture, and of cavils againſt my words, mix: with 
much Poetica lightn- (+, and ſc-fling. to which:there's no need | hould 
return any mote then the Archange's words, The Lord rebuke thee, 2. 
Nor is there any common nature + f v26raments that I know of deli. 
vered r int nared in Scriptute ei her that of the Schoolmen out of A. 

Vin chat they are vibe ſigns of inviſible grace; ar of the Proteſtants who 

arecerme ' Calzinfts, 1121 they are&feals of the Covenant of grate; And 

thercfore Mr, C ſhould firſt prove that to be of the nature of a Geſpel 

Sacramet, as the tetm 15 ulcd, afare he interred ſo much as he doch from 

it, 3 A ſeal it s irne, is tu a Covenant lometimes, ard ſometi es it 

1s to a ſeetce, wrir, lerrer, record of a thing done, and © t is taken Rem. 


4.41, Wnete Abraham, Ciicumcinon is noi ſaid to be a [cal of tue Cove» 
Dart 
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nant wherein ſomerhing further was promiſed, but of the righteoufneſt of 


ith which he had before attained, 4. Act. 7.8. the Covenant of grace 
is not called by the name of a Guſpel Sacrament, but the Covenant 
made with Abraham, Gen. 12. is onely termed the covenant of circumci. 
fon, becauſe it was ſigniſied by ir, which was no Goſpel, but à Law rite, 
The Cup in the Lords Supper, 1 cer. 11. 25. is rermed the New Teſt g+ 
went in Chriſt bloud, wherein there ſeems to be an bypalage andinver. 
fion by the words as they are in Matth. ch.26.28, Ma. 14 24, and b 
confidering that of the bread he ſpake thus, this is My bod), and therefore 
the words of the cup ſeem to be moſt fitly chus placed and expounded, 
this cup, that is the wine in it, is my bleud, that is lignifies my bloug, 
which is the bloud of the New Teſtament, that is by which the New fe- 
ſtament is dedicated as the old was by the bloud of calves and goats, 
Heb. 9. 18, 1, 20. Now herein is the notion rather of a Icftament then 
of a Covenant, and what is ſaid is ſaid of the cup onely in the Lords 
Supper, nor of Baptiſm: Nor is it named the Covenant, but the bloud 
of the New Teftament, or the New Teſtament in Chrifts bloud , nor is the 
term ſeal there uſed, and thereſore there is not a word to prove Bap- 
tiſm to be in its nature a ſeal of the Covenant ot grace, in this or any 
other of the Texts Mr, C. alledgeth, 34 

I paſs over that which he ſalth, ſecondly — 5 ij an initiatom ſeal, 
as agreeing with him in the poſition, that Baptiſo is that which in to be 
firſt afore the Lords Supper, though his phraſes be miſliked, 1 zgree 
with him alſo, that Baptiſm being once adminifired, needs never be ra- 
newed, if done according to Chriſts inflicution, Vet what I ſaid, Exam, 
par. 2. ſect. 4. ſeems to me to ſtand good, notwithſtanding any thing here 
ſaid by Mr, C. nor do I thiak it fit to queſtion whether it be the ent 
initiatory ſeal, 

The 6th. Section contains nothing but dictates withour proof, and 
hat is ſaid by way of proof is anſwered either ſect. 39 &c, in the ani. 
madyerfions on the 3d, ch. of the firſt part of Mr. Cs, book, or in anſwer 
to Mr, Carter, ſe7 $0, In which it is ſhewed, that there is no reference 
made Gen. 17. to a Church Covenant diſtin&t from the Covenant of 
— nor any command given Gen. 17.9, o. to 2 Gentile believer and 

is ſeed, not any general law about an initiatory ſcal never repealed, as 
Mr. C, and others fan. And for his ſp:ech he uſeth, that the Hebrew 
Church albeit qui ſuch a political church and national, &c. differ from 
congregational Churcbes ye: qua viſibilis Eecleſia politica & ordinatia. ſs 
it was eſſentially the ſame with ours; it ſeems to intimate, that tie Church 
of the Hebrews,though as ſuah a political Church ic was national, yet not 
as a viſible Church political and ordinary, as if it were any otherwiſe 
a viſible political ordinary Church then as ſuch a Church; And when 
he ſaith, as 4 Cburch viſible political ordinary it was efſentially tbe ſame 
with ours, he can mean it nootherwiſe then of the ſame numerical ef. 
ſence 3 for as viſible and political the effence is dete mined o hic & 
nunc, an univerſal generical or ſpecifical Church js nor vißble and poli 
tical, Bur that is falſe, ſiih if the perſons be not the ſame, they cannot 
have the ſame numerical eſlence: Nor can he mean it, that it Is un 
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4% the ſame with ears as viſible in the ſame form of government, for 
then he muſt make ours Pontificial ; not in the ſame title to Chuich- 
memberſhip, for then he muſt make ours national: nor can he avoid it 
if he will maintain this plea, that the Jewiſh Church was eſſentially the 
fame with ours, and as their infants were circumciſed as children of 
Churchnembers, ia a Church viſible, political, ordinary, which was 
national, ſo ours upon tue ſame reaſon are to bee baptized, but that hee 
muſt ſer up a nationa Church by natural generation, nor can they 
of V. E jaſtifi: their way ot excluding ſuch children from the Lords 
Supper for ignoranc., it they may for ſcandal, The old objection, 
which Mr, C. falſly terms cavil touching covenant females, is nor yet 
anſwered, nor ev.r will be, irwill ſtill infringe this univerſal p:opes 
boa, All that are in Covenant with reference to Church covenant are 
to have the inirjatory ſeal fora time, and ſo will allo that of 7obs ta- 
muly, which why ic ſhould not be counted a vifible political ordinat y 
Church, as well as Abraham houſe in his time I (ce not, and if none 
re io be baptized bur ſuch as are in an ordinary viſible political Church 
to abide, how can they of N. E. -bap.1ze the infants ot ſuch Chutich- 
members, as whether in N. E or dd do nor abide, but are quickly diſ- 
ſolyed as we ſee by experience? And it None bat thoſe who are in the 
covenant of g race in reference to Church covenant are to be baptized, but 
though believers becauſe in Rome or India they are not a formed matter of 
8 political vi bie (hach but they are as maicria intot uns, they are quoad 
homines act ally without, and no within any political viſible Church, 
how was the Eunuch ba ptizaed Adi And if the covenant of grace na- 
hedly con ſidered giveth a perſon which is aftually in it, a remote right to 
the initiat oy ſeal, but it doth not give an imme dia e right thereto for ſo 
the covenant of grace as inveiied with Church covenant onely grutth this 
jrorimate right t that ſeal God being the God of order. will have that 
his Church ſeal to be attained in 1 way of order;as of old (irangers might not 
le circumciſed, but with ſome ſubmiſſion to that Church order expiicitely 
"inplicitely, andſo now, and the order be as Mr. c in the 5th, ſeRion 
determines, to be obſerved of communion in breaking bread aſter they were 
batized, how do thoſe of N. Z. admit to biea ing of bread, thoſe who 
who one ly as born ina Pariſh were baptized in intancy, witheut ano. 
ther bap iſm > That either Matth, 28, 19, 29, or any where elſe the or 
derly and 01diniry diſpenſation of the ſeal is committed to the wijible 
Church, is more then I finde; nor dv 1 know it neceſſary to right order 
that believers muſt be of a particula» viſible Church afure they be baptized. 
If Caechumini in covenant and viſible Church eſſ abe might bee binde red 
from Baptiſm for trial for a time, much more ſhould infan.s &f whom we 
have no knowledge concerning their future cx preſent eſtate, bein pru- 
dence put off from. Bapuſm till there be ſome ;rial of th m, it rheir right 
were, az Mr. C. doth, though falſly imagine. 

Sea. 7. Mr. C. ſpeaks thus, And becauſe in this particular ſome ſtreſ of 
the mam caſe is put, 1. I hal! oadeavorg yet fw ther to conf m it, that co. 
ven nc intereſt car riet i a mais ſtroaꝶ᷑ in peat of application that fel, to 
perſons 4nte/eſted therein, and noi uncapable thereof in any bedily ve. 
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Anſw, This propoſition being that in which ſome ref, or as I con- 
ceive, the whole ſtreß of the main caſe is put, ſhould have been delivered 
more clearly, and cenficmed more fully, but as new it is, it js delivered 
ambiguouſly, and ſo is fitter to dclude a Reader then to influ bim, 
hat ſeal which was laſt mentioned was Baptiſm, but he proofs follow. 
ing ſhew thit he meant it of Circumciſion, and as if there were the fame 
reaſon of Circumciſion and of Baptiſm (which neither he ner any pe. 
doba ptiſt ever proved) what is ſaid of Ci cumciion 13 by him meant of 
Biptiſn, and ſo the Reader merely mocicd. Ihe application of Bap. 
tiſm or Circumciſion may either refer to Gods appl ing i: by way of 
command, or mans by way of adminiſtration, and in this | think Mr, 
Es. ſpeeches are deluſ>ry, ometimes mant ot Gods application by way 
of command, and ſometim s of the ad niniſtrators act in circumcifo 
or bapiizing, The phraſe of carrying the main rok is likewiſe am- 
big ous, and ſo deluſory, it being un-ertain whether it carry thy 
main ſtroke wich God as his motive to 2ppoint it, or with the admini. 
ſtratout as his rule and warrant to do ir, And when he terms it the 
mai ſtroak, it had been requinte hee ſhould tell whether there be not 
ſ>me other thing which cartics a ſtroak if not thee main, yet ſogrear, 
as that without it the application of rhe ſeal is nor warranable, as pro. 
feſſi not faith by the per{-n 10 whom it is to dee applie |, Hee mighe 
ha ye under ſtood by my Eximen, which he had to anſwer, that I took 
i: a great fault in Mr, M. that hee did not more diſtinctly tell what 
nee meant by the Covenant, being in covenant, which hee ſpcaks of in- 
tants of beliey.rs, And ſute it Mr, C. had meant to deal rightly, as one 
that ſought truth, and to ſhew my errour, he ſhould have cleated whar 
Covenant bee meant inward or ourward, the Covenant uf Goſpel 
grace purely delivered, or the mixt Covenant made with Abrabem 
Gen. 17, what the Church covenant is, how the Covenant of grace is 
inveſted with it when a Church is a political viſible body how a Church 
covenant is the torm of it, who and what perſons and how they are 
intereſted in it, whether by Gods pro-viſe, their own faith or profeſſion 
er anothers, or by tne Churches admiſſion. All which, or at leaſt ma. 
ny of them, are requiſite to bee diſtinctly declared, that a reader may 
clearly underftand his meaning, and ſo examine his proof, And whe» 
cher the exception of incapacity in any bodily reſpect, be meant onely be- 
cauſe of the feraales circumcihon, or thereby infants are excepted from 
Baptiſm, who have not the uſe of their rongues to profeſs the aith of 
Chrift, and are nor well able to broak that dipping or plunging (which 
forall Mr.Cs:ſeriblings, is and will be found the onely way of baptizing 
appoinred by Curiſt) is uncerrain, This were a ſufficient reaſon for mc 
to anſwer no further to this propo hi on, bur to wait till his Bill be men · 
ded Yer [ ſhall examine his proofs of this, which ſhould be hismea- 
ning, if he ſpake to his purpoſe; That the inteteſt which a perſon though 
an infant hath tothe Covent of grace, in that he is a believers child 
by wertue of che ptromiſe of God to a believer and his ſees, when that 
beljever is a member ofa yifble polierral Chureh by Chur cheorenant 


explicit or implicir, à 4 ſuſficient warrant to chat viſible y_ 
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Church to admit, and to the Elder to baptize that infant without any 6- 
tzet revelation of God, or profeſſion of the infant, Let's now ſee what 
Mr. C. brings for proof of this. 

Firſt, faich he, then it js the ground. work given to the general Law a- 
hout an ii 1atory Covenant duty, ſcil. application of ſome ijoyned initia- 
tory ſeat, and therefore mu ſt be of lige force in the particular branches and 
ways of ſuch init iat ery ſealing, as circumciſion and baptixixg. 

Anſw. Such a general Law is a mere ſict ion, and what is meant by 
the ground-work of it is uncertain, (; en. 17.9, 10. is no other Law but 2» 
baut circumciſion, the word rendred [ therefore] may bee otherwiſe 
ranſlaced, if it were he onely reading yet the ſenie might be this, be- 
cauſe { make this Covenant thou ſlialt therefore circumciſe thy males to 
keep it in remembrance, or to aſſute thee and thy puſterity that 1 will 
pertorin it, But that there is any ſuch intimatien as if the perſons 
circumciſed were cii cumciſed as and for their intereſt ia that Ceve- 
nant i a mere dream often reſured by mee, much more is it a dotoge 
to allert, that ecording to a perſons intereſt in that Covenant or a pare 
of it, as Mr, C. conceives, ſo they have right to Baptiſm in the Chri- 
ſtian church, 

Secoxdly, ſai h Mr. C. the Covenant ia ſuch ſort inveſied with church 
eauenant, now it it the ſorm of a political viſible Church body; giving 
therefore, both a Church-being as I may ſay, as natural forms do 1 natural 
lang, aud with the priviledge of a member of ſuch a church. body, ſui- 
table to iti memberly hate as if this of the Church ini:iatory ſeal, even to 
theleaft member thereof, al ibough they are not yet ſo perfect in all actaal 
ene-gy of compleat members, and ſo neither in all actual priviledges of ſuch 

tunpleat members, I ſuppoſe what ever others deny this way, yet our opto- 
ſues do not deny, that Chu cb. covenant explici: or implicit is the form of a 
viſhle political Cburch as ſuch , ſo that till that bee, they are not ſo in 
emporated as to bee fit ſor Church diſpenſations, or act of peculiar Church 
per over each other, more then over others, over whom they can have na 
jower , unleß they bad gruen explicit or implicit conſent thereto : as reaſon 
ml evince. 
dnſw. This reaſon as I conceive goes upon theſe ſuppoſitions, which 

Mr. C. conceives will not be denied. 1, I hat chere is a Church.cove. 

over, and b files Gods c venant of Goſpe! grace, and mans belie- 
vag and profeſſing of fauh in him through Jefas Chriſt, whereby the 
members of a viſible political Church do engage themſelves to walk to- 
gether in Chri/tian communion, and 10 fùbmit to their rulers, and to 
each other inthe Loi d. Now ſuch a Church covenant,chough I c. nfcſ; 
it may be according to prudence at ſome times and in ſome caſes uſefull 

to keepper ſons, who oth rwiſe would bee unſetled, in a fixed eſtate of 
commy8iqa, yer | f een af ſuck a Church covena nt in 
the old or new Teſbament, and in fonie eaſis it may infnare mens cunſel: 
ences more then oui d be. 2. That he Covenant e, whethef Gods 

promiſe to u or ours th Inveſied with Church covenant, that is, as I 

conceive \, . Ca. meaning 0 be, cogether with it, 3s the ſorm of a viſible 

jolatical church, which gives it the being of ſuch a Church, as ſuch, ſo that 
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i that be they are not ſo incorporated as to be fit for Church diſpenſations 

or church power. In which I conceive are many miſtakes, 1. That the 
Sacraments are ſeals, or church diſpenſations are committed to the 
Church, which are not committed to the Church, which conſiſts of men 
and women, but to the guides and over. ſeers of it. 2. That Church power, 
or as Mr. cotton in his treatiſe of the keyes of the Church, the power of the 
+ eyes is committed or given tothe Church; in which are miſtikes that 
eithet cenſures Ecclekaſtical, or as tb Schoolmen and Canoniſts term 
1, the power of ordination and jutiſdiftion Eccleſiaſtical are meant 
by the eyes, Matth. 6. 19. or that they were given to Peter as repre. 
lenting the Church: the Scripture doth no where commit Church dif. 
penſarions or poner to the Church, but to the guides, and overſcers aud 
rulers of the Church for the Church 3. That till a company of belie- 
vers be a viſivle poli ical Church, they are nut fit for church d iſpenſa- 
tions or cenſures : which I conceive nor true, there being exawples in 
Scripture of (heir breaking bread together, As 2, who were not ſuch 
a poluical viſible Church of fixed members under fixed officers united 
by Church covenant, as Mr. C. deſcribes, Nor were Chriſt and his 
Apoſſ les ſuchs Church when fir ſt they did break brea l. Nor did Chriſt 
a ppoint Bapriſm Matth. 28. 19. to be onely in and with ſuch a Church, 
nor do the exa np IS Ads ot 8; ot io or 16 or. intimate any ſuch con. 
dition, bi rather the contrary, 4. That tte covenanc of grace with a 
church co venant tore mentioned, give the being of ſuch a viſible Church 
political, But the Covenant of grace of it ſ If doth nor give any ad u- 
al being, it is 2 promiſe of ſomerhing fu ure, and therefore puts ne. 
thing in actual being extra cauſas, but aſſures ir ſhall bee by ſome 
cauſe in act, which in this hi gis the calling of God, from which the 
Churc' and each member have the ir being as from the efficient, from 
faith in the heart as the ferm of the in-iable Church and each mem- 
ber, from profeſſion of faith as the form of the vibble Church and 
each member, as Aneſ. Med. Th, lib. 1. cap. 31. Sect. 7, that which 
makes it political is the union under officers, and lawes , with- 
out a Church covenant it is a political viſible Church, if there bee but 
at preſent an union or conjunction in the ſame profeſſion ef Chri- 
ſtian faith under officers and lawes of a number of Chriſtians they 
area Church viſible political, though they ſhould be diſſolyed the next 
hour, and though they enter into no covenant of Church. fellowſhipor 
ſubject ion for the ſuture, and therefore cute covenant is neither of 
the for n of ſuch a true Church, nor (as Mr, weld in anſwer to Mr, 
Rathbard ) of a pure Church, but It is a good means in pruderice to 
conſerve a Church ſo conftitued, that they may not Qivide and ſcat. 
tet from each other, but may continue im communion, 5. That by 
this incorporating they bave peculiar Churth power ovgr each other, and 
without tht Church covenant they cart have o power. But neither do l 
conceive this true. For the power whi h chtiſtians have h; to reptove, 
admoniſh, cenſure, ſhun ſociety,chuſe officers. rejeR falſe teachers, &. 
this power they have by the laws of Cbrifl, withour a church covenant, 


6, That Church diſpenſations and «Rs of peculiar church power are im, 
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io thoſe particular perſons who jeyn with us by Church covenant, But 
this | conceive not right nor agreeable to (ach Scriptures as theſe,1 Cor, 

11. & 10. 17. © 1s, 13, 
3. leis ſuppoſed by Mr, c. that the Covenant with Church covenant 
ives the priv dge of a member of ſuch a church body ſuitable to its mem. 
herly eſtate, as is thu of the Church initiatory ſeal, But in this ſure Mr, 
c. is quite out and beſides their own praiſe, who do not give the in- 
tictory ſeal after they are members by church covenant, bur baptize 
them or ſuppoſe them ba pt z ed in infancy, and then joyn them us meme 
bers by church covenant; now if church covenant did x ive the priviledge 
of the initiatory ſeal, then they ſhould firſt enter into church covenant, 
and then have the iuitiatory ſeal or be baprized, 

4, It is ſuppoſed by Mr. C. thit there are ſuch little churchmems 
hers by ſuch a covenant as are to have the priviledge of the initiatory 
ſeal though they be not compleat members, ſo as to have the aftual privi. 
ledge of the after ſeal, and ot ber church power, But ſure the dcripture 
acknowledge th in che Chriſtian church no members, but what partake 
of the Lords Supper as well as bapriſm ( as is manifeſt from 1 Cor, 
10. 17, 1 Cor, 11. 13.) and have church power as others of their ſex 
and rank. 

Now all theſe ſuppoſirions though they were granted (except the laſt) 
would not prove the thing Mr, C. aims at, and that which he makes the 
main reaſon from whence he would infer the concluſion, namely, the 
Covenant with Church coucnani gives being and priviledge of the initiatory 
ſeal makes againſt him, infants making no ſuch Church covenant, nor 
according to their own diſcipline doth their parents Church cove- 
nan: ſerye inſtead of the childs, fith afore the child can bee ad- 
mitted o com-.union of breaking of bread, and other power of a 
member, and bee taken for a member, hee muſt himſelf enter into 
church covenant, 

Thi dly, faith Mr. C even in doubrfull caſes, where the extent of 
*the com a d is queſtionable, yet intereſt in the Covenant caſts the 
© ſcoals, As for inline, in ſt; angers which proved religious, albeic 
not of their family ſervants, and ſounder the Law, Gen. 17. 12, 13. 
they might be circumciſed if they defired other Church ordinances, 
ec. yer were they elſe tree unleſs in ſuch a caſe of their own de- 
* fire that way, Exod, 12, end, Hence Cornelius a gedly Gentile, li- 
* vying near the Tew: yer nor circumciſed, As, 10. t, 2, 3,4, com- 
* pared withchap 1 3, 14, 17. 18. yea bur it the command bound 
* them, why were they circumciſed > ſuppole Exod. 12. gave ſome li- 
* berty ro the Church guides tha: way, for ſuch ſtrangers as more uſu» 
ally dwelt amongſt them; yer luch as 1 Kings 8.41, 41,43. which came 
* from far, in a mere tranſient way, for ſome temporary religious wor- 
„chip at the Temple, as that proſe'yred Eunuch 4s 8, 27. thuſe 
«were ſarely circumciſed , elſe how admitted to Tetpple wor hip - 
„Since that wat counted an abomination; for any other ſo mu. has 
* ro come there, A7s x1; 28, and if circumciſed at any time by any 

* of the godly Church guides conſent, what gave them right tO it 7 
* nor. 
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not the commandment, Gen. 17.12, 13,14, no nor that xd. 12. 
What was that te an Eunuchs caſe and others which never ſojourneg 
wich them for any ſpace ? were they then unl-wtully circumciſed z 
No verily, no whiſper of that in Scripture ; God allowed of that 
* paſſage in Solomoni prayer, touching the ſtrangers Teu ple ſervice, 
* 1 Kin 8. & g, explained, It was then their external intereſt in Gods 
Covenant, which gave riſe to that application of the ſeal, and net 
* the commandment z contrary to what ſome ſay, that not the Co. 
** yenanr, but the commandment of God onely, was the ground of Cir. 
cumciſion. ; N 

Anſw, That which I ſaid in my Exercit. 5.4. Hence I gather, fr, 
that the right to Evangelical promiles, was not the ade uate reaſon of 
circumciſing theſe or thoſe, but Gods prceept as is expreſſed Cen. 17.23. 
Gen. 21 4. Secondly, chat thuſe terms are not convertible ¶ federate 
and to be ſigned] and in my EZamen, p.z9, chat no hing but Gods will 
manifeſt in his inſtitut ion can be a warrant about Circumciſien, p, 97, 
that the Jews received Circumciſion as appointed them from God, un. 
der this formal reaſon, and no other, | have ſheued before to hav: been 
arknowledged by Mr, N. in his Defence; p. 92. when ke ſaid, The com. 
mand is the cauſe of the exiſtence of the duty ; and p.182, The formal rea. 
ſon of their being circumciſed was the command of God, Nor is it at all 
uifringed by this reaſuning of Mr, C. Thoſe that were not bound with. 
out their deſite to eat the Paſſeover, and ſo not to be circumciſed, yet if 
they would eat the Paſleaver they were bound Ly an expreſs command 
to be circumeiſed, Exod.12,48,49. whether their ſojourning was con- 
ſtant, or for a time onely, which likely was the caſe of the Eunuch, AF, 
3 :7, who it's probable was circumciſed, becauſe there is no mention 
of the baptizing any uncircumciſed till Cornelius, though there be no 
certainty whether the Eunuch were a Jew by birth, or a proſelyte of ibe 
(entiles, or whether he formerly had his conſtant abode among the 
Jews, either in Paleſſina, or elſewhere, or whether then he did ſojown 
among the Jews then in «Xthjopia, But if he were a meer proſelyie of 
the gate, yet he might come tothe Temple into the Com of the Ger. 
tiles to worſhip, as all acknowledge, Dr. Lightfoot of the Temple fer- 
vice, ch. t. Mr. Mede Diatr, on Act. 17.4. &c, And theretore there is 
no proof from hence, that a perſon was circumciſed by reaſon of the 
Covenant, and not of the command: Yea, though c eruelius wete in the 
Covenant of grace, and hid external Covenaur inte re ſt, in that he was 
«nown to worthip the true God, yet was he not by reaſon thereof bound 
by God, or taken by the Jews as one that was bound to be circumciſed, 
or ever blamed tor want of it; which ſhews that neither was the Cove- 
nant intereſt indeed, nor taken by the Jews tor the warrant of rule, ot 
reaſun ef circumcifing, but the command of (od, ; af; $7 ch" 

Foutthly Cath Mr. C.) it appears from the nature of; an;jnjvzato» 
© ty ſeal of the Covenant, which muſt be as large as the Covenant, and 
© ſo reach all the parties comprehended actually by vertue ot Cove · 
*© nant, according as ſuch children are, as before declared: eſpecially, 
*© fince it is the ſeal of Gods people and viſible Church as before _ 
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«ed, given firſt for the Church, in giving of Paſtours and Teachers 
« onely to the Chureh, which alone can adminiſter the ſeals in ordi- 
« nary diſpenſations, Matth, 28. end, and giving them withall to the 
Church, a: from her to be diſpenſed by her Officers, ro ſuch as deſire 
6 the ſame. 

Anſw, In ſtead of proofs here is a heap of dictates, 1, That Baptiſm 
is the ivitiarory {cal of the Covenant in its nature, 2. That it muſt be 
as large as the Covenant. 3, That Paſtou: s aud Teachers given oncly 
to the Church can alone adminiſter the ſeals in ordinary diſpenſatiors, 
Mtb 26.1% 0. 4, Thar the ſeals are given to the Church, as from 
her io be diſpenſed by her Officers, to ſuch as defire the fame, None 
of which wi. be yeelded by me, out bet er proof then | yer meet 
with. Sure Maith.:8.19,:0, ycelds no proot tor any of them, It proves 
Baptiſaz was to be admit ſtred by the Apoſtles, not every ſcal by Church 
Olhcers, 

He goes on, No Grd people are known, either by afival pro- 
& fefliva and conſe ſſion of their own, as adults are; or by Gods promiſe 
« ard by parents ayouching God as theirs in Covenant and their chil. 
© drens, Gen 17.9, to. thou Qalc do thus, and thus, and thy ſecd alſo; 
«to which he ſubmitteth aficrwards, and ſo his alſo with him and at- 
© ter him. 

Auſw. That Gods people aie* known by Gods pron.iſe, aud by pa- 
ren:s avouching God as theirs in Covenant, and their childrens, is no- 
ther dictate, which Mr, C brings nor a ſhew ral ye out of the New 
Teſtament ; nor goth tha: which he brings from Gen.17.9,10, prove 
it concet ning the intants of the Jewiſh Church. For though there be a 
command to Abraham and his poſterity to circumciſe, and this is tet ned 
keeping Gods Covenant, yet there js not a word of parents profetiion, or 
Gods promiſe as making known wiio ate Gods peop'e, no not in the 
Jewiſh Church, in which th:re were many to whom God made no pro. 
miſe, nor parents ayouched for them, who were known as Gods people 
by vertue of Gods taking the whole nation for his Church, (ven when 
the Kings and people were Idolaters, But if it were true that it were as 
Mr. c. would, this proves not big cokcerning the peop'e of Ged in the 
Chriſtian Church, in which none are known to be Gods p:ople, but by 
their own confeſſion of faith, 

But Mr. C.adds, Fcftaes the main in the initiatory ſeal tobe fly and 
properly attenged, av it is a covenant and Church ſeal is covenant and 
Church zxtereſt, Nence called by the name of covenant, when yet it i but a 
ſatrament al ſign ana ſeal of it, Gen. 7. 13. . 7. 9. that is firſt beld out 
aud ſealed, as the convoy of all other deſired good, 2 Pet.1.4, But eſpecially 
in that initiatory ſeal the ſienal ion of the covenant, uw of more conſiderable 
weight then the external ſymbole,ce emony and circum ſt ance: tithes of cut - 
ting or waſhing abſolutely or relatively conſidered. I/ waſhing of « ferſen 
in the name of the Trinity. be a Cleaver and eaſier fywbole then that of Cut » 
ting the fleſh, yet not of ſuch weight as u the covenant ſealed both by the 
ove and the other. nd ts ſhew that the couvthant u the main thing conſiders 
able thercin ; bence it is that the covenant is firſt propounaed as — 
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work of tha commandment it ſelf, as of Circumeiſion, ſo of Baptiſm, ang 
much more of the application o/ either, to any in covenant, Gen. 15.9, 10,11 
Therefore, icil. becauſe I bave ſaid I will be your God, I command you 10 
do thus and thus ; not becauſe I bave commanded you, that I therefore pro- 
miſc io do thu for you ; or do os thus and thus at my command, and then 
on, thereſore 1 will do ſo and ſo for you, / 

Anſw, Atcer the reſt of his dictates, he here tels us, the main ix thy 
initiatory ſeal to be attended is the covenant, which [| grant; by: deny chat 
1: tollows therefor: that the rule which the admin iſttator i to obſerye 
according to which he is to adminiſter ir, is the pecſons intereſt in the 
Covenant, fo as that he muſt adminiſter it to all and onely thoſe who 
ate in Covenant, or to whom the prom ſe is made by God, For, be. 
ſides the many reaſons to the contrary, even concerning Circumciſion 
before given, Mr. Cg. own reaſon is againſt him, For it the main in the 
initiatocy ſeal to be firſily and properly attended as it 3s 4 Covenant and 
cburch ſeal, is Covenant and Cburch int creſt, and therefore infants in core 
nant to be circumciſed and baptized ; by the ſame reaſon int inti in Co- 
venant are to be admitted to the Paſſzover, and to have the Lords Sup. 
per, fib they are ſeals, they are Covenant and Church ſcals, intants 
have Covenant and Church intereſt, in the initiato y ſeal thele things 
are to bs attended as it is a Covenant and Church ſeal, and therefore in 
every Covenant and Church ſeal as well as the initiatory, As for what 
he ſaith about Gen.17,9,10,11, though I have ſundry ti nes obſet ved 
that che reading | T.9, thereſore] is not neceſlaty; yet omitting hat ex. 
ception, I grant what he ſaith ef that Texr, hut withal note, 1, that the 
command is inferred not onely from the promiſe te be their God, bur al. 
ſo trom the promile of rhe land of Canaan, v8, and theref reir ighe 
2s well follow, They to whom God will give the land of ( anaan ave to 
have the initiatory ſea!, as that they to whom he promiſeth to be Gyd, 
2. Thar wiich is ſaid Gen. 17. 9, 10, 11. is one'y of circumcifion, 


it were granted that the covenant is the groundwory of the command it L 


ſelf,, as of circumciſion ſo of baptiſm, yet it follows nt, much more of be 
application of either to any in covenan, For though the covenant were 
Gods reaſon, why he would appoint circumcifion, yet that's no rule to 
us, but his command onely; a reaſon of the will of the co nander js 
not always a direction «bour the command, certainly not about each 
poiat in the command, as Mat.:8.18, it follows nat, Al poweris g 
to me, therefore preach and baptize all over whom power 15 given to me. 
vendes, in this very thing the covenant could be no dire jon whom to 
circumciſe, ordinari y, fith ordinarily the circumciſer could not know to 
whom in particular the promiſes, whether Evangelical, or domeſtical, 
did belong, when they were to circuTciſe them, Yea, though Abraham 
knew Iſhmae! had no covenant intereſt, there beiog no promiſe mage 10 
him in it, but the contrary declared, Gen 17.19,20,21, yet he was to cir, 
cumciſe him and did ſo, The live may be (2id.ct Eſau and'others, 

Mr. c. adds, © So the Go pel prophefic and promiſe is prefaced.and 
« pur in the preamble to chat injunction of their baptiſm, by Joby, Luk, 


* 3.3,4,5,6, &. | 
Anſw, 
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4 w. It is true chat the propheſie of Fob! Baptiſts comming and 
work, and of Chriſts comming, I. 40.3, 4, . ( which I acknowledge 
to bea Goſpel promiſe ) are ſer down as the warrant of Zobns preach · 
ing the Bapriſin of repentanee unto remiflion of fins ; but this doth not 

ove that this was his rule in baptizing, to baptize every one, even in- 
tans, and thoſe onely who had this intereſt in the Covenant of grace, 
that to them and each of ti em God promiſed temiſſion of fins, Lea, lh 

obas Baptiſm is tet med the Baptiſm of repentance, it is clear he re- 
quired repentance of ihe baptized as the antecedent to his Baptiſm, and 
therefore not barely ſuch Covenant intereſt as Ms. C. aſctibes to all in. 
fants of believers onely in profeſſion, 

He goe on thus, Hence the Goſpel, and ſo the Covenant of grace, hold 
out as grounding Paptiſm, Ad. 2.39, 39. And childrens Covenant right, 
was held out as one branch of that Goſpel, as we jroved, and from il e 
ſame principle, that they were alſo to be ſealed by Baptiſm ; yea, albeit tte 
Apoſtles urged repentance, yet the ſeal is propounded as to the jromiſe ; 
Peter ſaid, be baptized, for the promiſe is to o: And thu was no muy 
moral motive, but a Scriptural groundword inſorcing it, as it was a Scrip- 
tural groundwork virtually injoyning and requiring them to repent, ſor tbe 
promiſe is ts you, 

u. Hence] ſhould, if there were any good ſence in Me. cs. ſpeech, 
refer to ſomething precedent, trom whence that which he ſpeaks is de- 
rived, which 1 diſcern nor, bur a dark way of diQating, fitting ſuch as 
lyeto puzzle, not to inform a reader, It is before largely ſhewed, that 
neither childrens Covenant tight external from parents faith hath been 
heldout by Mr, C. as one branch of the Goſpel, ſe. 44. of this part cf 
ny Review, nor that barely from this principle they were to be bapti- 
2ed; but that repentance in each perſon tobe baptized is made the an. 
tecedent to Baptiſm, ſect. 22,23, and elfewhere, Thar Peter ſaid not as 
Nr, C. ſets down his words, is apparent from the Text A#.2.38,39. 
that the promiſe is urged as a motive to thoſe to whom Peter ſpake to 
io their duty of repenting, and being baptized, is ſo plain, as that Dr, 
Tamas Goodwin u pon the reading the Arg part of my Review, ſect. 5. 
aid acknowledge it, and it is proved ſo ſect. 21. here and elſewhe te: 
Nor doth Mr. c. here or elſewhere ſhew it to be any other Scripture 
groundwork then as a motive to the baprized each cf them br to re- 
pent, and then to be baptized, no rule by which the baptizer is to ad- 
miniſter it, or the baptized to claim it as his tight without his perſonal 

repentance, and declaration of his faith in Chriſt into whoſe name he is 

to be baptized, 

He adds. So 4.10. Peter ſaith, there is no let to their Baptiſt ; 
© and thereof he maketh the viſibility of that Covenant grace, although 
common to reprobatesalſo in thoſe firſt times, his g ound work; ga« 
© thering thereby, that they were nor as formerly prophane, unclean, 
and outlaries from the Covenant, as Epbe.:,11,12, butcleanand nigh 
* as they themſelves were, 

Anſ. It iitrue there was no let to Cornelia his Ba ptiſm,and thoſe ether 

who were with him, yet not meerly becauſe of their extraordinary gifts, 

Ooooo bur 
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but bedauſe thoſe gifts were manifeſted by their glorifying God, ang 4; 
may be gathered from A#.11,17,18, their g lor iy ing God contained 
expreſſions of faith in Chriſt and repentance, which whoſoever fhould 
do as they did, ic is without doubt they ſhould be baptized, But Mr 
Cs. Covenant intereſt of infants, who make no ſhews of faith andre. 
pentance as they did 4d. 0. 46. yeelds no warrant for their Baptiſm, 

He goes on, Waſhing of regeneration is net grounded on an 
< thing in us er without us, ſo much as on Gods grace, and ſo Covenant 
*f favour, Tit. 3. 5. 

Anſw. Ii is true, this is the inward impulGye cauſe why God rege 
neratesz but Gods grace, and Covenant favour is no rule to a Mini. 
ſter to baptize by, ſith it is an unknown thing, which agrees not with the 
roperty of a rule, 

Hence alſo (ſaith Mr, C.) by Baptiſm perſons are not ſealed into 
any thing in them ſo much as into the name of the Father, Son, and 
Spirit, cven into the Covenant name of grace, whereby he is known, 
and into Covenant fellowſhip with the bleſſed Trinity, to whichevery 
+* baptized perſon, prove he elect or reprobate, yet is thus externally 
** ſcaled. 

Anſw, The terming of baprizing ſealing, and the name of the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Spirir, the Covenant name of grace, are Mr. Cs, new. 
minted phraſes; if this be his meaning, that every perſon rightly bap. 
z:zed, wherher he be ele& or reprobate, is ſealed by God, that is in 
Papriſm aſſured of fellowſhip with the Trinity according to the new 
Covenant of Goſpel grace, I deny it; if onely that he profeſſath his 
communion to be with them, I grant it; but this p: oyes not that Co- 
venant intereſt of infants, who make no ſuch profeſſion, intitles them 
to Baptiſm, 

Again, ſaith he, © That fellowſhip with Chriſt, as head of the viſible 
Church by the Spirit in the judgement of verity or charity ſuch ; it is 
all but Covenant grace and bleiſing. 

Anſw. Be it ſo; yet what this is to prove ſuch fellowſhip to be a rule 
to baptize infants, I ſee not. 

« Of old (ſaith Mr. C.) the conſequent cauſe of the ſeal was grace 
ein them and theirs ; but the anrecedent cauſe was Gods Covenant 
<«prace to them and on them, Gen, 17. 7, 8, 9. & Deut. 30. 6, and ſo 
now, that part of Abrabams Covenant was not then appliable to in- 
« fants, ſcil. walk before me, Cc. but yer that was then appliable; 1 
vill be theit God, 1 will circumciſe their hearts, and that ſufficed them, 
© as Deut. 30. the Analogy holds now. 

Anſw, What may be ſaid to be a conlequent eaufe, I do not yet con- 
ceive, the rule of Logick I have learned is, that the cauſe js before the 
effect Vet what ever it be Mr. C. means, though it might ſuffice for 
Circumcifion, it deth not for Baptiſm , nor is that to be regulated by 
Analogy of Circumciſion, as is ſhewed inthe ſecond part of this Review, 
24.2. * 

Yet 1 © In a word, the ſeal is a ſeal not of nor to the command- 
ment, but covenant; this therefore is the main and principal in the 
application of it, 8 2 „ Anſw, 
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4% If Baptiſm be a ſeal, it ſeems to me not a ſeal of or to the com · 
mandment or covenant, but the profeſſion of the baptized ; and theie- 
ere this is the main and principal in the applica ion of ir, 

Yet more, It is the covenant which bath the main inſtrument al ſorce, in 
the Fuit of the initiatory ſeal and the application of it, Epheſ.5.2 5,26, 
ud why ſha# not the external ixtereft in the covenant, have chief influence 
into the external intereſt, as well of the application of the initiatory ſeat» 

Anſw. IT underſtand not what trait of the initiatory ſeal he means, nor 
what is the external intereſt in the Covenant; the word, Epheſ. 5. 25.16 
Is meant of the word preached, which is not inſtrumental co infants for 
any ſancificazion or — theix meant. The want of Gods appoint- 
mea: is the reaſon of not applying Baptiſm to infants. | 

Oace more, By external jntcreſt in the Covenant, perſons [0 intereſicd 
came to have external imtereft at leaſt tothe final cauſes of Baptiſm, as Co- 
venant mercy and bleſſing, the Spirit, Chriſt reſurrection, &c, Tit. 3, 8 and 
1. Cor, 12. 12, 13, 1. Pet. 3. 21. Andthereſore a; well ſo ſarre inrigbe- 
ti in the initiatory ſeal oſit, whether they are adult or infants, 

Anſw. 1, Ext er nal intereft in the covenant, external intereſt in the final 
cauſes of Baptiſm, are notions I underſtand not. 2. Covenant me/cy and 
bleſing, the Ppirit, chriſts reſurreZion, are not ſinal cauſe of Baptiſm, fer 
then when the end of Baptiſm is artained, bey ſhould be eftefts of Bap.. 
tia, for the end in intention, is the effeQ in execution; But this is too 
abſurd. 3. Animighting ſo far in the initiatory ſeal, which intimates a 
man may have an inrighring ſ far to ſuch a meaſure and no further, is 
another new notion I underſtand nor, 4. If Mr, Cs, antecedent had ſen e 
or truth, yer the conſequence is to be denied, no other intereſt exter- 
nal is int ighting to Baptiſm, but that which js according to the inſtitu. 
tion, Maith, 28, 19, diſcipleſhip, or profeſſion of faith, . 

To the 8th, SeR, I anſwer by denying that the Covenant priviledge 

of grace Evangelical, hath ſuch diſtinct ion of principal and leſs principal 
counter parties, as Mr. means C. (unleſs he underſtand by Chriſt the prin- 
cipal, and the ele and true believers the leſs principal, as Gal. 3, 16.) 
na that the Covenant priviledges of grace Evangelical belong to any 
aher then the elect: yer Igrant the Covenant Sen. 17. and many pri- 
viledges of Divine grace which were not Evangelical, did belong to ma- 
fy - the Iſraelites, who made ne good uſe thereof. The Covenant E- 
rangelical was never ſcaled perſonally to Iſhmael. That which Mr. C. 
lictates without proof about the everlaſting covenant, and the init iat 
ſeal in its generical nature, is anſwered here ſe t. $0, and the point abour 
the ordinance of infants vifible Churchmemberſhip unrepealed ſect. 
e, &c, and the non. incluſion of infants Matth. 28. 19, under the 
erm nation is ſhewed there, and in the ſecond patt of this Review ſect. 
9. The poſition of Mr. C1, ſect . may be granted, though 42s x, ;8, 
39. make nothing for it. Sect. ro, Mr, C. proves nothing but that pa- 
rents were to take care thattheir childten were circumciſed; that which 
he ſaith of the children begotten on prohibited women, EVA. and fi- 
nothy begotten on a Jewiſh woman by a Grecian husband, that they 
were circumciſed, Act. 16, 1, 2,3, proves this, that the Children, who 
Oogooz were 
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were not of the Congregation of Iſrael, and fo no viſible Churchmem. 
bers were to be circumciſed, nor had Covenant intereſt” The caſe con. 
troverted 1 cer. 7. 14. Was onely concerning the perſons unequally 
yoked, not concerning their children, Acts 2. 33, 39. Is not a word to 
prove parents are to take care of the infan:s baptiſm, nor Gen, 5. 1. With 
i Pet. 3. 23, there being not an infant in the Ark, nor typical Baptiſm 
being a rule concerning formal Baptiſm of Chriſtians ; if it were, Ma. 
ers muſt take care to baptize their houſe, yea their married children 
chough 43 prophane as Cham, and their wives with them, How imperti. 
nently 1 Cor, 10. z, is alledged, is ſhewed in the ſecond part of this Re. 
view fect. 21. What Mt. C. obſerves out of Exod. 12. 44, 48, 49. that 
a ſtranger was not 10 eate the Paſſeover, except all bis males were circum. 
ciſed , it it be right, yet ic makes nothing for proot ef parents duty to 
ſee their infancs bap'ized, there being no ſuch inſtirutiun about Baptiſm 
and the Lords Supper, as was about Citcumciſſon and the Paſſeover, 
It is granted that che words [ Exod, 12, 40. ] Wil keep the Paſſte. 
ver to the Lord] are meant onely of an adult perſon, yer it is true al- 
ſo, which 1 ſay in my Examen part. 4. ſect 6, That males not come to 
years of diſcretion fit to receive the Lords Supper were to eat the Paſſe- 
over, and conſequently (if Mr. Cs. dictates were of any of any vali. 
dityg parents ſhould ſee they eate Lords Supper. { grant, That 07d 
made Abrabim Gen. 17, 7. 4 common perſon as well in reference lou 
inchurched Gentiles, as to the inchurched Zewes and Profelytes in point of 
Evangelical covenant intereſt, but that hee ſhould be ſo made in joint of 
iugagemen: ſrom covenant intereſt, unto the recti ving of the initimtory ſea! 
by parents and children, Gen, 17. 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, is but Mr, C8, fancy 
ſuthciently refured by this, that if it were true, then we Gentiles are 
bound to circumciſe our infants, (which is the onely initiatory ſeal there 
meant) contraryw AﬀFI5, 24, Gal. 5. 1, 2, That which is true of As 
braham and bis natural ſecd, muſt be applied to Abrahams ſpiritual ſerd, 
true Believers of the Gentiles and their natural ſced ; is but Mr, Cs, vain 
dream dictated without proof, My grant in my Examen part. 3, ſed. 1, 
pag. 37. (as the words ſhew ) was not that children might be baptized 
vertually in their pirents in exact ſpeech, ſo as to receive it incl:ejr own 
perſons, bat onely in that ſenſe in which Mr, M. ſaid women were eit- 
cumciſed vertually in the males, yet ſo as they might not be circumciſed 
in their own perſons; which being confidered, my words yeild Mr. C. 
no advantage. 

To the Iich. ſeRion I grant, that Matth, 28. 5. ties not the Bip- 
tizer to know the baptized to be internally and ſaving!y intereſted in the 
covenant: But that it ſufficerh, that that ſort er ſpeczes of inſants, ſcil. 
ſuch like infants are in deed and truth of Chriſts Kingaome, I utterly de- 
ny. For then any infant in the world might be baptized, becauſe be x of 
that ſort or ſpecies of infauts,(cil,ſuch like infants are in deed and truth of 
chris Kingdome, Dare any ſay of no unbelievers infants is Chriſts 
Kingdome 2 However it is true of Belivers though not inchurched,and 
yet Mr, C. denies the right of the child, if the parent be not inchurched, 
Mr, Cs, reaſog are yain, neither js our Lord Chriſts ſaying, Lt * - 
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any rule to ui about baprizing z nor was the rule of circumeifing infants 
chat ſome of chat ſort had the internal ſaving intereſt and efficacy of this 
promiſe, L will be the God of thy ſeed, but the command of God, with- 
out which it is better to exclude all in n upon our own heads to 
bring on oul ſelyes theguile of will by taking them iv. Which 
muſt of neceſſiry fall en infant Bapti r Mr. Cs. rule. For Chriſts 
appointment was to baptize infants no iſe then perſons of years, 
There is ao difference in the words Matth, 28, 19, between the reaſon 
of baptizing one and the other. But pet ſons of years were not to be bap- 
tired by Mr. Cs. rule, in that tbey ave of that ſort or ſpecies of perſons, 
ſeil. ſuch like perſons are in dera and in truth of Chyiſts Kingdome, but 
onely upon their own diſcipleſhip or profeſſion of faith, as the praQiſe 
thoroughout the {#5 of the Apoſtles ſhews 2 Therefore neither are Be- 
lievers children to bee baptized after any other rule, And yet infants 
art no more left in the wide wilderneſs, or any whit leſs folded up in the 
church by their non-bapr1zing, then they are by their baptiſm. If they 
of N. Z. do ſold them up in the Church, why do they keep them from 
Church-commu 1ioh till they bee made members by Church-co- 
venant > It it be better 9g who happily have not ſo peculiar atitle thereto, 
be folded up in the Church, then that one of ſuch lambs be left out in the 
wide wilderneſt, are not they guilty of roo much ſtrictneſs in leaving out 
of the Church in the wide wilderneſs, many weak lambs who are weak 
in faith, becauſe they do not ſatisfie the Church in the declaration of 
their experiences > But this is the guiſe of men who are ftrii in their 
own inventions, as in Church · covenant, declaration of experiences for 
zdmiſſion to Church-communion, &c, to bee looſe about Gods come 
mands, as this of baptizing diſciples of Chriſt is, Enough in anſwer to 
theſe cloudy dictates of Mr, c. 


— 


SECT, LEXXXVI. 


The 1 3th, and 1 4th, Chapters of Mr. Ruther fords firſt part of the Cove- 
want, are examined; and found to make nothing for Infant Bap. 
tiſm. 


AFter the — the moſt of this part of the Review, my learned and 

godly brother Mr, Jobs Shyaner of weſton in Herefordſhire (who hath 
written a ſolid Treatiſe againft Infant Baptiſm, entituled, Corruption care 
refed, in anſwer to one Mr, vu] acquainted me that Mr. Ru- 
ther ſond had written for infant Bapriſm in a Book of his eſ the Covenant 
of grace part, 1, chap. 13. 14 Which having read, I found ( as he ſore- 
told me no more ſtrength theſ others had brought for ir, and it is Writ- 
ten rather likea Sc mon then a Scholaſtique Diſpute, and with ſo ma- 
ny unproved dictates, ſuch a number of obſcure expreſſions, (many of 
which I cannot diſcern good ſenſe in, ſo that they have need rather of 
con ſtrugion 
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conſtruction then reſutatien) ſo many incoherencies and Inconſequea. 
ces, as that I do not jhdge it worth while to anſwer him, Yet becauſe of 
the name of the man, and wy words ſect. 1. of the 1d. part of this ge. 
view, | ſhall add ſome ani Gons on thoſe two Chapters, 
Ch. 13. he tels us, that in Covenant with God externa 

by viſible profeſſion, which I » &f mean: of their own perſonal pro. 
feſſion; but deny, I, That :W@Wprgmiſe Gen, 17, 7. Iwill bee thy 604 
and the God of thy ſeed, is a tacit and implicit profeſſion, or mae: (ot it 
ſelf ) parties in Covenant externally, 2. Tha. infants born of covenanted 
parents are in covenant with God, becauſe they are born of ſuch parents a; 
are in covenant with God, Gen. 17.7, What is ſaid Dear. 4. 37, Deut, 
10. 15, is meant onely of the people of 1/rael,as the very words lv 
out of Egypt as it is this day) thew ; nor is there a word inthoſe verſes 
of their being in covenant with God becauſe born of ſuch parents, but of 
Gods ſpccial choiſe of that peop'e. It is falſe which be ſaith that the A, 
peſtle Acts 2. 39. ſpeaks in the very terms and words of the Covenant, 
Gen, 17, 7, It is true tather, that hee ſpeaks in never a term or word 
there uſed, It is as falſe that the Apoſile commanded any ot her to be bapti- 
xed As 2. 38. then whom be commanded to repent. Did he not preſume 
ther Anabaptiſts, as hee terms us, were very Blockheads, hee would not 
nor preſume, that wee ſhould believe bis vain dictates, when the vety 
copulative term ſhews the ſame are ſpoken to in ene and the other com. 
mand, and the words being an anſwer to the queſtion v. 37, ſhew they 
are ditected to thoſe who ſpake v. 37. And the word [ you ] uſed in the 
prece pt of Baptiꝝ ing contains the ſame with thoſe who were to receive 
remiffion of fins, and the gift of the holy Ghoſt, and are diſtin from 
their children, v. 39. and therefore cannot be meant of their children, 
much leſs of heit infant children, whom it had been ridiculous for pe. 
ter to have commanded to be baptized, How pertinent the anſwer bad 
been as I expounded it, is often ſhewed before ; though their chi / drin 
crucifigd not the Lord Feſus, mor were concerned eitber in the evil of their 
parents, who crucified the Lord of glory, nor in the good of their repen- 
tance more then ones; yet I know no Anabapriſts whoſe grounds infer, 
that the Jews chilaren who crucified Chriſt were not viſibly in Covenant 
with their parents, not capable of actual bearing the word, mourning ſor 
and repexting of their ſins, as Zach, tx, 10. Matth. 3. 8,9, 10, er con- 
cerned either in the evil of their parents, nor in the good of their repentance 
more then flones ; nor do I conceive it true that the opps/ites of infant 
Baptiſm ſay, that Covenant jromiſes are no more made to children, then to 
flones ; bur that theſe are vile calumnies of Mr, Rutberford unke for ſuch 
a man as he is taken to be, 

How I/ a. 2. 2, 3. & 19. 24,25. Pſal, 22. 27. Revel, 11.15, I/ 60. 
1,2, 3, 4. Mal, 1. 11. Fſal. 2,8, 9. & 71. 7, 8,9, 10. are to be undere 
ſtood of perſons adult onely, and yet infants not cut off from the Cov. 
venant, is ſhewed Review part, 2. ſe, 9. andelfewhere, It is not cen. 
trary to As 2. 39. to ſay, that Covenant promiſes are not to the children 
of Believers, and yet it bath been fulfilled, that the Gentiles and I catben 
are become the Lords people, 


What 
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What he ſaith out of Exod, 20, 6, Pſal, 37, 26, & 112, 2. Den 11 

14 anſwered here ſe&. 64. 70,71, It is not true that Paul, Rom, 11, 16. 
ith the ſame of the Jes root and branches, Fathers and children, which 
he ſaith 1 Coy, 7. 14. of the unbelle ving yoke fellowes ſanRification io 
the yoke fellow, and their childrens holineſs, Nor is it true, that the 
ſame Covenant which was made with Abraham, Gen, 17, 7, was made 
with the Corin! bians, 2 Cor, 6, 16. or any of the texts he cires, there be- 
ing none of them that promiſe, that God would bee a God tothem 
and their ſeed. 

His allegations from Heb, 7, 22, Heb.8, 6, , 8,9, 10, 11,12. are 
ſhewed to bee frivolous here, ſect. 66, and elſewhere, What he talks of 
a Father having no warrant to offer the Covenant of grace to one Pagan more 
then another, if children be not in covenant, is vain, the offer ot the Co- 
yenant of grace being nothing elſe but the preaching of the Goſpel, 
which is to be to all, Mark 16, 15, whether in Covenant or no, The 
allegation that the promiſe Gen. 17.7. is made one ly to the elect, Row, 
9.8, is a plain proof of this potition, that the natural children of Abra - 
bam, and conſequently Believers children now, except ele&ed, have not 
that promiſe made to them, and therefore are not in covenant by Gods 
act of promiſe to them,which doctt ine Mr. Rutherford himſelf rauzhe in 
his Apologetical, exercit, 2.6. 3. p. 306, when he ſaid ; The ele? alone are 
ſaid in Scriptures federate, ſons and beirs of promiſe, Rom. . 8. And 10 
cbrig alone the Prince, and leading beir, are thepromiſes made, Gal. 3.16. 
Pſal, 89, 26, 27, in him, to bis ſeed and ebi/dren given to him of the Fa- 
ther, Heb. 2, 13, Nor can he here deny, that the ſons of the promiſe are 
the choſen of God, in whom the word takes effe#, Which if true, then it 
is moſt falſe, rhar a Believers ſeed nor choſen is in covenant with God, 
by vertue of that promiſe Gen, 17. 7, and hisallegation of it, and 4005 
2, 39. and other places for baptiſm of believers infants, whether eleR or 
not. as having that promiſe made by God to them, is manifeſtly in perti- 
nent. Nevertheleſs we need not ſay, that there are none covenanted with 
God but the choſen under the New Teftament, or that there is no ſuch thing 
1 an exiernal vi ſible covenanting with God under the New Teſtament but 
lay, that no infant doth viſibly externally covenant with God, fo as 
thereby to be entitled to Bapiiſm, ſith no perſons are to bee baprized by 

— appointment, but ſuch as in their own perſons do profeſs the 
aith. 

The priviledges mentioned Rem 3. 1, 2. & 9, 4. Mr.Rutherſoid him- 
ſelf appropriates to the Jews, Due right of Presbyteries ch. 4. ſect. 5. pag. 
192, What he ſaith pag. 77,78, 79, 80. is all anſwered betore, chic fly 
in anſwer ro Mr, Blake, Review par, 2. ſect. 5. or here, ſect. 46, 47, 43. 
orinanſwer to Mr, Baxter and Mr, Marſhal, And if it were not, yet the 
Reader may diſcern its impertineney, {ith the thing hee endeavours to 
prove, is an external viſible covenanting in the New Teſtament (whick 
can be onely on mans part) and being in covenant thereupon, and right 
to Baptiſm, and is not denied, whereas his poſition he ſhould prove is, 
that e e Covenant choiſe on Gods part is extended to the ſeed of Believers 
& ſuch in the New Teſtament, p. 73, His words pag, 89, They canuo: be 
gx g | baptized 
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baptized but 43 in Coentet with God, are true, if meant of being in eo: 
venant by their profeſſion externally : bur ſo infants are excluded; it 
of Gods covenan ing or promiſe, are falſe, and ſo are thoſe other words 
we are the ſama way in covenant as the Fews were, and our viſible Church 
new, and the viſible Church then are of the ſame conſtitution 

I call not the Covenant Ges, 17. civil, but mixt, 1 ſome 
promiſes civil, ſome ſpiritual, or rather the ſame profiles, in one ſenſe 
ipiricual, in another civil. I doubt not to ſay che Covenant to Adam and 
me Jens at Mount Sinai were two Covenanis of works, a third in the 
Goſpel Tknow not. The Covenant with David, Pſal. 89. 2 Saw, 7, ſo 
far as ic was Evangelical, was the ſame with chat to -brabam, Gen, 17, 
and Adam Ger, 3. 15. as they were Evangelical, but ſo far as it was 
Oeconomical, it was different from both, and ano:ber Covenant then 
thoſe to Adam, Abraham, or the Jews at Mount Sinai: The promiſe 
of working miracles, was not the Evangelical Covenant of grace, but 
that of remiſſion of fins and eternal life to the repenting believers, un. 
der which was John Baptiſt as well as the Apeſties, was it: yet | know 
no abſurdity to ſay, the Apoſtles were both under the Covenant of 
grace with 7obx Baptiſt, and another Covenant Mark 16, 17, 18, diffe- 
rent from that John Baptiſt and many Believers were under, I find no 
promiſe of the bleſſings of their land, as Gen, 17. is te Abrahams ſeed of 
Caxazn, to all believers in any of thoſe texts, Exek, 36.25, 26, 30,31. 
Jer. 31. 31. compared with 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43. Math. 6.31, Luke 
12, 31, 1 Tim 4. 9. Heb. 13. f. 6. Infantseled are in the ſame Cove» 
nant Evangelical with Abmbam, ſhall have a Covenant Reſurre&jon 
and Salvation, by Chriſt, yet not In the viſible Church, but are ſay:d 
without it. It is no New Teſtament ordinance that Miniſters preach the 
Goſpel to every creature, without limitation, or explicatin reſtrifive io 
the intelligent of them, or baptixe all nations (imply, wi.ether diſciples, 
or believers, or not, but the diſciples or believers ia Chriſt of all nati- 
ons, That faith doth not ſancti ſie in every ſubject, but in ſubjecto capaci, 
end ſo not an unbelieving whore, 1 Cor. 7. 14. proves, that the ſanQify- 
ing or kolineſs there, is not aſcribed to the faith ef the one parent, as to 
the formal reaſon, but to the conjugal relation, contrary to Pædobap- 
tiſts expoſition of federal holineſs, 1 Cor, 7,14. which Mr, Barie/ bath 
weitber ſolidly nor learnedly vindicated, as might have been diſcerned by 
reading the firſt part of this Review ſect. 22, Cc. which it Mr, Rut ber. 
ford read with the reſt, it's lively fe would ns: ſay ſn unadviſedly as he 
do h, that the diſpute is at an end new, If God made the Covenant Gen. 
17. 7. to Abraham not as 4 Father onely but as head of a family, and 
covenant holineß is of ſacietie: and bouſes under the New Teſtament as it 
Abrahams bone, then ſhould infide!s infants, yea infidels ina believers 
houſe be baptized by Pædobaptiſt rules; then is It no priviledge to bo · 
lievers and their ſeed, then doth the Apoſtle after Pædobaptiſts expo- 
firion of 1 Cor, 7, 14, lay falſe, that the children were unclean, bat is, 
withour federal holineſs it neither parent were a believer, Moſt falſe 
is that which he ſaith without colour of proof pag. 83. Not any are oap- 


tined in the New Teflanent (except the Eauuc h and Saul Ad Þ, 3 ) 
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were baptized firſtly, but they were baptized as publike men repreſenting a 
fed; The concrary appears from Luk. 7, 29, Job. 4. 1. Nor is it true, 
chat ſocieties as ſuch, were baptized, nor any ſuch thing intimated in the 
words, Mat th. 3. 3. Mar. I. 5, Lu. 3. 21. but onely that a — number 
of people came to him and were baptized, Yca in thoſe places, as allo 
74.3 22, 23,26. it is plain none were baptized, but ſuch as came to 
hear Jobn, and by conſeſſing their fins ſhewed ti eit repentance, No 
more needs be ſaid to the ſtale frivolous allegations of baptizing houſ- 
helds, then is ſaid Examen part. 3. ſect. 14, Review part. 2. ſect. :0, nor 
to Rom. 1 1. 16,17. then in the firſt part of the Review lect, 1, &c. | he 
Lord ſends the Goſpel arbiurarily to a Cicy, houſhold, or ſingle pet ſon, 
100 the Eunuch, Paul, Sergius Paulus, as he pleaſeth, and wee ate to 
enquire whegber the faith of the perſon be real, atore he us to be bap ized, 
though the Goſpel be come to the nation, bouſe, or ſociety. Nor is there a- 
ay truth iu it, no not accot ding tu the Apoſtles doQrine, as 1 Cr. 7.14. 
i; expounded by Pædobaptiſts, and they diſpure from Gen, 17, 7, if the 
friend, not a father, be in the bouſe or ſociety and preſeſs the Goſpel, hee 
and bis ſervants and friends obtain right to Fapiiſm. 

Mr, Ratherſoid pag. 85, enquites, bat is the formal reaſon and 
ground that any bath right to Baptiſm > The terme: of the queſtion ſee m 
tome to intimate, as it he with other Pædobaptiſts, cook Bpiiſm onely 
for a privile.ge d.rived from 2 grant o Covenant of God, which I 
take to be onely a duty both in the baptized and baptizer, by reaſon of 
command of Chriſt (though there be allo a priviledge conſequent up- 
on it) and lo the formal reaſon of it is the command, and the qualifica« 
tion which the baptized is to have, when hee is baptized , is believing 
with all his heatt; which if he wants he (ins, yet nor ſo as that the per- 
ſn, if after a dogmatical faith he become a fincere believer, is to b. e 
baptized again, but ro repent of his former fin, as Peter adviſed Symon 
Magus, The qualification, which the baptizer js to baptize upon, is a 
ſober, intelligent, ſerious ret proteiſion of faith in Chriſt , upon 
which perſons are termed diſciples of Chriſt and believers, and is the 
wule to the baptizer, Matth. 28, 79. compared with Mar. 16. 15, 16, 
which warrants his act ion, he being not able to look into the heart. Mr, 
Rut berfords objecl ion from Mar. 18. 16. is anſwered Review fart, 2. ſect᷑. 
7.5.1 15. It is falſe, that none are to be bapt i xed, but covenanted ones; as 
As 2. 39. meaning by Gods promiſe, his promiſe of remiſſion of (ins 
and ſalyation to them by Chriſt, nor doth 2 H, 2, 39. prove it, It al 
infant. even of Pagans, and al aged are not io bebaptized how is it true, 
that all nations arc to be baptized without any other circumſcription, as 
Mr, Rutberford cites the command Matth. 28, 19. here pag. 847 I hke 
his words. All in Covenant are not to bebaptized, For ſuch as are onely 
really and inviſibly in Covenant, and do make no proſeſſon of Chriſt at all, 
tre not warrantably by the Church to be baptizcd, Onely theſe whetber old 
er young that e tali modo viſibili feder ati. ſuch as profeſſedly and viſibly 
in Covenant and called, Acts 2.29. are warranably baptized Hence they 
muſt be ſo in couenatt as they be called by the word of :be Covenant ; for 
they canxet be — ageinf their will, Lak, 7. 29, 30. Which it Mr, 
Ppppp Rut ber- 
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Autberford will ſtand to, the conttroveiſie may be ended; and pro. 
miſe him, that if he can prove, or ſhew that infants make any profeſ. 
ſion of Chriſt, are proteſſedly and vitibly in covenant, are ſo in core. 
nanr, as that they be called by the word of the Covenant, and that the 
are willing to be baptized, I ſhall ye ild to bap'ize them, But this is fre. 
quen with Pxdobaptiſts (as T have oft ſhewed in Mr, M. Mr, B. and 
Mr, BI.) to let fall iuch paſſages, eſpecially in opening the inſtitution, 
Matth. 28. 19. in oppoſing Papiſts, Prelatiſts, Antibapiiſts, as over. 
throw their diſputes tor intant baptiſm, and therctore they will no: 
and to them, when they ate urged againſt them, bat by ſome ſhift e- 
lude them. 

It is talſe hic Mr. Rutherford faith, that ti propoſition, Thoſe ta 
wbom tbe promiſe of the Covenant does belong, theſe ſhou'd be baptized (if 
univerially underſtood ) 15 Peters Acts 2. 3*, 39. of that thj: aſſump. 
ion, The tromiſe of the Cod c is to you and your children, u the cxpreft 
words of peter. The offer of chriſt in the preached Goſjel, is not the call, 
meant As 2. 30. nor ate al! ſuch as to whom the offer is madeexter. 
2%) in Covenant, and ſuch to whom the Covenant is made and ſhould be 
baptized ; though I gran, it they give a proſeſſed conſent 10 the tall of the 
Goſ, c!, they are bap izavic, c alvins words ate no proof, againſt thoſe 
who yeild not what he ſaith of the Anabaptiſts of his time, Mr Ruther. 
fords words are tos vain for a man of his name, which ſay, that belje. 
Pirg children are not children, but men of age, Miy expoſition of 44 2, 
39, neicher exeludes fucking children, nor is the incluſion proved by 
him from Matth. 2. 8. 1 Cor. 7. 14. the ſenſe Mr. Rutherford makes 
the onely ſenſe of Adts 2. 39. the promiſe and word of the Covevant is prea. 
ched to you and your children in you, is falſe, for then it had been true, bat 
it was preached ten to all afar off, which is manifeſtly falſe, and vain; 
for it had been no comfort to them, ſith it might bee preached without 
their benefit, nor ig this to be externally in covenant (except in Mr, Au. 
therſords gibberiſh ) both under the Old and New Teſtament. In the Od 
perſons were ſo by birth, without preaching ; in the New, they cnely 
who profeſs faith, 

The other ſenſe Mr, Rutherford ſets down is none ef wine, nor is it 
needful ] ſheuld anſwer the object ions againſt it and the terms, the Lord 
hath internally covenanted with you; I rake to be non. ſenſe, no cove- 
nanting with us being an immanent, but a tranſeumt act. My ſenſe i; 
fully ſer down here Sect. 13, Wc. and proved, I grant #0 more Cove- 
nant favour hol den ſorth to their children, Acts 2. 39. then to the Pagans 
children, except in priority of render, I make no: external covenant ho- 
lineß, ecyemonial bolzxeſt out of date, nor can he clcer it, or that by any 
thing I ſay, the words Acts 2. 39. will be in a contrad:; ory way expout- 
ded, to wit, the promiſe is no more made 10 your children ſo long as they 
are inſants, then to Devils; which ſeeing hee mentions Mr, Ms, words 
bur a liitle before, IT have reaſon to conceive refle & on my ſelf ; and 
if ſo, they have too great a ſhew of Diaboliſm, Right to bear the preached 
Goſpel, and a Covenant or Goſpel warrant peculiar to believers children, 
in ſuch talk as I underſtand nor, I think hearing ir a Duty obligins = 
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paꝛans have nor onely warrant, but alſo command to hear It, it is not 
anely lawfull but neceflary, The children of the moſt hely Chriſtian 
Gentile believers, are not Chriſtians till they belicve, and both they 
ind their parents when they believe are till Heathens; the term Hea- 
thens, being all one with Gentiles ccontradiſtinR to Jews, ard ſo uſed 
here by Mr, Rutherford himſelſ pag. 74, in words before cited, and 1 
ſometimes admire that ſome learned men ſhould ſuggeſt this to Readers 
an heaters as a hainous thing to term them Hcathens, when they muſt 
be ſo, if they be not Jews, though moſt holy Chriſtians, The term Pa- 
gaze, if it bee all one with protoſſed jnfidels pon ively, I grant ic be- 
longs not to our Children ; yet they are infidels negatively, till they 
delieye, and are ſo accounted of them that admit hem not to the Lotus 
Supper, as well as of thoſe that adoit them not to Baptiſm, unto which 
atual proteſfion of faith is as well required as te the Lords Supper 
To neither hath a man any right by Covenant, although by the Cove- 
nant he hath right to the bene tis of the Goſpel, Baptiſm and the Lords 
Supper are neither of them formall hene fi s, or ſeals of the Covenanc 
of grac- z though by con equent, in the right uſe of chem, ſuch benefits 
accrue to men by them, They are hoth rites appointed by Chriſt, the 
one to be the baptize | his ſigne, whereby he protefii.th repentance and 
laich in Chriſt,and engageth himſelf ſoleu nly to adhere to Chriſt as his 
diſciple, the other whereby he: figgifies his remembrance of Chrifts 
death, both our duties, and a right to duty, ſounds to mee like non- 
lenſe. 

[I know no Anabaptiſt that ignorantly conſo:nds the promiſe and the 
thing promiſed, the Covenant and benefits covenanted ; Bur this I aver, 
that when God promiſeth and covenanteth they are connex, there is no 
man to whom Cod promiſeth or coyenanteth, but hc hath or ſhall ha ve 
the thing promiſed or covenanted. And this I learn from the Apeſtle 
Rom, 9. 8, who makes onely the choſen ſons of promiſe, as Mr. Ruther. 
ford here pag. 77. expounds him; and that is, as Gal. 3. 16. he expreſ- 
ſeth himſelf, to Abraham and his ſeed were the promiſes made or ſaid, 
that is Chriſt perſonal or myſtical, or both, and to no other. And ſure 
the Apoſtle Rom. 9.6, did think it blaſphemy to ſay, that God had 
promiled, and thoſe he promiſed to ſhould not have the thing promiſed; 
for then Gods word ſhould fall, and he be a liar, If Gods conditional 
ptomiſe be a Covenant yer it is made onely to them that perform the 
condition. He that believeth aud ig baptized Gall bee ſaved, is not an u- 
niverſal premiſe to all men, whether beljevers or net; but onely to fo 
many as ſhall believe. is true we can exclude none, becauſe we can- 
not exempt any from believing, and theretote we are to make an indifs 
ſerent offer ro any, but God in his intention excludes many, and his pro. 
miſe is not made to them whom he excludes, nor are they under his Co- 
venant, or in covenant with him, in reſpe& of his act of promiſing ; 
though they may be ſaid to dee in Covenant, or under the Covenant in 
reſpect of their own act of promiſing ; I grant the command is to perſous 
whether they believe or not, obey or not, tor that is not an enunciatire 
ſpeech, char ſignifies any thing true or falſe, but is in the imperative 
PppPp 3 mood, 
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mood, and extendeth to all men wharſoever,ſo as whoſcever doth not 33 
the command bids, ſins: But when Mr. Rut her ſord ſaith, the promiſe j 
to you, and ſo are the commands and threatnings, whether ye believe or nat; 
whether ye tranſgreſt or (ranſgreſs not: (if an Anabaptiſt falfly ſo called 
may have the boldneſs to tell a Proſeſſour in Divinity in an Univerficy 
in Scotland of ignorance) I ſhould tell himghe is miſtaken, in ſaying ib 
promiſe is to you whether you believe or no, the threat nung is to you whether 
you tranſereſs or no, For they being enunciation in the indicativg 
mood, if meant ſo, ſhould bee falſe ; which to impute to God, would 
aſperſe him with falſhood and injuſtice, which is borrendum diu. And 
in my apprehenſion it ſavours of ignorance which Mr, Rutberford ſaith 
pag. 91. Nor is it true, that the promiſe is made to the aged upon condi. 
tion of believing. The promiſe is made to them abſolutely, whether they be. 
lieve or not. But the bleſſing of the promiſe and Covenant of grace is given 
and be ſto ed onely conditionally if they believe, The yromiſe is abſolutely 
made, it's called conditional from the thing corditzonally given, For ei- 
ther I have Io{t my wits, or elſe a condition: promiſe is a conditional 
2 '0pficion, expreiling ſomerhing that ſhall be, it ſome other thing bee 
put; and ſure a conditional propofition is ſo termed from the words, 
not from the event. A pro niſe is a promiſe abſolute or conditional, as 
ſo2n as the words are ſpoken, long be fore the thing promiſed is given, 
yea though it be never given. The giving or nor giving upon perform» 
ing or not performing the condition, may make the promiſe true ot 
falle determinately, but not conditional or abſolute, 1 forbear to un- 
cover any further Mr. Rutherſurds nakedneſs in this ſpeech, and refer 
him to Mr, Baxter to correct him for that ſpeech ; nor js it ttue, that 
the promiſe is not made to the aged upon condition of believing. And 28 for 
his ſpeeches, of the ſaving of infants of believing parents dying in in- 
fancy, and our giving evidence thereof, there is ſo much ſaid before of 
it, eſpecially againſt Mr, Baxter Sed, 73, 74. andelſewhere, that | nced 
fay no more here, As for whathe faith, of our want of warrant to pray 
for them without their being in Covenant ; though it hurt not me, who 
— of ſo many as are elect chat they are in Covenant; yet I think [ 

ave a warrant to ptay by a general command, 1 Tim. 2. 1, 2, 3. and 
in faith by a general promiſe, Matth. 7.7, B. the knowledge of Gods good: 
neſs, and the goodneſs of the thing asked. 

In the reſt of the Chapter, Mr. Rutberfurd endeavours to find a may, 
according to which infants of believers may be ſaid to bee within Cove- 
nant, and the words Acts 2,39. meant of them, and their title to Bap- 
tiſm thence inferred : tor which end hee uſeth many words with diſtin- 
ctions, which are vain, without good ſenſe, or good conſiftency, ot any 
thing to his purpoſe, 

Four ways he conceives infants of believers may be ſaid to be in Co» 
venant, 1. In that Ged maketh the promiſe of a new heart to them;but 

his he grants is true onely of the elect; and not ef all commanded to be 
baptized, As 2, 38, 39, And pag. 86, he granted-perfons inviſibly in 
Covenant without profeſſion, are not warrantably ts be baptized, 2. In 
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of repentance and faith. Thus infants may be in the Covenant of grace, 
but no otherwiſe then or rather not ſo much as profeſſed unbelievers, to 
whom it is tendred, who yet are not to be baptized, and iſ the promiſe 
be meant ſo As 2, 39. it proves not a right to Baptiſm thence till the 
condition be performed, which when infants declare they do, 1 ſhall 
baptize them. 3. That they are in Covenant becauſe they are undes 
the command, for thus he ſpeaks pag, 94. The Covenant muſt be conſide. 
red in abſtract o and ſormally in the letter as a ſimple way of ſaving ſuners, 
6 they believe. ſo all within the viſible Church are in the Covenant of grace, 
and ſo it contains onely the will of precept, In which he is miſtaken, 1. in 
that he ſaith, the Covenant ſormer!y in the letter is a ſin le way of ſaving 
, ſo they believe; for ſuch a ſpeech is not the Covenant in any ſenſe, 
much leſs formally in the letter in abſtrado:ſuch a ſpeech as this, men are 
ſaved if they believe, or the way of ſaving men is upon condition of be- 
— is not the Covenant ſi th it is not a promiſe, but a Covenant is 
formally a promiſe, or an aggregate of promiſes. 2. In that he ſaith, the 
covenant formally contains only the will of precept ; whereas the Cevenant 
formally contains not at all the will of precept, the will of precept con- 
raining one ly the command of what ſhould be done by another, but the 
Covenant is a p: omiſe of what the Covenanter will do; the one is ex- 
preſt in the imperative mood, the other inthe indicative z nor is the will 
precept inthe letter a1 a ſimple way of ſaving ſinners, ſo they believe ; 
or ſuch an ex pre ſſion is no command at all, but a declaration of event, 
3. In that he faith, ſs all within the viſible Church ave in the Covenant of 
grace, which he ſeems ro mean thus, they all and they onely, But ſure 
eicher infants are not at all this way in the Covenant of grace, who ne. 
yer hear the command propounded to them, or it they be, they are no 
more in it then the Americans out of the viſible Church who never heard 
ol Chriſt, nor ſo much as profeſſed unbelievers ro whom the Goſpel hath 
deen preached ; and —— way infants have not right to baptiſm. 
So that this ſpeech of Mr, Rutherſurd hath, as many of bis expreſkons, 
nothing but ignorance and impertinency, 4. A perſon may be ſaid to be 
in Covenant, in that he is really covenanted and engaged by his conſented 
profeſſion, to fulfil the Covenant ; as Mr, Rather ſurd (peaks pag. 92. I his 
may I grant intitles to Baptiſm; but ſure infants are not ſo in Covenant, 
nor is the meaning ſo As 2. 39. where the promiſe is Gods promiſe 
to us, not our promiſe to God; nor is this the Pzxdobaptiſts plea,when 
they argue infants are in Covenant, therefore to be baptized ; for they 
mean by being in Covenant, that God hath promiſed io be a God to 
them as the ſced of believers, Gen. 17, 7. And therefore Mr, Ratber- 
furd hath not yet ſhewed any way, according to which infants of belie- 
vers are inticled ro Bap:iſm, by ver:ue of the Covenant of grace; 9: 
from 4s +, 38, 39. norwithſtanding all bis bleeding of it, to uſe his 
own term. Let's view what is in Ch, 14. 

Neither is it true, that God ſaith perſons ſhould be circumciſed becauſe 
of Gods promiſe, Gen. 17. 7. Nor, that women were circumciſed in the 
males; nor was Peter ſent to bapti xe all the circumciſed; nor are infants 
i# bee Baptzzed. by the ground of Circumelſion ; nor 3s there any thing, 
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Acts 2. 38, 39. that ſaith, becauſe the ſame promiſe is made to ſathey; 
and to children muſt infants bee baptiſed, Neither do I know what Mir. 
Rutberſurd underſtands by Theological efence, or formal effects; nor 40 
I conceive any truth or ſenſe in Mr, Rutherfards talk of Circumciſiog 
and Baptiſm beixg the ſame in the ſabſtance, nature, and I beological ef. 
ſence, and inthe formal effes ; much leſs that the Lord hath any ſuch ay. 

ment,. Gen, 17. 7. And though I ſhould grant alt are to bee exbortes 
10 be baptiſed, who are under the ſame Covenant ; yet not Without repen, 
tance and faith foregoing their Baptiſm, wit ont which the pron iſe war. 
rants not Baptiſm, There Is no ſuch command Gen. 17. 7, 8. that of 
tbeſe in Covenant ſhould be marked with the nitiatory ſeal ; ner is Bap. 
tsſm inflituted in place of circunci en; aad if itwere, yet m te is need. 
ful o warrant intant baptiſm, 

There is as plain precept Ads 2.38 & 8.36, 37, Mark. 16.16. Matth. 
23. 19. againſt in ant Baptiſm, as is againſt intant Communion t Cor 
11. 28, Wee have good conſequences out of the word againſt infant 
Biptiſm, without arguing ſrem the Covenant of grace; which Mr xg. 
therſurd may ſec in the 2d. part of this Review ſet, 5 and none again 
the Holy Ghoſt, but from him. That tbe promiſes of the cv 
grace are expreſiy to infants of the New Teſtament is more then I kind 4s 
2. 39, r elſewhere, Dipping in rivers need not be onerous, and may 
be without danger, to wemen with child, Virgins, ſome forts of dif. 
caſed perſons in winter, in cold countries, and it will recuire more 
ſtrength ia diſpute, then either Mr, Bail/ee, or Mr, Baxter, have ſhened, 
or | finde yet in Mr, Rutherfurd ; to prove dipping in rivers ( though 
Bap'tſm he not neceſſary to be done in rivers ) to be againſt the werd the 
ſecond, third, and fourth Commandements, And againſt ſprinkling, or 
perfuſion inſtead of Baptiſm, there is ſo much ſaid in my Addition to the 
A;olvey againſt Mr, Baillee, Mr, Rutherfurds Colleague, and delivered 
to Mr, Rntberſurd himſelf, and ſince printed with a Letter to him, as is 
for ought I know, yet unanſwered, All Mr, Rutberfurds talk pag, 38, 
99. that now infants of believers are caſten aut, ſor no fault, of the Co 
ven int of grace, and his aggravations thereof, are to be taken for meer 
cajunnies,and fince the printing of my Ex :men,there is reaſon to judge 
them to be thus wilfully vented by Mr, Ratherfird, and till he name the 
Anabapriſts, and cite the place, I can :ake jr for no ether then a falſe 
accuſation, which he ſaich of the Anabapi{ts that they teach infants tobe 
born withoat ſin, 

M.. Ruther ſurd dictates withour proot pag, 100, that thry were c0- 
venanting parents and believery, that brought the litile chilaren Hark 19, 
13, 14 that they were not diſea ed or rofſeſſed thit he would have the whole 
ſpece of infants at all time o come to him, and thoſe infants might bee 
bleſſed as ele ones, though xo marks were given to parents or others, 
whereby to diſcern ele child en; theie being no direction for them to 
bring children to Chriſt under that notion. It is (falſe bat Anabaptiſis 
rebuke perſons that bring children to Chrift as the diſcivles did, Mar.no 13. 
Or that Cbrift inſtates znſant s of believing parents as members of the viſible 
Church, What Mr, osbbet hath ſaid of that act of Chrift is refelled Re- 
view 
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view part. 2. ſet. 19, and that the Kingdome of God i that of glory, is 
made good againſt Mr, Blake there, ſect. 18 and not reſuled by me: I 
und w no abſurdity in it, to ſay, Chriſt might bleſs inſants of Pagans, What 
deſigne Chriſt might have, or had, befides Mr. Rutherfurds conceived 

wrroſe to bold ſorib the common intere(! of the whole ſpece of inſants with» 
u the viſible Chu ch, is ſhewed there ſect. 17. againſt Mr. Baxter. 1 do 
gran. the bleſſing, Mark 10. 16. to be perſonal, and the cbicſeſt bleſ- 
fog beyond viſible Churchmemberſhip ; and though we finde not proof 
tat Chriſt bleſſed the whole race of infants of covenanting parents, yet ic 
i; falſe that we.make them bleſſcd onely as ſymboles of bumility; or that thc 
bleſſing was ſome complemental ſalutat ion ; or that (as Mr R. faith of Ana- 
b prifts aſter bi calumniating wanner) wee will have them without 
Chrift and the covenant, and unde; the eurſe of Cd; but grant that they 
were bleſſed with the blefling of the Covenant (grace, and that many 
other infants are ſo.  hether they were parents, or believers in Ch 
as tbe Meſiah, who bt ovpht the children, Math. 19,13, is uncertain ; 
nor do I ſay, or netd |, they bad a faith grounded upon a fofſibility ele- 
don [eparated from the Covenant; nor do I deny, that infants bave their 
ſhare of ſalvation by the Covenant ; or that a covenanted ſced i propbehed 
to be added tothe ems, unde the New Teſtament ; nor doth ony thing . 
ſay infer, that rhe children of believert under the New Tefiament muſt be 
acurſed ſeed; yer there is none of the Texts Mfr, Rutberſurd brings, 
which proves a prediction, that the natural ſeed of believers as ſuch, hall 
be blefſed and in the Covenant of grace, nor that their infant ſeed ſhall 
be viſible Churchmembers in the Chriſtian Church: But they are all 
impertinently alledged, ſ-me being meant of the Jews i creaſe in Fc 
afer their return from Babylon, ſome cf the effectual calling of theGen. 
tiles; and moſt of them ſo far cleared before, that I count it needleſs 
to make anſwer to each of the Texts by themſelves, And Mr, Rutber. 
dt diſcourſe is ſo looſe and full of impertinencies, and inecheren. 
cies, that I ſhall unely animadverr on ſome paſſages, till the whole bee 
brought ro ſome diſtin Scholaſtique form. 
He tels us pag, 168. That external covenanting goes before in- 

* ternal covenanting, as the means before the end, and the cauſe before 
* the effect: for faith comes by hear ing o a ſent pre: cher, Rom. 0.14. 
and the preaching af the Goſpel is a ſaving means of begetting a new 
* hearr, and of a new ſpirit, Hence 1. All muſt be firſt exrernally in 
* covenant, before they can be internally and really in covenant, lu 
which ſpeech he ſcem ro conceive external covenanting, to bee eicher 
preaching or hearing a preacher, elſe his reaſon had been vain, Luz 
what non. ſenſe ſcribling is this, to rerm preaching or hearing covenan- 
ting > A perſon may, and we may conceive ſome do, preach and near, 
who never externally covenant, Sure covenanting is promiſing, but fo 
is net either pteaching or hearing, And if Mr. Rutherſurds words be 
true, no infant can be internally and really in Covenant, who duth not 
preach or hear, 

His talk is as vain, Of ihe Lora being a God ſimply to fome, and xo 

"ore but a God to them in regard of outward ( hurch- pri viiedges, — 

9. be, 
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others mere then a God in truth and righteouſneſt ; not ts all, at if Gag 
might be a God to ſome not in truth and righteouſneſs, or the being a 
God co his people, contained not the greateſt bl. ſſings, contrary to by, 
20, 37, 38. Heb. 11.16. 3 

His turthet talk pag. 109, from Matth. 19. 14. is without proof, and 
all hewed to be yain, in the places before cited, I hough the benſbeld 
ſometime, comprehead intants, yet not ſo ſtill, nor Aﬀs 16,08 is (hew. 
ed Review part. 2. ſect. 20, Anabaptiſts neither do nor muſt Stan, 
if infants be in Covenant, they ought to receive the ſeal of the ( ovenant 

If Rom. 11, 16, be meant of bolineſf oxely inteniz0ndlly, and not gi. 
ving actual right to Baptiſm, then the bolineſs there proves not intanyy 
to be baptizable, That the Covenant Deut. 29. 14, 15. ſhould be made 
virtually radically with us Gentiles, is a dotage with a witneſs : not one. 
ly the expreſs words v. 1, but alſo the paſſages all along Ch. 29,30 .ſhew 
it was the legal Covenant renewed with the people of 1/rael and their 
poſtericy, to engage them to obſerve all the Law of (30d given by Ag. 
ſes : not the Covenant made to Adam, Abraham, David, the New, ot 
better Covenant, If the Covenant may ſtand in one, then it is not neceſſz- 
ry that a people, nation, ſeed, body, ſhould be in covenant, and conſe. 
quently it may ſtand without infants, The Apoſtle ſaich not Ram 11. 
16. the Fathers were the root. But Mr. Rutberfurd adds. 

Hence Anabap.iſts, without all reaſon, ſay that hee ſpeaks not of 
© federal and extet᷑nal holineſs, but of real, internal, and true helineſs, 
d onely of the ĩaviſible body predeſtinated to life: for though inviſible 
<« holineſs cannor be excluded, except we exclude the holineſs of 4bre. 
*© bam, Iſaac , and Jacob“, who were without doubt a part of thz 
cc r : 

Axſw. Anaba pris, if we muſt be ſo named, do ay that the holineſ 
Rom. 11, 16. is meant of real, internal and true holineſs ; and conſe. 
quently the perſons there ſaid co be holy, are all of the inviſible body 
predeſtinated ts life, and no other but ſuch there meant: yer they de. 
ny not, that the holineſs of the Covenant and Church the e meant were 
made viſible by its working, the collective body of the Jewes predeſti- 
nate to life; and that it is net ſaid without all reaſon, might have ap- 
peared to Mr, Rutberſurd, it he had read my Examen part,g ſed. 7. my 
Apol. ſect. 14, pag. 67. Review part, 1, ſet, 1, &. part. 3. ſect. 75.zea 
if there were nothing e ſe ſaid but what Mr Rutherfurd here yeilds, that 
inviſible holineſs cannot be excluded, except we exclude the bolineſs of A- 
braham, Iſaac, and Jacob, who were withoue doubt part of the root ; that 
which Anabapriſts ſay, is nat ſai i without reaſon, and that demonſtra- 
tive, For if inviſible bolineſs cannot be excluded, then it is included, and 
if included together with external viſible holineſs, then the holineſs 
there meant is not external holineſs alone; nor they who have meer- 
ly external federal holineſs are there ſaid to be holy, and conſequently 
no reprobate, but onely the predeſtinate to life. And if Abrabam, Iſaac 
and Facob, be part of the root, and therefore inviſivle bolineſs cannot bee 
excluded, then the teſt of the root and the branches which are made in the 
text alike holy, muſt have javiſible holine ſs alſo. Bur Ar. Rutberſurd = 
« et 
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« Vet he muſt be taken to ſpeak of that holineſs of the Covenant and 
Church, as made vifible, and of the viſible collective body of the 
« Jews, not of onely real and inviſible holineſs, 1. Becauſc this was 
«true in the days of Elias, It the root be holy the branches are holy; 
And it is a New Teſtament-rruth of perpetual verity, It the Fathers 
« he holy ſo muſt the ſons. The Fathers have Cb ur ch. right to Cireum- 
« cifion, to Baptiſm, to the Paſſeoyer, and the Lord, Supper, ſo have 
© the children: bur it is moſt talſe of the inviſible myſtical body and 
« rgog onely, and of real and internal kolinefſs ; For neither in Old or 
New Teſtament is it true, it the Fathers be predeſtinared to life, ju · 
« tified, and ſanRifed, and ſaved, ſo muſt the children be. 

Anſw. The term [ holy, Rom. 11, 16.] notes onely rcal and inviſi- 
ble holine(s in that place, though the per ſons ſaid to bee holy have it 
made v ilible, and it agree to the viſible collective body of the Jewes. 
And the ptopoſitibn of Mr, Rutherſard to the contrary, I/ the Fal bert 
be boly ſo muſt the ſons, is moſt falſe, not onely being underftood of in · 
viſible, but alſo of viſible holineſs, of Churchright ro Circumciſion, to 
Baptiſm, to the Paſſeover, and the Lords Supp. r. Though the father 
nere holy viſibly, by profeflion of the God of Iſrael, yet had not bee 
nor his c ild right thereby to Circumciſion, and the Paſſeover, without 
being a Proſelyte of righteouſneſs, taking on him the precepts of Me- 
ſes ro obſerve, and joyning to the policy of Iſrael, and yet even then 
the child of age, who did not avouch the God of Iſrael, bad no right 
thereto, Nor by Pzdebaptiſts own principles hath the child of age 
right co Bap iſm, or the — Supper, without his own profeſſion, 
though the parent be Chriſtians z nor the infant of a believer baptized 
(as they conceive) right to the Loi ds Supper, 

Mr, Rutherſ urd is groſly miſtaken in making edery believing pa- 
rent the root me ni Rem. 1. 16, andevery natural child a branci:; For 
thenevery belic ving parent ſhould beare his child: v. 18. and eveiy na- 
tural child «hou d dei ive holineſs from his belieying parent; Abrabams 
natut I children at this day are hot in the Olive, nor ſhall be till re. in- 
graffe d. Abraba is the root, not as 2 naiural father, but as Father of 
believers, and none are brancbes or boly as the Apoſtle there means, but 
through taich according to eled ion. Nor are hereby the UiſtinRions ot 
Jew inward and outward, child of the fleſh and promiſe taken away ; nor 
whole Iſrael certainly ſaved, Nor by the branches be meant all the viſible 
body of tbe Jews old and yeng, which ke mi ht have imagined would be re- 
plied to hi. argument pag, 114, Nor is it new Divinity, but old, That none 
are tobe baptized but ſuch as are under actual exerciſe of their faith, which 
nan be diſcerned, by thei” profeſſion, in tboſe that are come te age It is 
neither my Divinit , nor tollows (though Mr, Ruther ſurd e nceives it 
doth) on it, that predeſtination /e and glory, muſt bee pro ogated and 
derived from the lump to the firft fruits (he meant from the firſt fruits to 
the lu rp) from the y00t and parents to the branches and ch ldren; But 

ti | (ay, thar faith, and righteouſneſs are propagated and derived 
from brav.am as an exemplaty root to all his Firkunl branches or ſeed. 
by conformation to him. 
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do not ſay, that the Apoſile Rom, 11, ſpeaks of aw inviſible 
this 1 ſay, che A peſtle by branches mean two (ures of — — 
Jews, who were then broken off from the Olive tree, which is the Iny. 
fible Church of the ele& ; the other Gentiles, then graffed in, yet not 
all the Gentiles, nor one nation wholly and entirely, but a great part 
of them in compariſon of what were formerly in the Olive very oy. 
meroas. 

How theſe branches were an elef ſerd and yet ſell away, were e | 
ched to, bad a national election and external calling, were in the room 
the Jewes, «id partake of the ſatneſ of the olive, is ſo fully opened in the 
places betore Cited, that I think it unneceſſary to add here any more | 
Onel» whereas he makes it an abſurdicy, that tbe infants of baptized ay. 
al believers ſhould be all heathen as well as the caſten off the Jewei; it 
is to me and abſurdiry unbr tor any learned man to vepr, that knows that 
Heathen in Engliſh is all one with Gentiles and «Jr, to conceive . 
therwiſe, as if a Jew becauſe caſt off were become à Heathen, or any 
Gentile believer or his infant, were or could bee by believing and 
baptiſm any other then an heathen, or a Chriſtian of the Geneiles 
did ner ſtil! continue a heathen notwithſtanding his Chriſtianity, 1 do 
account Mr, Rutberfard and my (elf Chriſtians, and yer Heatherg, 
There's not a word in the Text, that warrants us to ſay of the children 
/ the ingraſfed and called Gentiles that they have right to baptiſm , bur 
what if the words be expounded as Mr, Kutherfard does, of the whole 
vihble body of the nations will allow the baptizing of infidels. Abr. 
hams children were never taken into covenant fellowſhip univerſally, 
Abrabam was indeed a moral wot a phyſical root, yet not as a bilievi 
Eu her, nor a a believing bead of children, of ſervants and flrangers m. 
der bim, but as Father of believers after him, And in this reſpe&, 
neither Adam, nor any other then Abrabam is the root, and none of 4. 
brabams natural ſeed tre branches or holy intentionally, bur ſuch as ure 
ele&, and ſhall be conformed to him in believing and juſtification, Net 
doth the Apoſtle when he faith,the ewe are beloved by reaſon of the Fa. 
there, make Abrabam, Iſaac, and Facob the root ; bur intimate that God 
remembers them, becauſe of his Covenant made to them, his raking 
the title of their God, their obedience to him, their prayers, and his 
— to them as his ancient friends, when all the werld were re- 
volted. 

The conceir of Mr. Rutherfurd concerning holineſs external federal, 
as if it were any cauſe or reaſon of re-ingraffing them or their infants, 
is fo frivolous, that I wonder any ſober man ſhould once fancy it. For 
what is ir but a ſtate of outward churchpriviledges,right to the ſeals, O 
But to imagine ſo great a work as the re. ingra fing, which infers ſalvati- 
on, ſhould come from Abrahams, Iſaac, and Jacobs, or any other natu- 
ral believing Fathers viſible Churchmemberſhip, Circumciſion, Bap. 
tiſm, &. is to der ive title to heaven, from at beſt, an amiſſible privi- 
ledge, which may be interrupted by men, What more is to be ſeen in 
Mr, Cotton, Blake, Cobbet, Baxter, Mr. Rutherfurd may ſee examined 
in this Review; by reading of which hee may diſcern, that they — 

nei 
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neicher cloſed the diſpute 3 hor managed it ſo, ag chat their learning i: 
to be reſted on. 
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SECT, LXXXVII. 


The di ra diont in Germany aud our preſent diſtractions, [prune not ſrom 
Anabaptiſm as Mr. Cragge ſailb, 


There having been a diſpute at Agergavenay between me and Mt. John 
cragge, Sept. th. 1653. and a Sermon preached there (wh+n | was 
thence) the nex Lords day, in oppoſition to what I taught, in- 
ad of letting mee have a copy nanuicripe, they were printed with 
nuch injury to the truth and my perſon, Where'ore having had expe- 
gence in Mr, Es, dealing, what adyantage the errour of infant Baptiſm 
ot by ſuch writings, I being then in Lenden and mecting with the 
— madea reply intituled, A Plea for Antitadobaptifts ; to which 
Mr, Jabs Cragge hach returned an anſwer, and intituled it, The Arraigu- 
mas and con ui of Anabaptiſm. He bath prefixedan Epiſtle to eight 
eminent Members of the Parliament which (ate anno 1654. He teli them 
that ibe Cauſe be defends is and ought to be deaver to them then any private 
tereſt, as whereupon inſaltibly depends the peace of Church and State. 
He might more truly have ſaid, that iofallibly the peace of Church and 
dute depends on the reforming of intant Baptiſm, which bath corrupted 
the Church and State by bringing into the Chriſtian ſocieties a world 
of ignoranc, looſe and prophane _ who being the major part in 
ill Churches, and Commonwealths, where Chriſtianity hath been re- 
ceived, have perſecuted the godly, domincered over the conſciences 
ind liberties of the Saints, and upheld a proud and ſenſual Clergy, to 
the infinite diſturbance of the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches for many 
ages And though L hope bettet of the men to whom Mr. cr. aſcribes 
ſuch beroich excel{encies, that they have or will have more wit or more 
grace, then to account Mr, Crs, cauſe of infant Baptiſm cearer to them 
then any private intereſts, Yet I muſt eonteſs I cannot but mourn, thar 
not onely Parliament men, but alſo Miniſters ſhould be ſo 8 as 
to be taken with ſuch filly inupid clamours (T may truly (ay) rather 
then arguings, as Mr, Cr. Mr, B. and others, have miſlead them by, 

That which he faith, the ſor mer ſad diſaſters of Germany and aur pre- 
ſent diſtractiens, both took their ſpring and growth, ina great meaſure, 
from Anabaptſm, is moſt talle, 

The diſaſters in Germany which were in the years 1 524, 1525, did 
ſpring from the great burthens and oppreſſions which were put on the 
Ruſticks by theit Princes, Biſhops, Abbors, Spoudanw exprefly In his 
Auf. of his Epit. of Baron, Annals ad anxum 1524, laith, That they bagan 
in Suevia, by riſing of the Bores againſt their Lord count Lupfius, and that 
. thence being riſen, aſter an infinite number of Kuſtichs being 
flirred up to ſeditions upon ret eat of Goſpel liberty (which Spanbeimias 
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hinſelf in his Diatribe Hiſtorica 5. 4. refers to Luthers Book of cbriſi. 
an Liberty as the occafion taken by them) committed great outrages, And 
ad annam 1503. tels us, That in the Daoceſi of Spire, a conſpiracy of Huſ. 
band men ag init the Biſhops and Canons, which was cated the Ruſtick 
League, began from two Ruftichs ; of which conſriracy the cb. article 
was that they ſhould ſhake off every joe, and in imitation of the Helyeti. 
ans ſhoutd recover thei liberty. And Lucas O)iander Epit. hiſt. Eccleſ” cent. 
16. I. 1. c. 1 6. p. 34. ſaith, Theſe particular ſeaitzons in Germany, were 
the przludia or ſo/ e playes of that great ſed: on of Rujlichs, which was in 
its vigour in the year 1525. And Gnodalins in his biftory of the raftich 
tumults in Germany in the year 1525, (th, 1. ſai h, That in Sucvis, 
where they firſt began, they did open ſgniße 1bat they were not Goſpel. 
lers, nor did flow together for the Goſpel ſake, but becauſe of erat 
Bp. Jewel Def. of wwe Apology of the Chu-ch of England pare. 4. chap, 4, 
Diviſ. 1. to Harding, ſaying, were the hundred thouſand Bores of Germa. 
ny conſumed by the ſword of the Nobility there for their obecrence? anſwers 
thus, The Bores of Germany, of whom ye ſpeak, for the greateſt 
© part, were adverſaries unto Doctour [ther and underſtood no part 
< of the Goſpel : but conſpired together, as they ſaid, onely againſt 
© the cruelty and tyranny of their Lords: as they had done two and 


—— 
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to whom how much in former ages, and at this preſenr, the great trou- 
bles of the Churches of od are io be aſcribed, may be ſeen in part, in 
Mr, Bazters Book intituled, The Reformed Paſtour, ch. 4. ſect. 1,z, and 
in many hiſtories, 

Mr, cr. adds; which yeaſon with experience difiates ; for by their 
inciples whole nations are unchurched and none 7eceived into communion, 
but by re. bapti xing, all former members efleemed as Publicans and Hea- 
leni, bence Magifiracy and Miniſtry tbat diſſent 3, are by them wholly diſ- 
gebe, if not diſcarded. 
Anſw. .. Experience hath not proved either the diſaſters in Germa- 
m ot our preſent diftraRions, to have ſprung frem Anaba p iim, but 
from other cauſes; chiefly, the oppre ſſion of Princes and Prelates, 2. 
Nor are Mr, Crs, reaſons ſufficient to evince Anabay tiſm .a cauſe of 
ſuch troubles, For the firſt principle,that whole nations are uncburcbed, 
isas well the Independent as Pzdobaptiſts principle (among whom is 
Mr, Cradoch counted a light in their Goſhen of Monmouthſhire, by the 
relatour of the diſpute in the Epiſtle dedicatory ) and it ſo, the preſent 
diſtraRions are to be aſcribed with as good reaſon to Indepency as to 
Anabaptiſm, and pc tha ps with greater; it being corifidered that they 
have been and are the more potent party, As the Pa piſts impured all 
the troubles ro Prote itant principles of Chiiſtian iber:y, the Prelates 
to non conformiſts, whom # bi!gift long fince compared with Anabap- 
tiſts, becauſe they alledge ag.znſt Prelacy Matth. :© 25, 26. ſo the 
Presbyrerians charge the like on Independency, and perhaps Indepen- 
dents on Anabapriſm ; yet none of thei: principles ale indeed the ſpring 
of the troubles, but the violence of the leading men ot each party, who 
by their miſ· reports and clamors, ſticup Magiſtrates and people agauuſt 
their oppoſites, and will by no means allow liberty to them, nor wil- 
lingly life: of which ſpirit Mr. cr. ſeems by his writing to bee, and I 
_ the State will diſcern all ſuch as will not tolerate ethers, who 
diffent in religion, intolerable, 2. It is falſe that Magiſtrac and Mini- 
in that difſents, is by Anabaptifts wholly diſguſted, if not diſcarded. For 
thouph I cannot juſtiſie ail ſo called, there being violent ſpir its among 
them (who are intolerable) as well as o.hers; yet neither do all nor a- 
ay great part that I know ot, appear to be ſuch, But Toy did, yet ſure 
u comes ot from thoſe principles fore-named by Mr. cr. there being no 
ſuch conſt qu nce incladed in thoſe tenents, that they who are not 
Churcame bers are not to be accounted Magiſtrates. As Bp, Andrews 
anſwered. reſp. ad Lellarm Apol. c. 1 p. 30. Bellarmine. alledging the 
Puritans did „ot admit the King : Supremacy. becanſe they brought a pari- 
ty into the c hu ch. [0 the Kings Sx premacy what is parity among Elders in 
the Ci-urch > Videt ergo lector ludere hic par, impar, Cardinalem , ſo may. 
Ifay to Mr Cr. The Bap:iſts do not count whole nations te be Chur- 
ches of Chrift, ind with them agree Indeperdents, as Dr, Owen of 
Schiſm, ch 7, &c The Baptiſts receive none into communion but 
the baptized, eſtce ned all other as not inthe Church viſible (though 
theſe ty n laſt arc denied by many of them) hat is the non-admifſion 
inte the Church, to the diiguſting or diſcarding of Magiſtracy - the 
Om 
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Common wealth ? The Reader therefore ſets Mr, Cy, to play here pe 
318247, cven and odd. | 

What Mr. Cr. bath ſuffered for patronage of reſpe7 to tender Conſeicn. 
ces, I know not; nor who are for promiſcuous toleration without diſtin. 
fie, What he adds out of the old Leſtam vc vt Piinces puniſhing ido. 
latry and blaſphemy, was done by ſpecial judicial laws ot Moſes, which 
do not binde Chriſtiaa Magiſtrates ; if they did it makes nothing for 
the punithing of errours of Chriſtzans about che Chriſtian do&rine 
by civil punithmenr, It is g:anted that Miniſtets are bound to oppoſe 
crrours by preaching, and Ecclefiaſtical ceuſures, both fingly and in 
Couacils; yet neicher have Councils, nor the lcatnedſt DeRonrs been 
very happy in determining of exrours, and herehes, That which waz 
here ſio in une Council was Orthodox in another; ander one Emperer 
that was adjudged :ruth, which was blaſphemy under another. Wha: 
ſtrange kinds ot Heretiques were the Quartodecimani, Aetians, He/ vi. 
diant, and many mate? Had Vigilantius or Fovinian ( ſaith Mr, Baxter 
in his Reformed Paſtour p. 47.) bad Hieremes nume, ſome of their Hers. 
ßes mught poſſebly bave been articles of faith, Nor was it well done (toy. 
ever Mr, cr. conceives ) chat well-minded Emperours did rely lo much 
en the adviſe of Sy ds and Biſhops, as to baniſh and deſtroy at the in- 
ſtance of hem, ſuch as they judged heretiques and ſchiſmariques, The 
ſad tragedies about the doQrines of the Trinity, Images, Eaſter, &c, 
are a ſufficient document to all wiſe rulers to bee cautelous how 
they uſe their power tor ſuppreſſing perſons deemed erroneous in 
point af doctrine. There may bce toleration of different opinions ia 
a Commonwealth without mixture of religion , and that ſuch to. 
leration doth not difſelve tbe bond of obedience, or breed any of thoſe evils 
Mr. Cr. reckons up (except by accident) the peaccable rule of the 
united Provinces of Belgia and elſewhere ſhews, It is the intemperne 
zeal of Preachers and others againſt diſſenters, which is the chiet cauſe 
of ſuch evils 2s Mr, Cr. reckons > I remember that I have read, that 
the Bores of Germany were not ſubdued till ooo. of them were ſhin, 
but Sleiday re ports not in his com. I. 7, or any other, that in Germoy 
the 4nabaptiſt grew ant yen, that they could not be vanquiſhed, till d. 
moſt a hundred thouſand of them were ſlain by the united forces of the Es- 
pire, But the Empet out objected to the Proteſtants that their Preachers 
were a great occaſion ef rhe Ruſtical war,wherein an hundred thouſand 
were flain. But whether it were ſo or not {+ (whatever Mr. Crs, prote- 
ſtations be) the writing this Epiſtle, with ſome other paſſages at the time 
and to the perſons ta hom it was directed, ſhew what we are to expect 
from him and ſuch as he is, if ever they have power over us, But of thele 
things oncly by the nay. 
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SECT. LXXXVIII 


Auſtins ſaying about Apoſiolica! traditions is not tobe re ſled wpon, nr bis 
te lion about the antiquity of Inſant Baptiſm, 


A Fer his own Epiſtle, and the Fpiſtle of I. T. P. and the reprinting 

of the conference between me and Mr. Vanghan, and the diſpute be. 
ween me and himſelf, Mr, Cr. leaving out the former E piſtle of I, 7. P. 

ins with a de ſcant on the title of my reply, which vainly makes 
to imply a ſuit again i the amverſal Church, though it be onely an action 
2gainſt innovators, who have left the plain way of Cirift and his Apo- 
les, and (as they have done in many other things ) brought in infant 
Baptiſm, to the great corruption of the Church of God ; And for Mr, 
Halls inditemer:t, it is ſuch as j« fit for boys onely to mate ſport with; 
and were Mr. Hai! or Mr, Cy, of ſuch ſerious and grave ſpirits as they 
ſhould be, they would have buried it in filence, or been humbled for 
hand!*ng things of God ſo lightly, ſuch writings being fitter for light 
wits — Uaiverſity, then for Preachers and Paſtors over Churches cf 
Chriſt. My calling Mr. Baztgrs book a cheat and mock titled book, is 
proved here to be right; and that Mr. Ms. is no impregnable Defence, is 
here ſuewed. The reft of Mr. Crs, light Poetry ja ſe#.1 ec, par . I ler 
paſs as the ſcum of his wit, and onely take notice, that he terms from 
Stow Sir Fobn Oldcaſile a traitsr, who was banged on a gibbet and burned 
in St, Gyles field, whom Mr, Fox in his book of Martyrs in the time of 
Henry the 5th, hath ag inſt Alan Cope vindicated, and by ſundry argu- 
ments particularly by the manner of bis death mentioned by Mr, Cr. 
made it probable, that he died a Martyr oppreſſed by popiſh Prelates, 
Whoſe caſe is a good document how little credence is to be given to the 
cenſures of men, when the relations of them are made by their prevail. 
ing adverſaties, What I think of laying on hands, ma» be ſeen part: 
of this Review, ſe7.23, Dr. Fcatiy was a man with whom I had ſundry 
times conference when he was in his greateſt eſteem, but never found 
him ſuch as I durſt not look in the face when living, and ſure his book of 
Baptiſm is ( bcſide- what Denn bath done) ſhewed here and elſe- 
where not to be unanſwerable, With what ſpirit Mr, Cr. and ct! er Px. 
lobaptiſts, and wy ſelf, have written on this ſubject, muſt be l ſi to the 
cognizance ot our Junge. 

If Auſtins ſaying, 1.4. e Bat, contra Dont, c 23. That what the u 
verſal Church holds nr was inſtituted in Conncels, but always vet aincd, is 
moſt rightly believed to have been delivered by ug other then poſi olical au 
thorzty, were meant as Mr, Cr. ſect . p.67, ex pounds jr, including. the 
Apoſtles, I ſhould yeeid it. But 1. I do nor conceive chat to be Aufl in- 
meaning; for 1. then the ſpeech would be an inept tautology to ſay, 
that what the whole Church including the Apoftles holds, is moſt right» 
ly believed to have been delivered by no other then Apoſtolical autho- 
1115 
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rity; it were 2s if he had ſaid,whar che Apoſtles held the Apoſtles held: 
2. The very ſpeech thews that Auſtin meaar it of the univerſal Church 
of his time, the word, tenet being in the pr eſent cenle, and the Councel 
meant being ſuch as were fince the Apoſtles, and that he counted that to 
be inſtituted in no Councels, but to have been always held, of which he 
could not ſhew any beginning or any interruption: 3.Elſewhere his ſ 
ches ſhew this was his mind, as Epiſt. 118, ad Joann. Ida que non ſcript 
ſed tradita cutodimus, que quidem toto terrarum orbe obſervantur dantuw 
inte lligi. vel ab i fis apoſtolia vel plenariis Concilii quorum eſt in Eccleſig ſa 
laberrima autoritas commendata atque ſtatuta retiners , and he inſtanceth 
jn the anniverſary ſolemnities of Good Friday, Eaſter day, Holy Thurſ. 
day, and Whitſunday, and adds; and if any other thing bath occurred 
which is kept by the whole Church where ever it ſpreads it ſeif. And ac. 
cordingly he makes the neceſſity ot the Communion to eternal life az of 
Baptiſm to the Kingdome to be from Apoſtolical tradition, tom,7, de 
pece, mer, & rem'ſ. l. 1. c. 24. Mr. Crs, conceit is not right, as if the 
words, And if any man ſeek ſor Divine authority in this thing, did inti- 
mare that his tollowing rule was meant of What was held in the Apoſtles 
time: for in them he means that which he afcer fetcheth from Circum- 
cifion out of Scripture, beſides that which the whole Church holds, not 
inſticured in Councels, yet ſtill held. In this ſenſe it is urged by cam, 
L.;. loc. Theol, c. 4. as a rule to know genuine unwritten traditions Apo- 
ſtolical from ſpurious, and rejeRed by Chamier, pauſtr. cath, tom,1, l. 
c. 14. S. 13. a+ impoſſible, firh what hath been in all ages and Churches 
from the Apoſtles cannot be known; and it is urged by Bellarm. dt bo. 
nis oper. in part. I. 1. c. 4 for Lent faſt, and refuted by Chamier, pauſtr, 
cath. tom. . l. 19 c. 7. S. 36. 

2. This rul: cannot ſtand the Epiſtler in any ſtead for proving infant 
Bap:iſm without the Apoſtles writings, 1. becauſe there is no way with- 
out them to know what was univerſally held, there being no man able 
to know what the Chui ch holds in all places in his own time, much leſ; 
what in former ages was held; and many things have been taken even 
by Auſlix as univerſally obſerved which were not, and many Councels 
held which are unknown, and many corraptions crept very early into 
the Church whoſe original cannot be ſet down determinately, of which 
#ſhrr s general anſwer to the Jeſuites challenge gives reaſons, 2. Infant 
Baptiſm cannot bee proved to have been univerſally obſerved, but 25 
now it is taught and uſed hath been oppoſed by ſome of the Ancients, 
and js now rejected by Prot ſtanr Divines, 2s it was by the Ancients 
taught aud uſed, Nor is Auſtins teſti ony Sem to. de verb. Apoſleli( nat 
Serm. 15.) that the Church always had and beld Infant Baptiſm, valid 
for Mr. Cys, purpule; 1. becauſe the term {| hec, th] may bee rathet 
referred to t e doctrine of infants being born with original ſin, tathe: 
then che praiſe of their baptiſm, and to this ſenie both t e ſcope, 
words precedent, conſequen:, and the terms, had, held, perceives ſrow 
the faith of Elders, keep to the end (which ate moſt ficl+ appli-d to do- 
Arine) make more prob-ble, as [ noted in my Apology $. 16. pag. 8;. 
2. Were the meaning of Aa in about infant baptiſm, yet here were no 
cauſe 
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cauſe to reſt on this teſtimony as credible, 1, becauſe it is but # ſpeech 
in a popular Sermon, in which men ſpeak not exact iy as in other wri. 
tings. 2. The words | hoc Eccleſia uſque in fenem perſeveraner cuſtodit 
could be known one ly by gueſs and conjectural preſage, it being of a 
continent matter not by Divine revelation ſore. told, and therefore 
the other ſpeeches (as likewiſe other ſpeeches, as that tem. 7, de pecc 
ner. & remif}. 1,1.C,24. ſhew was his wont) are to bee conceived as ſpo- 
Len not out of any good records, but from that which he found obſer. 
ved in his time, where he had been, 3 Becauſe ſerm. 14. de derbi 4. 
poſt. he ſaich, chat Cyprian Epiſt, 59. ad Fidum quid ſemper Eccleſia ſenſet 
mon{{raverit ; though he onely ſet duwn what wa. determined in that 
Council of Caribage, which was in the thire Century. 4, There are ſo 
many ſpeeches ot the ancjent; falſe, uncertain, contradicting cacti ©- 
ther concerning Apoſtolical traditions, univerſal obſervations, that na- 
ny Proteſtants have diſcredited them, of which ſome teſtimonies are ſec 
down by me in my Precurſor ſect. 3, Salmaſius ar. ad libr. de primatx 
ppe, men ions ſome other, as pag. 134. AU the Fathers with one accord 
nate Paul and Peter founders of the Roman Church, and yet were dece; 
ved; Hierome faith, it was in all the world decreed, that one ſhould be a 
Biſhap over others: and yet ihe Preface of Selden beture Twiſdens Cul- 
lection of ancicne Britiſh Hiſtories, ſhews it waz otherwie in Scotland 
of old. And tor Auſtin Epift, 118. ad Jana. 6.1, 6. hee makes the 
anniverſaty ſolemnities of Eaſter, &c. of eating the Lords Supper fa- 
ing, as always univerſally oberved, in which he was miſtaken, Mr. 
Cr. doth abuſe me in making my argument, as if I had ſaid Eaſter was 
always held, my words were; It Auſtins rule were true, then Eaſter 
ſhould be from the A poſtles ; not becauſe I thought it true, but becauſe 
Auſtin thought ſo, and fo by his rule Eaſter muſt bee counted to come 
from the Apoſtles, and his teſti nony is as good for it, as for the uni- 
verſal obſervation of in ant Baptiſm, 5, Nox onely Proteſtants but 
Papiſts alſo do now re ject things obſerved by the Ancients, as amply as 
infane Bap:iſm, Jewel Sermon at Pauls Croſs, p. 43. mſher anſwer tothe 
Jeſuits chaRenge, p. 23. It wal the wſe of the ancient C buch to minifley the 
Communion to infan s: whisb is yet alſo pradiſed by the Chriſtians ia Egypt 
and Etbiepia. The C hu ch of Rome, upon better conſideration bath though: fit 
to 40 otherwiſe, The putting milk and honey into the mouth of the | aÞ- 
tized, the ftznding at prayer on Lords days between Eaſter and Whit» 
ſontide, the baptizing at Eaſter per ſons catechiſed in Lent, with many 
more are now left; though EC, | 2, de boni operibus in particulars 
t. 5. tels us, Abolitam eſſe conſuetudinem bapti xandi cat echumenos & 
abſolvendi prnitentes in paſchate verum eſt apud Lut heranos cateri\m a» 
pud Catholic os, ac træſertim in urbe Romana xullus et annus, quo non mul. 
ti Caticbument in paſchate baptizeatur ; which I mention to (hew, that 
there are ſome ſoot- ſte ps yet remaining of the old baptizing. p. Jewel 
Deſenſe of the pology of the © hurch of England, part. 2. ch 16. div. 1. 
ſth, there have been errowr's and great errours from the beginning + hee 
ment ions there and in the Sermon at Pauli croſs, baptizing fur and ofthe 
dead, giving the Communion to ay dead body,and therefore there and 
rrrr in 
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in kis reply to Dr.Cole,he reje&s cuſtoms of the ancient Church,and ton. 
demnes carrying home to the abſent the Con munion ; mixing water 
with the wine, and many more things; and ſtill requires the Lords 
Supper and Baptiſm to bee adminiſtred according to the inſtitution of 
Chriſt; which it Mr. Cr. or any other can ever ſhew to have been of in. 
fan: Baptiſm, I will ſay as Vp. Jewel did concerning the 27, Anicles 
p opounded at Pauls Croß, T am content to yeild and to fubſcribe : e. 
therwiſe Vir, Cr, and other Pxdobaptiſt» by accuhng mce as ppoſing 
che univerſal Church in Auſtins ſenſe ( though I deny ir to be true) ec 
but con..emn themſelves, who with Papiſts d rejeR things counted by 
the writers of ihe trit a, es Apeſtolical, and of univerſal obſer vation 
near the Apoſtica tim. s. 

Nor is the fr +h ore pr (irion of Mr. Cy, p. 67, true, That the wha! 
Church ſucc the poſtles in all ages, collectively conſrdered, cannot err gi, 
ther ia do vine or diſcipl ne, For it the wii le Church might ert ſo in 
one age, it may allo in all pes c: lectively conſidered, the promiſes be. 
ing no more o the Church in all ages colle-tively conſidered, then in 
each age diftrioutively confidered, nor an; means given to them after 
the Apoſtics coll:..jively conſidered, to keep from errour, chen to 
each, diſtributively; yea te Churches rearcr the Apoſtles, had more 
meanes to keep racm from crrour then other ages, yer they erted ia do. 
Arine and diſcip ine, as many writers ſhow, about Eaſter, the Millens. 
ry opinien, ani many other, As for the promiſe Matth. 16, 18, it it 
not true of the whole Church viſible, the gates of hell have and doprevai! 
again{i them, but of the inviſible, and yet the promiſe is nut to the hi- 
ible that they ſhall not err, bur that they ſhall not erte finally is cam- 
nation, which if they did, then indeed the gates of belt or of death ſhould 
prevail againſt them, tat is ( as Cameron rightly in his pralefion ) thy 
ſhould not rife to life eternal Nor is there a promiſe Joh 16, 13. tothe 
wh e Church, hut to the Apoſtles, the promiſe being as well co fit 
rem things to come, as to lead them into all nu: And yet the promiſe 
not ſo made to the Apeſtles, but that they might err as Pete did Gal 2, 
:10vgh when they taught the Church hy writing or preaching, they were 
ſo guided as thit they ſhould not er r. Bur of this poĩat of the militant 
Churches erring, I need ſay no more, but refer Mr, Cr. to his own 
Author Dr, Raino'd theſe ; 

„. Were it granted that antiquity did univerſaily praQtiſe infant Bap. 
uſm, yer neĩ her were the preſent doftrine or practiſe juſtified by it, 
but condemned; and Mr, Cy, as truly may be ſaid tu p'ca1 againſt the u- 
nirerſal Church as my ſelf, For it is manifeſt from the places whete 
there i mention of it in the Ancients, rlit they aught it and prac ico 
ir, onely upon the opinion of the neceſſity of ir to fave an infant from 
periſhing, and becauſe the very bapriſn did give grace, remiſiion of o- 
riginal fin, made believers, heirs of the i gdont of heaven, and accor- 
dingly they practiſed it onely in caſe of danger ot death, very ſeldame, 
and this they did ro unbelievers children, 25 well as believers, 15 af 
of charity, not of inſtituti.n or right by their bi- c to either. Bur theſe 
things Mr, Cr. pleads againſt them a5 well as my ſelf, and * the 
dodtine 
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4oarine and praQtiſe of Pædobaptiſts now is againſt the Ancients as well 
2s mine: Yea more, in that they had a conſtant courſe of baptizing 
the catechized perſons up« n a ſolemn profeſſion of faith, and aid in all 
bapriſs, except that of the Clinics, that is fick perſons baptized in 
their beds, plunge the whole body, or dip it ſo as to be under water; 
which ate now clean otherwiſe and things unknown among Pxdobo p- 
tits, Ss that as Bp. uſber in his anſwer to the eſkites challenge, in the 
aticle about proying for the dead, p. 245, proves the Romanit!s to have 
rejected the ancient piayer for the dead, becauſe they pray not for Mar- 
tyrs and others in bliſs for their reſurrection, but tor perſons in Pur- 

ory to be delivered hence; ſo I may truly 'ay, th: Pxdobapriſt; 
now have rejected the ancient infant Baptiſm, ſith they deny Bapriſin, 
necefliry ta ſalvat ion, or that it gives grace, and they do it onely ts 
believers infants, by ſprinkling or perfuſion, without metſien, ſcarce 
to any but infants, without any ſolemn courſe of carechifing ordinarily 
in order to furu'e Baptiſm, and to infants ordinerily out ot the caſe of 
danger of death, upon pretence of a federal holineſs by birth, and or- 
dinance of viſible Churchmemberſhip untepealed, unknown to the 
Ancients, and therefore their doctrine and ptactiſe hath no patrenage 
from them, 

Mr. Cr. p. 98. ſaich, that 7 cunningly alter the ſuabjeſt ef the queſtion, 
when I ſay infant-ſprin\ling was not held of the whole Church; and 
tels me, that be and others do not ſay ſo. Which intimares that hee and 
others deſert the ma ĩmainance of ſprinkling infants as ancient; which 
difidence is ſome argument that the late 4ſſembly have forſaken the an. 
cient way of Baptiſm by dipping, having in the Direfory determined 
ſprinkling as ſufficient, and in the practiſe of many of them taken away 
the old Fonts, more agreerble to antiquity, and brought in little ſtone 
Bafons near the Pulpit or Readers Pew, like Popich hol, water pots, 
fit onely for the novelty of ſprinkling after the Scottiſh mode, Nr is 
Mr. Crs, way of powring water on the face, or dipping in part of the head, 
any more the baptiz ing Chi iſt appointed, or antiquity uſed, exc: pi in 
the caſe of the (li nici. is true Gods ordinances are not deſtiuftive to 
nature, who requires mercy and not ſacrifice, Bur this proves ra n 
baptiſm ſhould be omitted al: 2gerher, and not the ordinance 540 
and people mocked as hey are by the preacher, that ſaich fal ſly, Le bap- 
eth the perſon, when he doth one ly ſprinkle or powr water on the 
ace, or dip in part of the head, 
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SECT, LXXXIX. 


The teflimonies of the ancient writers of the Greek Chu:ch concerning In. 
fant Baptiſm are examined, and my exceptions made goed againit , 
Cragge, Dr. Hammond, Dr, Homes, Mr, Marila), 


THe alledging of pſeudo. Diox:ſius the Areopagite, and Clements 4po 

ſtolical Conſtitutions, is but to abuſe the world with cuunterteic 
names, diſcovered by many learned Pa; iſts and Pro: eſtants to be ſuch 
and the like is to be ſaid ot Juſtin Martyrs forged teſtimony gy, 36. ad 
#rtbedoxos + which are not rejected becauſe queſtioned, as Mr Cr, 
ſeems to intimate, but becau'e they are by many ſtrong evidences pro. 
ved not to have been the Authors, whnſe names they bear. As for the 
evidence to maiter of fat they give, that infants were baptized in that aze 
u which they were wiicten, | do readily giant ir, a d betore too; yer 
think it no advantage tor the preſent pretended intant Baptiſm, which is 
dean otherwiſe, and upon other reaſons: a particularly, that the hp. 
tied in{ants obtaixed good things at the reſurrefion by Baptiſm, but thy 
unbaptized obtain not good things, Nor istlicre a word in that to cor. 
g rm the novel doctrine ofthe childrens right to Baptiſm, as being in 
Covenant with the parents, For neither are the parents there ſaid to 
be belie ver., but the brizgersznor by the parents faith are they laid to have 
riglit ro Baptiſn, bur by the ſaith of the bringers to obtain good things at 
the reſurrection: and therefore in vain doth Mr, Cr. thus endeavour to 
hide the deformity of that Authors doctrine, which is no better then 
that which commonly Proteſtant Divines condem as Popiſh, More ho- 
n:ſtly in this then Mr, Cr, doth Belarmin tom, 3. 1, 2. de effefiu Sa. 
Sram, c. 6, ſay, Ju in. in bis Apology to Antoninus, ſaith, e obtain vt. 
mi ſſem of afore committed | us in water, &c, 4nd before he had ſaid, that 
n mus brought io Ba tiſm, unleſs he before believed. Like things bee 
bath int dialogue with Triphon, And ch. 8. alw.yes in the church the 
cufl ume war, that thoſe who would be Chriſtians ſhould firſt be made cate. 
chized perſon; and long enough inſiruTed, and not baptized unleſt inſtru7- 
8d, and firm, and ſtable in faith, Citing to this end Zain in bi; Apologyto 
Antoninw, as ſhewing the manners of the Church, 

As for 17ene/s bis teſtimony, lib. 2. adv, ber. c. 39. it proves not 
infant Bapsiſm, Fer though it be true that Mr, Mede in his Diatribe 68 
Tit. 3. 5, ſay, Nene, I trow. will deny that when the Apoſile ſpeaks of ſa- 
wang us by waſhing of regeneration, and renewing of the boly Ghofi, bee 
ſpeaks of Baptiſm yet it follows not that that the Apoſtle meant by 7e- 
gezeraiion, Ba ptilm; nor is it likely, fith the word [ regeneration) is not 
to be read (b. the waſhing which is regeneration ] as it it were by ap- 
poſition, but [of regexeration] as the Genitive poſſeſſive, and the mea- 
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ning is by the waſhing which ſigniſies regeneration, which is before the 
waſhing; yet it it were ſo, it proves not Irenaus meant by | renaſcuntur 
are born again] are baptized, üth he ſaith not are by waſhing born a- 
gain, as the A poſtles phraie is, Nor though it be granted that in Ju- 
tin Martyr and others of the ancients [ to be regencrated | is | to bee 
baptized | doth it appear that Irenæus meant it ſo in that place, u leſs 
it were proved it is ſo onely meant by him and the ancients Nor doth 
Irenaws 7. 1. c. 13, term Baptiſm regeneration as Dr, Homes 1,118. ſug- 
geſts, bur ſaith cus tothe denying of Baptiſm of that generation which is 
into God, But that indeed the word [ renaſcuntiur are born again | is not 
meant of Baptiſm, js proved from the words and the ſcope of them. 
For 1, the words are | fer eum renaſcun ur, by bim, that is Chr iſt, ove 
born again and it is Clear from the ſcope of the ſpeech about the fulneſs 
of his age as a perfect maſter, that | by him notes his perſon according to 
his humane nature. Now it then bin are bern again] beas much ns 
7 by him are baptized ] th.s ſhould bee Irene his aſſertion, that by 
Chriſt himſ:1f in bis humane body jnfan:s and little ones, and boyes 
and young men, and clder men, are baptized unto God, But this ſpecch 
is moſt maniteſtly talte, for neither did Chriſt baptize any at all in his 
own perſon, the Evangeliſt John 4. 1, 2. expreſly ↄffirming, that 
though the Phariſces beard that Feſus made and baptized more diſtivles 
then John, jet Jeſus himſelſdid not baptine, but bis Diſciples did bap- 
die, nor didthe Diſciples b ptize any infant at all as mey bee gathered 
from the whole N. TI. 2. The word which Iresæus exprefieth, where. 
dy per ſons were born again to God by Chriſt, is applied to the example 
of his age, as the words and ſci pe ſhew, Omnem tatem ſanttificans jr 
alam qua ad ifm er at ſimilitudinem, Ideo ger omnem wenit atatem & in- 
fantibus inſans ſuctus, ſaniti cams infantes, in parvulis parvulus ſanctiſi- 
cans bane i ſam babentes ctatem, ſimul & exemplam illi pictatys 6Feftus 
& juſliti & ſubectionis. Juvenibu juvents exemplum jut embus ſiens & 
anctiſi. ans domino Sic & ſenior in ſenionbus, ut t perſe*us Magiftc: 
in omnbu. non ſolum ſecundum expoſitionem v eritatis, ſed ſtcundum etc. 
tem ſanctiſicuns ſumul & cuiores, exem lum ſis quoque fiens, But bec 
was not in his age ancxample of every age by his . aptiſm, as if hee did 
by it anQifie every age, for then he ſhould have deen baprized in eve: 
age. but in r.ſpeR t the holineſs © his humane nature which did remaia 
ia each age, and ſu -xemplarily ſand iſie each age ro Cod, fo ges ther 
no age bur was capable t holineſs by conformity to his example, 3 I- 
renaus his words ate mne, enim venit per ſemetipſum ſalvare, omnes i 
quam qui ſer eum renaſcantu in Deum, infantes & tarvulni, & e 6s 
& uvenes & ſeniores, n = if the weaning were that Chriſt ca ne is favs 
211 char were baptized by him, or by his appointment, then be came to 
fave Simen Magus, and whoever ate ot have been baptized righ ly, e- 
ven Judas Iſcariet, it he were bap ized. But in that ſenſe the propel i- 
on of Irentus were moſt palpably talle, and therefore char ſenſe jr Nox 
to be attri uted ro hit words, 4 Chriſt js by [rengus laid to ſai” :- 
ſe as 1 per ſect Maſter . not onely according to the expoſſiten of truth, but a- 
ſo as au example to them ef piety, juſtice, and ſub;etion z but his 15 10 bee 
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auderſtood not in reſpe& of his Baptiſm onely, but bis whole lite, in 
which ne was an example even an infant, tor then he did willingly emp. 
ty kimſelf, took upon him the form of 4 ervant. was made in the ltheneſt o 
men, and being in faſhion a man bumbled himſelf to death, Phillip. 3. 7.8 
By all which rcaivus I preſume the Readers, who is willing to lee truth 
will perceive this pallage ef Irengus to be wreſted by Padebaytils 
apainit its e auing, to prove an ule of Pxdobapriſn in bis t me. Which 
have te more lately inſiſted on, b:caule indeed it is the onely teſti. 
mony of credit which Px obaptiſts have any colour trom for jntang bap. 
tiſin in cke 24, ceirury;: kn the 3d, century it is not denied, but that in. 
fant baptiſm and many more corrupizons were; yet even then it was 
very rare, in ca ſe onely of danger of death, cut ot that caſe diilwg. 
ded, in tat cale allowed upon the conctit of giving grace by it. 
and ſaving the infant from periſhing, But I ſhall al'vw Mr. cr. 
and other Pxdobaptifts, to ſay the moſt they can for this cotrup- 
tion, 

Origen is alledged next by Mr. Cy. in Rom. 6. l. J. bomil. Sch. on Le. 
Vitic. and :8.th, on Late. The Excepiions againſt theſearez. x, 
they are tranſlations, Origens Greek in the Original is loſt, Theſame 
may be ſaid of Sr, Matthews Goſpel, wiich he writ in the Hebrew cx 
© Syrijack now loft, the Greek copy onely extant, And of the LXX. 
** cranflacions of the Old T. which our Saviour followed more exatly 
** chen the Hebrew Original, tranſlations agreeing with the Original 
copy being equally authentick, 

Anſw. 1. There is no certainty, nor probability that Matthew did write 
„Hebrew, ſai hthe Annotator en Matth in by argument of that Goſpel 
the new Annotations called by ſeme the aſſemblies a: weſtminſicr, Pareus 
in his Proeme to his Commentary on Matthew, with the leave of alitiquily, 
Eraſna and otber learned interpreters doubt not a liitle of that opimon 
that be wrote in Heb/ew, and the reaſexs of doubting ſeem not to be light, 
which may be ſeen there, with anſwer to the objections produced our of 
antiquity, 2. Whether there were ſucha tranſlation by L.XX, Jews, 
as Foſerbxs relates of Ariſteas, l. 12. ant iq. Judaic. c. 2. I do not ſo much 
queſtion, as the particular ities of the relation, but the authority ct it is 
much que ſtioned, of which much may be ſeen in Chamicr. paul. cath, 
tem, t. L. 13. and it is much doubted whether that we have be it, ot 
which { am told learned aber hath written, which I have not ſeen, But 
ſure our Sayieur who ſpake in Hebrew or Syriach followed it not, nor 
da I think it fate or right to ſay that the Evyangcliſts or other holy ti- 
ters ſollowed it more exactly then the Hebrew Original, But ſure the tran» 
lation of Ruffin of Origens Homiles is nothing like to either of theſe, 
ia which he confeſſeth he did nor exad ly follow the Original. and it 35 
likely for this reaſon Yo. theſ. Theol, de Padobap. part 2. theſt 8 fad, 
Rut we ſhall the leſt care for Origen, becauſe the things we cited are not ex 

tant in Greeh, Bur Mr, Cy, adds. 2 

But 20. it is ſaid that the tranſlation is cenſured by Eraſmus, and 
** Perkins, as in ſomething contra ing. adding, or altering, What is 
added is ingeniouſly confefſed by Ra ſuus the rranflator himſelf; — 
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ther does acute Eraſmus, nor judicious Perkins, nor any bf the Anci 
« ents moſt critical, impeach him in the forequored reſtimonies ; thete- 
fore thi exception is blank, 

Anſw, bis exception is good notwithſtanding this anſwer, For 1. 
Perkins doth not onely cenſure Ruſſiaus his tranſlation, as in ſomething 
contracting, adding, or altering , bur alſo puts Origens commentaries o 
the Epiſtle to the Romanes not faubſully tranſlated by Ruffinus, among bis 
tounte . ſcit works, And Eraſmus in his cenſure of the Homilies an Levis 
ticus, laith, That a man cannot be certain whether he reads Ruſfinus, «© 
Origen, A nd becau'e Dr, Homes laich I make no excejtion againſt the 
tranſlation of the Homilie on Luke, he may take notice that Eraſmus in 
his 44291 4/1075 08 Luke 1.1, ſpraks much againſt the Paraphraſe of ©. 
rigen on Lu zud in his Anno, on Luke 1.3. Sie enim vViſus eſt ſent ire 
quiſqais ſuit cujus extant in Lucam comment aris Adamintii titulo, whicl. 
hw. that Eraſmus tok not thoſe Conmentaries tor Origent, or ar 
leaſt doubted thereof, And I shall add the words of Scultetus, in his 
medulla Pati um, 1.6. c 2, jam Ruſſiuu pluriun librorum Orizents inter- 
pre data rf ar patil licentiam: ut ademerit, adſecerit, mut rit, quæ ſibi 
vidcrentur adimenda, adjicienda, mut anda: ut ſxp* incertus ſit lector, 
utr 111 Origenen legat an N : cum G Origems 0era non exten: 
hodie, e quibus I. at ina ver j1o coryigh poſſit & emend ui Aud | find cite 
Eraſmus his preface on Hi l{ary, as Charging Ruffinus with this pta a iſe of 
adding and ch-"giag be 1nd an interpreter in all his tranſlations, as of 
Euſebius his Hiſtory. but chiefly of Origens writings, Grot, anuot. in 
Maith 15.46, vid O igenes ſenſerit ex ipſius ſcriptis difficile eſt diu, 
ales omnia a Ruſſino ſun! interpolatz, Hieronymus Apel. ad v. Ruff. l. 2. 
ſpeaks thus 15 Rufft A concerning ſome of his ttanſlacivns of Origen, 
Novit conſeientia tua 014 addiderris, que ſubtraxeris, qua in ulr anque 
partem, ut tibi viſum ſuerit immut 114s, Whereas therctore Mr, As 
#.enl, Defence part i 5 1. tels me, You call the Author of them ſupps + 
fed N:igen + It bad been your part before you bad ſo brauded them, fi f 
have made it mamfet by ſome undeniable evidence or ether that they wwe 
uo 0: 1gets + tell aim, that being but a reſpondent, it was enough tha: 
Iſh we fur. evidences a> did to prove the paſlages doubtfull, an un- 
certain witn:ſ« being no got proot, And to Dr Homes his ſaying in 
his Animady. on my Exerci:t 9 129. Truly a man can had with pat - 
ence en look upon M c '45 dealing in this + hen we ul ge Origen 
he 3s N01 Orzgen wi hhbim 3 but if be do it, thin (Origen mal be received, 
I anſwer, if the Dr. had bad paticece e ough to have confidered in; 
words, he might have obſerved, that 1 onely named Origen Hom ot 
Rom.. but did neither aſſigt che contury fer the time in whic 1 tl; 
words were written, nor did jntiv42 e that they were to be received 25 
his, but added two reaſons to Vent this imagination, as if by alledę- 
ing choſ words under che t » gen bom. on Rom.6, (by which 
onely i: is known ) I did jadse ihe welt his, whereof the once was the 
cen'urc of Eraſmus, the {her Auſtin, nor Hierem men: i 
Orzgen 1s avoucnrg in- 32 - wich is enough to ſhe it to be 
likely, that the paſſages ciced te added by Ruft, thovgh Hierey 
28 
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and others mention not theſe in particular, ſich neither doth he mention 
all the particulars of his dealings in this kind, but chargerh them upon 
his conſcience, Nor is it true, that what is added i. mngeniouſly confeſſed 
by Raffinus the tranſlator bimſelf ; For though the words cited by Mr. 
Ms. friend, Defence, p.16, ſhew that Ruffinus acknowledged of what ſore 
his audi ions were to his tranſlation of his Homilies on Leviticus, yer 
they thew nor what in particular they were; nor is any thing produ- 
ced to ſhew the words cited for infant Baptiſm were nor one, Nor is 
there any good anſwer made to my allegation to prove that paſſage like- 
ly to be one, 1. from the bringing of them in (as it ſeemed to me when 
I read them) in a patcht manner, not as it they were woven at firſt with 
the whote cloth, that is the reſt of the writing before and after, but a 
ſewed to it by a boteher, without any handſome coherence ; which nei- 
ther Mr, Ms, friend, p.16, nor Dr. Homes p.130, deny, and therefore 
I count worth the obſerving by the judicious Reader, when he ſhall ex- 
amine the places, as being of ſone moment to diſcern whether they 
were Origens words at firſt, or Ruſſinus his afſument, 2, Becauſe they 
are the very words which are frequently uſed by the refuters of Pelagi- 
ant in the ich. century, who denied Original (in, whereas Origen is :ax« 
ed as the very Father of Pelagianiſm, by Hieron, præſat. ad lib 4 in 
Hiciem, and elſewhere, as teaching d vνẽZ nei perſe tion or freedome 
from ſin, comrary to the expreſs words of thoſe cited paſſages ; and 
when Auguſt, tom,7.1 f. adv, Julian. c. 1, 2. alledgeth ancients ayouch. 
ing Original ſin, he never mentions Origen; and therefore theſe paſſi. 
ges, being ſo expreſs againſt Pelagians, and in the very words uſed by 
the refuters of them in Auguſtines time, are to be judged to be added ei- 
ther by Kuffinus, whoſe words to the ſame purpoſe on the goth. Pſalm 
are cited by Chamier, pauflr, cath, tom. 3. L. 1. c. 6. 8 9. and of whom the 
fame Author, tom. 4. 1.7.c.9.$.30, ſaith, Sciunt omnes docti exiguan ſu- 
i ſe Auſfni in vertendis aut horibus religionen, or by ſome other. Nor are 
theſe paflages in Origen onely hints againit ſome piece of Pelagianiſ®, 
which might be conceived by ſome few in bis time, as Dr, Homes mincetu 
the matter, p. 30. but expreſs argning againſt the main point of Pelagia- 
aiſm,denyin, original cot ruption, and that in the chief arguments uſed by 
Auzuftine and others, Nor did Origen Pelagi.,nite a little onely, but is 
ſuppoſed to have fir ft brought in Pelagianiſm iuto the Church, Hieron adv, 
Ru en. ſaich Dr. wen, diſplay of Arminianiſm, ch 2. And though it's 
nor denied that Origen did deliver contraries, yet I think it's hard to fad 
him ſo often, and ſo directly arguing againſt his own tenet. Nor do I 
conceive, however Dr. Homes, Mr, Blake, Mr. M. and others imagine con- 
traditions in my words which are not ſo, that ever Dr, Homes hath found 
in my writings ſuch claſhings againſt my ſelf. Nor do I make ſuch an ar- 
gument as M. Ms friend Deſence,v.17.an{wers,chat the paſſages make again} 
the Pelagians, and therefore neceſſarily they were written after the Pelagian 
bere/ie was breached (which is a meer'ſhiſting taſhion in that Author who 
ever he were, uſed before in anſwering my argument from Ireneus words 
and ſcope, which he anſwers as if I made it from the ſcope and not the 
words) but chus, theſe paſſages are plainly and directly againſt _ 
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axe chief point of impeccabilicy, which Origes is charged to bee che 
auchor of ; therefore according to Aivers rule traffar. de farrum auto- 
ates, 14+ it's not likely they were Origens, to which he anſwers nor. 
[will add only the words of Voſias Hiſt. Pelag. {:.fart.1.1h,6. p 153. 
len Origines T. 2. p. 471. i is pottus Rufinus interpres (quis enum qu 
vel Origenis, vel paraphra ſt ade liberi ſuerint, bodi* diſcern't ) in cap. 
u (recthis v1.) ad Rem ubi ait, ab ſorde peccati m ndus non eſt quiſ quam, 
num ſ wnixs diet futrit vita eus ſuper terram, Sed fuſe clarequt imprimss 
bye de peccato ſcribit lib vi. & XII. in Levit niſi iſti in Levilicim 
unment /i Cyrills potins int, quando etiam in bujus operibus ind eniun. 
, ec, ut n Ur 1genianis lib iſexdec im, ita inter Cyrilliana ſex decim bs. 
nilie appellant ur, which ſhews, that that learned writer tor Pæue ba p- 
iſm, did diſtruſt thoſe very pafſages cited tor infant Paptiſm to have 
been none of Orzgens, | 

Mr. c. aids. © The third thing objet ed is, that he calls it a tr» 
nion; ſo does the Apoſtle things contained in Scripture, 2 Theſ. : 
«15, Epiphanius calls Baptiſm and other divine tiuths upad geg tra- 
« dicions, and yet quotes Scriprure for them. Bellarmin calls infant 
« Baptiſm a tradition, and yet brings ten places of Scripture to prove 
* it, Auſtin aſtirms (16, 10, c. 23. de G eue /. that the cuſtome of our mu- 
©ther the Chut eh in bapiiſiug of little ones ii in no wiſe to be deſpiſed, 
© nor to be chought ſuperfuous, nor at all to be believed, unleſs it were 
«.nApoſtolick tradition, and yet proves the neceſſity of it from Fob, 3.5. 
"unleſs one be born again of water and the ſpit it, & c. 

Anſw. It was granted in my Examen that the greateſt points of faith 
though written, were by the Ancients called Apoftolical iraditions, but 
in this paint that the word» aſcribed ro O/igen meant an unwritten tra- 
dirion, I alledged 1. that the phraſes pro hoc & ecele/'a ab ApoFtolis tradi- 
tine ſuſcejit and ſecundum Eccleſia obſervantiamare ſufficient proot to 
them who are acquainted with the Ancients writings of thoſe times, To 
this is nothing replied by Mr, Ms. friend Dr. Homes, or M. cr. to ſhew 
that theſe phraſes are applied to any other then unwritten rraditions, 
when they are uſed of tie, for the uſe or inſtitucion of which they al- 
ledge no text of Scripture, 2, Tha there is no text of Scripture cited 
for the uſe or inſti n of infant Baptiſm, To this it is replied, that 
O1gen layes the ground on the Scriptures, But thole Scriptures are brought 
for the proof of uigiual fin, and the neceſſit of infant Baptiſm, which 
nete reaſons of the Churches obſervance, not proofs of the uſe and ins 
Ricurion of ic, And chat the Scriptures do not give any proof of the uſe 
or aſtitution of infant Baptiſm, but onely grounds of the reaſonable. 
neſs, »nd why che Church took it op, is ſhewed to have been the judye- 
ment of many learned Papiſt+ and Proteſtanrs of later and elder time, 
in my Precurſor [eff 16 which may bee caſi'y obſerved, becauſe they 
llledge nothing out of Scriprure about »nfti. ution or practiſe of it, but of 
nece ty to ſave tu infanr;which being à miſt» ke, it appears he traditĩ - 
on nas not from the A poſt les. Be ſides, as Auguſtin alledged Fob. 3. 5. 
for infant Bap:iſm,ſo he alfoalledged Job 6 53 tor infant Communic 
Mich hee and the Ancient, obſer ved a+ an Apoſtolick traditi un, 3 
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many Churches obſcrve even to this day; yet we conclude it is but an 


«Kr! 
unwritten.tradition, and ſo judged by the Ancients: All the places of af 
the Fathers which che Scripture for infant Baptiſm, intam Communi- 6 
on, Eaſter, Leni-iaft, and many other things which the Ancients ob. 4 
ſerved, ſhewing rather the reaſon of their obſer dation, then the la ſtit uin, 
as Mr, Cawdrey ſpeaks in another cale, Sabb. redjv, part, 4, cha x, " 
5, 24, | , 


To the aoch ſection of my Precurſor, Mr. Baxter in his Prefeſlizan. 
tis morator ſaith, The Ancients tooꝶ infant Paptiſm, as you ſay, for an 4. 
poſtolical tradition, but not unwritten, 1be warrant they ſuppoſed written: 
but not the biftory de ſao. . 

Anſw, The ancients muſt needs rake infant Baptiſm for an unn. 
ren tradition when they ſuppoſcd the Hiſtory Reither de ſaffs I; 
inſtitution to be written, hough they cok te cuſtome of the Church (as 
Auſtin tom,3 1.10. de Geneſ. ad litteram e 13 termy J „having ſu h reaſen 
from the neceſſity of it to ſa ve them periſhing upon the miſtake of 700 
3.5. for their warrant, But how pour a mat r was taken by the Church 
for a reaſon to co tinue a cuſtome, may uppear even by thoſe words of 
Auſtia in that place, which ſhew aiſo it was taken cn ly for a cuſtome 
of the Church taken up by then, and not app inted by the Apoſtles, For 
having ſpoken as doub:tull and uncertain whar to ſay about the que. 
ſtion before agitated by him, concerning the <reatien of the fouls 
of the children fron the parents. ber uſ of th object ion frecte 
Baptiſm of little ones, he then adds; Yet the cuſſome of ous mother the 
Church in Baptiſing little ne, is mot tobe d:ſpiſed nor by any men; to 
be accoamed ſu;er fiuous, 207 at all tobe believed unleft it were an Ai. 
cal tradition For that little age bath great weight of teſtimony, which ff 
merilcd to ſhed bloud for Chrift. Whereby it may apprar, 1, That Au- 
fin cook i. for a cuſtom: of the Church, withour example or inſtitution 
written. 2, That he took ſuch a frivolcue -pierence as the death of the 
children of Bethlehem ſlain b Herod, Maith, », to have great weight of 
teſtimony for iht believing of infant Baptiſm to have been an Apoſto- 
lical ttadition. It would be counted arrogance in me to cenſure the Fa- 
thers, yet when I find ſuch filly reaſons as Auſfin here and elſewhere, 
and Cyprian Epiſt. 39 ad Fidwn, give as warrant for infant Fp iſm, ſo 
flightly pailed over by Mr, B. and otters, aid theĩ reftimonies ſtill ut. 

ed for the credit of infant Bap iſm. which do with any that js willing 
to ſee the we-kne's of them diſcredit it, I cannor but for the truchs fake 
ſay, that as in many other things ſo in this of infa:t Bapriſm the Fas 
thers ſpecches are ſo vain, as th:tthere is more need to beweil the et- 
rour they have led pe pie ito, then to the continuance of th decei- 
ving of people by them, to alledge them for proofs, or to magnifie, jus 
ſtiſie or excuſe them. 

Mr, B. adds, *©* You might have ſpared all the 86. page, where you 
<< prove that Papiſts take it for an unwrirten tradition, We know they 
© are deſirous of any pretence to ſet tradition abo ve Scr pture Vet you 
*© know Belarmim and others commonly prove it by Scriptute. The 
** words of Beeanys (nor$, 24, as you fay, but $, 13, ) yecld, the — 
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night! inter prete ] to prove infant Baptiſm, and that's all that ] de- 
« re, had thought that Chamiers anſwer to this might have ſatis ſed 
© you, If you have forgot ir, peruſe-it again tom. 7. lib. 9. c. 10. S. 40, 
e. and tom. 4. . J. c. 9.5.32. | | 
Anſw. I could not well have ſparcd any part of that page, Not one 
ly later Papiſts engaged in the modern controvetſies, but alſo eldet and 
dingaged og and others, were alledged by me, of whom it is nor 
meet to ſuſpeR ti at they did acknowledge that infant Baptiſm is an un- 
vriten tradition, out of a de te to fer tradition above Scrip.u'e, but 
ut of elcer evidence of the ttu hot what they ſay, Not de | think Mr. 
B cin ſhcw one Author until Lutbers day, who made infant Baętiſm a- 
ij ocher then an und titten tradition, although they produce many of 
ther Scriptures for the neceſſity, rea ſonabl-nefs, and lawfulneſs oi tlie 
Church eo uſe ir, to whoſe authority they aſet ibed too much in the ap- 
jointing ſuch rites, and — * *Criprures to that end. I do not 
finde that the engaged Papiſt, cited by me, did ſet tradition above 
Scripture, bat that !hey make it equall I grant. I know Beν nin tom. 3. 
e ſacram, bapt, c. 8. biings three, arguments from Sciip ure for 
infant Baptiſm, and c. 9. ſaith, deducitnr cuidenter c Script uri, tut dis 
umu, but liow he mcans it hee tel us thus in the ſame chapter ; that 
though the argument of the Auabaptiſis fr om defect of Command or example 
lere g eat force again ſt Lutherans, ſor as mucb as they uſe that principle 
ne where,that the rite which i not in Sc/igtureb aving no command nor 
trample there, is to be rejected, yet it it of no force againſt Catbo/ichs. For 
dtiough we find no command expreſly, that we ſhould hat iʒe infaws, yet 
thit o!ſo 's openly enongh gatbered out of Scriptares, as wa baueſhewed 4. 
Wwe; and be dei the tradition of be ApoPles is of no leſt authority with 
u, tben Scripture, ſor the Apoſiles ſpate with the ſame ſpirit with which 
thy did write. But that this 13 an Apoſtolich tradition, wee thence nom 
whence we know the Apoſlolich Scripture to be the Apoſtalick Script ure; to 
wit, from the teflimonies of the ancient Church, The words of Beteanus 
ere cited rightly by me out of his manual of Controverſies l. 1. c. 2.5, 
14, (not §. 1 2. as Mr, B. correds me without cauſe ) and they plainly 
hew the neaning of theſe men to be, that the Scripture onely proves 
infant Ba ptiſm by that ſenſe of it, which is not manifeſt but by he tradi- 
tion, and practiſe of he Church I have peruſed Chamier pauſiv, Cath. 
(108tom, 7, as Mr, B. direds,  know,gone ſuch} but tom 1, /. 9. Cc. 10. 
1%, c. and tom. 4. J F. c. 9, §. 31, But I am not chereby ſatis bed, 
thy either the Ancients tor k ĩalant Bapiiln for any other then an un- 
Witten tradition or thit ir ought to be taker, | 
Mr. B. proceds, © Mr. Rogers bach made jeu know he is of another 
* judgemenr, Mr. Bedford rels me he hath correRed his word: in a la- 
© ter edi: an. How cquld you allege Dr. Field qithout conſidering how 
you wrong'd your ſelf 2 Ts 7 inert i Scripture but ext ey? 
Jea is not that Scripture prot, and plain proof, which ſhews plainly 
rom Scripture the greunds reaſons and cauſes of the gece ſlity of che 
" praQtiſe ? Dr Prideaur thought E piſcopacy provable from Ser;puures 
"and therefore it hee thought that infant Baptiſm muſt bee proved the 
7 us e ſame 
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<< fame way, he is ſure againſt you, For Dr, Taylour, if you have read 
all his books, I hope you will no more reckon him amongſt Prote. 
© ſtants, having ſo much of the body of Popery in them, Mr. Youngs 
* words (if they be his) are againſt you in the thing you cite them tor, 
*© There are teſtimonia minis ajerta: and there ate teſtimoniz aperta pro 
* ſundamto & pramiſis, que ſunt minis aperta. direct. pro conc/uſione, 
My audaciouſueſs in aflerting plain >criprure proot mult bee b. tiet 
ere preſſed then thus, if you will ſatisfie men of realon and con. 
*© ſcience, 

4 Anſw. Ttave made known in my Apology ſect. 3. how Mr, Reger 
ſhifts but anſwers not the allegation IL made ef is words, And if M. ged. 
ford have corre q ed bis words, | wiſh it have not been f 7 the cauſe ſake, 
ag2inſt his conſcience, If be and Mr, Rogers can lo calily ſay and unſay, 
who can give credit to men that can thus blow hot and cold with the ſame 
breath? I knox no wrong to my ſelf done, by alleging Dr, Field, Though 
rhings be written in Scripture which ate not ſo expieſſy, yer is not that 
Scriprure proof, nor plain proof tor infant Baptiſm, any more then in. 
fant Communion, which ſhews plainly from Sc. ipture, Pauls conclu- 
ſion ot original (in, Rom 5. 1 2. and Chriſts Joh. 3. J. which Ancient took 
falſly for grou ds, reaſ»ns and cauſes of the Heceſſit of intant Baptilm, 
as they dil Fob, 6. 54, of infant Communion, yet rsok the uſe to bee a 
c1ſt>me f the Church, countenanced from Scripture wicheut inſtitu» 
tion of Chriſt, or praRiſc of the Apoſtles And that this was Dr. Fadi 
meaning, is plain from is words and this ſcems to have been the com. 
mon opinion of the hrelites of the Church of England, by t« words by 
way of Preface tifed at the folemniry of Ba tiſm, and in ſundry places 
ot the Common PYaye}-book, Catechiſm, art. 27. of the Church of England, 
Ang a'ter this manner thought Dr. P rideauæx infant Baptiſm and Epiſco- 
pacy proveable by Scripture, I have not read all Dr, Taylors works, 
nor do TI know but that hee is to bee reckoned among Proteſtants, Dr. 
Youngs words are much for me, 1. In that he produceth no precepe but 
that of Circumeiſſon for infant Baptiſm, 2, That hee confeflerh the 
pratiſe Aprftolical to be ſomewhat obſeurer, an therefore addes the 
cu me of the Church from the times of the firft ages, which is in effect 
all one as to teſilve the proof of infant Baptiſm finally into the cuſtome 
of the whole Churc , eſpecially when he ſaith; we cannot ſmite the 4. 
vabapt iſte with plain teftpnonies, Nor can Mr. Bi. diſtinction of more 0 
left oven teſtimonies help him, ſith Dr.Towng denier, that Pedobaptiis can 
ſmite with oven or plain eſti nonier, the Anabaptiſts barking againſt inſaut 
Baptiſm, If Mr. Bs. audatiouſneſs in aſſerting plain Scripture pr oof for 
infant Baptiſm he not yet repreſſed, ngr men of reaſon and conſcience . atiſ- 
fied, I muſt leave them te the Lord. Enovgh I chink Is ſaid about i- 
gens words, Igo on, 

{ Dr. Haneinndin bis pefence 1 ants Baptiſm, pag.93. ſaith thus, 
* About the fam time (He 3d. Century) or without queſtion ſoon al- 
ter wrote the Author ( underthe game of Dionyfius Areopagita) de 
Feel. Hierareb, For as by Photius it appears, Theodor us Fresbyter about 
* the year 430, debated che que ſtion, whether that writer were Piem 
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« mentiened in the ads or no. And of this no doubt hath been made; 
hut that he was a very ancient and learned Authour. He therefore in 
is 7th, ch. of Eccleſ, Hierarch, Edit, Morel, p. 233. propaſeth the 
« queſtion, as that which may ſeem to prophane perſons (i,e. keathens) 
« ;;diculous, why children which cannot yet underſtand divine things, 
« are made partakers of the ſacred birth from God, 3. e evidently of 
« gapriſm (concerning the RY of infants faith Maxime bis ſcho- 
« laſt )adding to the ſame head allo, that others in their ſtead pi onounce 


« the abrePunciations and divine cone ſſions. And his anſwer js, 1. That 
« many things Which are unknown by us why they are done, have yet 
«cauſes worthy of Ged 2. That we z ffirmof this the ſame ti ings which 
ort divine Officers of the Church being inſtrug ed by divine tradition 
« have brought down unto us, and again, our Divine guides (3. e. the 
« apoſtles faith Maximus) confidering this, appointed that infancs 
« ſhould thus be admitted accorging to the ſacred manner, nothing can 
«bee more clear then that the Apoſtolical tradition is by this ancient 
«and elegar t writer avouched for the baptiz ing of infants, as a ſuffi Cj» 
ent account of that matter, againſt the reproaches and offs of pre. 
« phane or heaihen men, h. deemed it unreaſonable, And fo there 
«xa moſt convincing teſtimony for that time, wh.rcin that Author 
« wrote, which muſt reeds be in the 4th, Century, before Theodorns 
« Prezhyters debaring the queſtion concerning him, but moſt probably 
« more ancient, and ſo to be placed in this 3d. age. 
anſw. 1, It is to be noted by the Reader, that Dr. Hammond doth 
got o much as pretend the antiqui y of that Author to be afore the 3d. 
century, and conſequently got that Diomyſius the Artopagite mentioned 
4417 34. as ſome Papiſts would have it, but are by learned men both 
Papiſts and Proteſtants retuced, whereof may be ſeen Aagdeb. cent ur. x, 
12. C. 10. Fcultet med. Patium, 8.12, 6.0. Perkins prepar, to the de- 
nonflr of the problewe, 2, Though Dr. Hammond conceive, that that 
Auchor is to be placed in the 3d age by reaſon of ſome words of Photius, 
{which for want of books | cannot examine) yet Salmaſixs ad Col vun 
faith p 179. quamvis ſubdititius ille ( Diony' us Areopagita ) fit aucf or nec 
antiquzor quinto ſeculo. p. 441. quen certa fides eſt ſcripſiſſe circa pnem 
im ſeculi, And that which Scultetus ubi ſupra obſeryes, that in by 
of Eccleſiaflical Hierarchy be writes many things of Temples, of 1. 
ts, of Holy places, of a Quire, of con/ecration of * of the tonſure and 
having of beads, 13 me thinks a good argument, that the Author was 
om idle dreaming Monk no elder then the 5th. century, and is ſo far 
frem being ace unted a Waiter of eſteem among Divines, that he is ta- 
ther eenſured as one who by his curioſities hath coprupted Divinity, 
3. Whecher thoſe who deemed infan: baptiſm unreaſonable were i fide ls 
who derided it, or Chriſtians who ſcrupled it, is nor c):are« by the Dr, 
Nor is ic a parent hat by Divine guides are meant the Apoſtles 4. Bir 
if ir were, that author makes it no other then an unwritten tradition, if 
he did he would ave alledged ſome Scripture for i; and tre words 
[ ow Divine Officers being uſtracted, not as Dr. Hammond travflates it 


by Divine tradition, but wwo or of the old tradition bave brought down 
| | 1 unto 
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ante us] do ſhew, that he counted it a tradition unwritcen and delivered 
from one Officer to another until that time. Now it is granted chat in 
the end of the 3d. and following ages, infant baptiſm, and in like manner 
infant communion were counted traditions Apoſtolica! to ſave infancy 
fron periſhing, and ſuch ſeems to have been rhe opinion of that Author. 
Pamelius annot $9. on Cyprian de lapfis, Traſtat bunc locum D. Agi 
uus Eptz, ad Bonifac, Hand obſcure autem hic quomodo & ſupt indica. 
tur vetus Eccleſiæ conſuet udo communionu parvulorum, qualem etiam Indi. 
care videtur Diony fins Areopagita ſub finem Eccleſ. Hierarch. & ſua aubur 
tate B. Aug. Epiſt. 107. ad vitalem, All which being conſidered, ihis 
te ſtimony is fo far from being a moſt convincig ieftime'y of the derivati. 
on of infant baptiſm fron the Apoſtle., hat conſidet ing up en what 
ground they obſer ved it, and how much vanity wis in the Ancients in 
their retaining many fond cuſtomes, and father ing them on the Apo. 
ſtles, and when common defending the by Scriptu es perverted, it is 
a convincing teſtimony that infant baptiſm was he more fro the Apo. 
ſt les then intant communjon, both meer corruptions taken up on miſtake: 
and defended by abuſe of Scripture, - 

Mr. . Mr. Cr, Dr, Homes, Dr, Hammond alledge Gregory Nazim 
zen his 40th. Orat ien about baptiſm, in which he adviſetb the bapt zin 
of infants, which ſaith Dr. Hammond, is a plain teſtimony of the Chu ches 
doct ine at that time, the 4tb. cent y, about the year of Chriſt ,70, be flu. 
14ſhed, and died in the year 389, 

Againſt this ſundry things are objeRed, . chat the ſame Author faich 
( as { find his words in Chamier, pauſtr. cath. 20m. 4 l.. c. 9. S. 6s.) obere 
ne gives inſtanee in his 40th. Orati'n of bapt iſm, of thoſe who deceaſe 
withour baptiſm, Neither can they receive it, either perbaps by reaſm of 
infancy, or ſome altogetber involuntary chance by which it is that eventhy, 
who would, obtain not that gift, From whence it is manifeſt, that in 
Gregory Naxiangens time intants did deceaſe without baptiſm, and that 
they could got receive it by reaſon of infancy, Nor is this 0bjeRien 
ſalved by mat ing che reaſon of theſe childrens not receiving baptiſm, 
becauſe that ſometimes it might fall out that Chriſtians might not have the 
opportunity of bringing heir children to baptiſm, becauſe they d welt 
infidels or Paynims, where they could not enjoy tbe benefit of the word and 
ſacraments ſor themſelves or their eluldren; thereſore they were neceſſitated 
to pur off the baptiſing of their children, which ſeems to be Mr, Ms friends 
evaſion in hi: Defence, p.:4. in chat he applies this paſſage in Nawvanem 
as well co the hinderance of the baptiſm of children as of clder pet ſom. 
For the words ot Naxianxen ſhew, that as [ome deceaſed with ut byp- 
tiſm by reaſon of ſo-ne ay gn Tig TiTEAY, unvolumary accident, whe. 
ther;by the hand of God or men; ſo others he ſajch deceaſed i. 
Ti] barely by reaſon of infancy, and that by reaſon of it d e197 6» Sur» 
„el ü Sac 1.5214 they were not in power or capacity to reteive it Which is 
a plain teſtimony, that however in e ſe of apparent da: ger of death then 
infants mi ht receive baptiſm according io his opinion, yet ordinarily 
they were nor in the power or capacity to receive it, and ſo did ſome · 
times die without it. [ 
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1 It is objeRed, and thereby this obſoryltion is confirmed, that 
„een he comes in the ſame Oration to ſet den chat be would have 
lone abhut infants baptiſm. he reſolves 2. that they ſhould be baptized 
if danger dia urge it, thai they might not mſi of the common grace, intima- 
ung th «x ot.erwile they ſhould, 2. He gives bis judgement or ot bers 
that tbey (ould walt longer. 3. The reaſon he giveth ot this longer wal. 
d g is, That they may bear ſome myſtical or ſpiritual thing, may be taugbt 
to er ſomewbat, and if they ander (and not ſuky, perſefly, and exa , 
u bey art inſtruct ed and informed, 4. That (not as Dr. Hammond to 

ive colour to his conceit of ſanctifying to be the ſame with baptizing, 
7. 14. by this means they maybe baptiſed fouls and bodies; for if this 
weie good reading, 1, they ſhould baptize themſelves, +, they ſhould 
up ire their ſouls which were ridiculous; ) bur, ſs as that they ſancti ße 
beth ſouls and bodies by or with the great myſlery 4 Initiation. Which 
hews he conceived 1. that by baptiſm benefit did come to infants 
tough they perceived it not; 2 that it ſanctifies their bodies; 3. that 
it is beiter done, when children are taught to anſwer; 4. then they 
undtiße ſouls and bodies, . that danger of death was a forcible impulſive 
v move to the baptiſm ot intants, 6. that without ba ptiſm infants ſhould 
nil of the common grace, 

rothit ta Dr Hammond thus, 1. It is clear that it no way pre- 
« indg s the dotirine and practiſe of the Church formerly ſer down, 
4nd appr, cd Dy him, that infant chi dren, indefinitely conſidered 
% migut be b:prized, and it danger approached, muſt, how young ſoe vet 
% they were : which is as contrary to the Ant ipædobaptiſt, and ſo to Mr. 
„. as any thing. 

Anſw, 1, The phraſe [ the doctrine and praiſe of the Church | is ac. 
cord ing to the P. -latical 'aNguage . 5 thick as mec, the doqrine and 
mai of che Prelates, bt ac νj!xg to the Scripture language is 
(64 ſenſe, the Church be ig the nuiabet of perſons taught, and on whom 
bpizing i, Wo tite, wet the perſom reaching or prattifirg, who are 
filed the Elders of the ' eu cb in Sd ;ptute, 2, That the Elders of any 
Church a . N. ian en thug t at infant children, indefimtely conſee 
led, net be vaniried, and f di-ger -pproacthed, muſt, bow young ſo- 
eve they W. e, I 6 4 not prrrevics vt any befides he Coincel menti- 
ond in Cyprian, Eri. Je af Frau, nic it is true determined, in ep» 
pention t. Fidds his fern ple, we lwtuinets of baprizing any day, but 
bot of any iafants who acre likely to Jive without apparent (ew of dan- 

ger ut death, bur cacher ſie contz3ry is manifeſt from their reaſen, vw! y 
they would hve chem bave zedany day afore the Sch. brcaule the ſon 
of max cam to ſave runs ſouls, as much as in us lies, if it may be, no ſou! 
1 lobe loi, and thierctr e t he baptized any day afore the 8th. N. 
the: ja pt” s, ther y nav es enecly of thoſe inſants who being in ap» 
prone denne If 1} ath would be loft, if not baptized, N wat « true 
ns is cn ay m 9 eine, ind it is 25 contrary to the dr ine of 
Prion Rs wv ans prfirion of the Papiſts, char ba tiſm confers 
$472 by (24 ww re doue that infants dying unbaptiſed pe , anc if 221 
ice bis doctrint and practiſe of the church, yet 
i 
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ic doth prejudice the doctr ine and practiſe of Proteſtant Pzdobaptifts, 
who, contraty to Na Nen mind, would not have infants baptized. 
in that caſe onely, or ior his reaſon, but would have infan;s baptized 
out of the caſe of imminent and apparent danger of death, and not de- 
terred, upon a ptetence of a Covenant right and viſible Churchmem. 
berſhip as their priviledge, not as necetiary to avoid the danger uf pe. 
riſhing. 

cc 3 (ſaith Pr. Hammond) that it is but his private opinion pre. 
© tending not ſo much as to any part of tte Church ct that, or former 
© ages to authorize it. 

Anſw. 1. That Tertullian did in like manner determine as Nagiangen 
did, that infangs were not to be baptized but iu Caſe of imminent and ap. 
patent danger of death, will appear in the examining of his teſtimony 
among che Latine Doors, 2. 1 know no reaſon why the cuunſel and 
opinion of theſe two ſhould not as well be counted the doQrine and 
praRiie of the Church, and to be of equal authority as Cyprians, and his 
Councels, AuguFines, and Hicroms, 

„ 3dly, ( Saith Dr, Hammond) that the ſta te of children being ſo 
© weak and uncertain, that 'tis hard coafhrm ot · ny chat they are not (for 
«the firſt three years ) in any danger, his councel tor de fert ing will 
*© hardly be ever practical to any. 

Anſw, The counſel of Nazyanen to baptize in caſe of danger was not 
of intants that are in any danger, but ot urgent or preſſing danger, as 
the word #74 yo, preſt, urge, or impel, ſhews, And thus it is practical, 
as the uſe of private baprita in thoſe place: where it is uſed doth ſuffici. 
ently ſhew. f | 

Fourthly, ſaith he, that the deferring of which Nazianzen ſpeahs i; 
moſt ;robably to bee under food of thoſe whoſe arents are newly converted, 
aud themſelves doubt whether they ſhall be yet baptiſed or no, for 10 ſuch 
he ſpeaks in that jlece from p. 654. A. 

Anſw. lhe reaſons being general, this reftrition appears ground. 
leſs, nor is the Drs, conceit of any validity, that becauſe four pages be- 
fore he ſpeaks to them, therefore that counſel ot his concerns their chil 
dren onely, 

Laſily, faith he, tha: the deferring till three years old, if it ware allow» 
ed, would ns way ſatis fie the Antipedobaptiſts pretenjions, and ſo fil the 
former paſſoges ought be of force with all, and no hecd given to the whiſ- 
pers of My C. andoibers, as if that holy Father d:[waded Bapliſm is 
any age unleft in ciſe of dange/, when be clearly ſaith, i ar , wv wah 
reer, Let him in the tendereſt age be Baptiſed and conſecrated tothe 

wir, 

1 Anſw 1, Why hee ſhould call my words or writings whiſtert any 
more then his own, ſich they are audible enough were it not that I ipeak 
to deaf men who will not hear, I do no: depichend, I imagine they are 
Jouder then the DoRour would have them, 2, Tha men ſhould not 
give heed to my words as well a+ the DoRours, it they ſeek the truth 
imparcially, I know not, (ith where truth is ſo.;ght both ſides are to bee 
heard, 3. It is true the deterring Bapciſm till three years old, = = 

ati>hie 
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fic us as ſu ſficient to rectiſie the abuſe of infant bapriſm is granted, 
no nor till thirty, excep: the perſon become a diſciple and believer in 
Chriſt : But it ſatis ſies us in (his, char Naxianaens judgement was, that 
litle ones ſhould not be baptized till they come to ſome under ſlanding 
ofabe thing ſignified by baptiſm, unleſs in caſe of imm nent and appa- 
ent dan ei ot drach, though we conceive he allowed too ſhort a time to 
inſtruct ten. 4. It che word conſecrated be meant of bajtiſm, and 

om the nale ſignifie render age, yet it is net likely he meant this 
tender ge of intancy, fich hee made perſons uncapable cf baptiſme 
by reaſon ot antancy, judged it better io have them firſt inſtrufted; If 
te did, ne would have it o onely in caſe o daiiger of death imminent, 

But ſaith Dr, Hemes, p. 142. 1. If Greg. Nazianzen deth give 
raſen woy 'nfants ſhould bee baptiſed, in caſe they are not likely to live 20 
1% ye years, it 35 ſo n.uch the better ſor ws, 

1. | ivppoie tie LuRour doth not think with Nagiangen, that 
the dang<r ot de a h is a ſuthcient reaſon for the baptinzing an infant, 
for tha: ariſeth trum the 'op:th concer's of regeneration by Baptiſe, 
ex opere opc ate, and che nec: ſſity ot it to ſave a infant from periſhing. 
And tnerttore NatVanzens reaſon muſt bee the worſe for bim, ſith it 
thnarteth his oi ion of baptizing upon an imagined pi iviledge of Co 
renant holde s, and his ptatiſe of doing it ordinarily te infants cf 
Caurchmcmbers vu? of that caſe, And it would bee confidered, that 
mere the gr und ot 2 pra. tile is diſclaimed the alleging of the practiſe 
correſpondent to that ground and no further, is impertinent for con- 
mation ot che practiſe ot the ſame thing, in a different manner, and 
up11 different ground; as the Proteſtant Divines tell the Papiſts, 
that eheir alleging the ancients commemorati-.n of the dead, pto es nor 
the Popith pra vi g for the dead to be ancient, as Di roſher at large in 
his anſwer to the feſuits challenge, ſith tie Popiſh pray ing is upon the o- 
pinion t PT and ſor them that are there, the Ancients fer the 
Apoſtles, Martyrs, c. who are paſt Purgatory, and for their leſur- 
rettion z in like manner concerning the allegotium of he Arcier('s Mon- 
kery, wiuch cicher was necefſar» onrely by reaſon of the inceflant per- 
ſecurions oi thoſe times, or if voluntary, yer with labour of their hands, 
and ſo different from the Popiſh Mo kety whic" is idle, beſides Gods 
appointment, vol nary, ſ.,perſticious, pon an imagined perfeQion in 
that w ich is indeed fin;.ul, And ſo for co ffrmation by laying on of 
band, anvin:ting wi h oyl. uſe of the ſigne of thecioſs, (ering up lights 
and ma y more, it is fr. quent y ſhewed chat they countenance nu. we 
P+ iſh confirmation, cxticam uncuon, uſe of the Fgne of th croſs, 
lighting candles at noon dav i th: ir ! « mples, & c. becauſe they were in 
diterentm nner, and tot diff tent reaſe.ns and purple then they are 
now uſed by t em. And indeed the diſcovery ot the different reaſons, 
manner, a1d end „frites cb the Ancients, from that they are now 
uſed, is of greareſt moment o ſhew the novelty of the Popiſh, Prelati- 
al, Pæ oba pt ſte vtages, who have not one ly quite departed rom the 
Scr-pture bu alſs from an-. quity, even in thoſe things which the Anci- 
ents practiſed indeed, but not a. the y do, 

Terre Second. 


(774) 

Secondly, faith Dr. Homes, he doth give another reaſon, beſide tha 
+a/taking of common grace, namely, 1, K 1510; Yay, For it i better tha 
they ſhould be ſan{ified without a feeling of zt, then to depart witbout the 
ſeal, So be bunt thiy are ſanFified too in infancy as well as at riper itari, 
2, & 747+ Aby@& iuiy, Areaſs? alſo of this to #1 15 Ciicumoaſion, that 
Was wort to be done on the 8th, day, & c. 4 

Anſw. 1 The firſt of theſe is no other then the portak ing of common 
grace ( for to partake of the common grace 1s all one as to be ſangi. 
ned) onely with a little enlargement, 2. The 2d. is idced rather 
preventing of an objection ¶ that twey could n be par anets 9 the com- 
mon grace with. ut perceiving it ] rather then a further reaſon of b 
tizing them, And ue anſwer is from two cxa ple, one of curcumci. 
ſion which was given to infants without ihe uſe at reaſon, the other of 
the anoining or ſprinklin; the door poſts, whi h were things inſenß. 
tive, bringiog ſalvation to the fi: t born, WhO is ſuch a woodden tea- 
ſon as Dr. Homes thought fic to let paſs in this place. 

Thirdly, ſaith Dr. Homes, wee auſwer that ak three reaſons flandin 
force, as well for all belacvers infants (God putting them under the pro. 
miſe, Gen 17.;) a. for the infants that ade in danger of death, 

Auſw. Wh tever force there is in the reaſons (which in my apprehen. 
ſion are frivolous) to prove Dr Homes his opinion or praiſe, yet ſure 
in Nagan3ens intent they are onely for the colouring over of the praftiſe 
ot infant baptiſm, of any whether believers or unbelievers children; 
onely in caje of appirent da iger of imminent death, and not at all for 
—— baptizing of believers infants onely at al times as ſede. 
rally holy. 

Fourthly ſaith Dr, Homes, that Nazianzen urgetb divers divine reaſons 
(to him evincing ) for the baptiſm of infants in danger of death ; but for 
the delaying of otbers not in danger of aca b, be ſautb, Ai v, 
I give my opizion be calls it hi opinion. nd what ig it ? That cu, 
ſuch children ſhould tay uu three or (our years old more, or left ? And what 
is tobe expected ſ om children of that aze> morethen from infants toward 
ba"tiſm ? For Nazianzen bimſclf conſeſſe:b, that though they may bear 
and anſwer ſome ſpiritual things, yet they underſtand umperfefly. But 
doth Nazianzen give us there any Sc: apture for this differing? None, Doth 
be give any reaſon > Even in effect the ſame as for bartizing of infants in 
dang » of death, to wit, that they may be ſan li fied in mind and body. 

Aaſw, 1, Tis true Naziangzen gives one reaſon for b:prizing in- 
fants incaſe f danger of death, which is the ſanRifying them by it, not 
divers rcaſon; tue examples of Circumcifion and anoipting the door 
pits, being aniwers to an objection, as | ſaid before, Now that reaſon 
1s { far fro being Divine, that it is from a meer ſuperſtitious conceit, 
as it rhe meer outward Baptiſm did ſanctiſie: Nor is it the ſane reaſon 
in effect for differing bapriſm three or four years with that which hee 
gives for infant baptiſm in caſe ef danger of death, For though he ſup- 
pvſerh in both Baptiſm ſanRikes, yet he takes infant Bapriſm to ſanti. 
he one ly the body, the other to ſanRific body and mind, He ſuppoſeth 
they may learn ſome ſpiritual thing, though imperfectly, — — 
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hapriſm may be a ſign to them though obſcure, and there may be ſome 
memory of what is done, though confuſed , which though it be not as 
*ſhogld be, yet it is better and more —.— to Scripture then the 
ant Baptiſm, where there is no ſignification to the baptized, nor te- 
membrance of it, 2, Be irgranted that Naxiangen exprefieth but his o- 

nion, and that it betrers not the thing much, and his rea ons not fo 
right as they ſhould have been, there is in this paſſage this evident, thac 
infant Baptiſm was no tthen common as now, nor upon ſuch reaſons as 
now, nor approved of as now it js, but out of the caſe of danger ot death 
immin-nt, apparently diffwaded, and conſequently the preſent comaon 
infant baptiſm an innovation from what was in that age. 

Dr. Hammond adds, That Chryſoſtom in bs Homily to the Neophy. 
tj, bath theſe words, For ibis cauſe (i e. becauſe there be ſo mary benefits 
of baptiſm there recited, ten in number) we baptiſe children thoxgh they 
have not nt, and that be flogiiſhed in the beginning of the fiſt Age. 

Anſw. Though f dc in two Homilies, one in the fifth, the ocher 
in the lixth tome of Chryſoftomes works of Eton print, ſome ſpeeches un- 
to the newly in iahtned or planted, yet I finde not theſe words there, 
tot a where elſe in any of his homilies Vet Il deny not them to bee 
cinſoſtomes finding them in Augulin tom 7.1. 1, againſt Fulian the Pe. 
la, cb, 1. Bur pet ha ps it the words before were viewed, it might be 
dicerned whether the Bay ti mot little ones then uſed, were onely in 
aſe of danger of death apparently imminent, or without that caſe, 
un likely hee meant that jutants or little children were baptized 
onely in cafe of danger of death imminent, fith many of his Homilies 
expreſs, even tha: where theſe words cited were, exhortations to the 
dewly baptized, and the relation ot his lite teſtifies, that when hee was 
perſecuted by the Empreſs, and was about to baptize on the ſolemn fe- 
fival in which Baptiſm was uſed, rhe perſons men and women that 
vere to be baptized by him fled away naked, being ready to be baptized 
upon his apprehenhon, which ſhews they then bap ized perſons naked, 
lind the occafion of the ſpeech, as \ t down by ſuſtin, ſhews it was done 
upon the conceir of giving them grace, which is manifeſt by the words 
N 1072 ſer tha cauſe And the particle 2, alſo, in the Greek, ſhews 
there was mention of baptizing ochers then little children, And in the 
ſame place Auſtin ſaich, obn Chbryſoftome held, believed, and taught 
thx, not one ly that little chiſdten were nor onely to be haprized, but al- 
ſo to have the Euchariſt or Lords Supper, for without his fleſh and bi oud 
they could not have life, As for the other place Dr. Hammond ci e. in 
Cbryſoftems 40th, Homily on Geneſis, that Bajtiſm is lawfull in the firſt 
age, I yeeld that chryſoſlome did in that age allow infant Baptiſm, bur 1 
think the Or, cannot ſhew that he held it was to bee done our of the 

caſe of apparent danger of imminenc death, or that the practiſe of bapti« 
zing them out of that caſe was ordinsry It is moſt evide e by many 
prt ofs, that oth : ben and ſome ag s after, the ordinary uſu⸗ I baprizing 
was of chat: chized perſons ar the ſolemn feaſts, when moſt in the Em- 
pire were by profefiion Chr iſtians. 
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The arguments to prove Infant Baptiſm an innovation Exam, PIP. 9, ae 
made good againſt Ar. Marthal, ad Dr, Homes, 


WW Hereas Mr. M. bad ſaid in his Sermon paz. 3 that ut « mani{eft ou 
of moſt of the Records that wee bave of , iquity, both in the 
Greek and Latin Church, that the Chriſtian Cburch bath been in 222 
the priviledge of bapt iſing the inſants of velieues for the ſpate of ; 5, 
years and upwards ; I ſaid in my Examen p. 9, But it is wonder to wer 
that it it were ſo maniſeſt as you ſpea*, you ſhould finde nothing in Eu. 
ſebius tor it, nor in Ignatius nor in Clemens Ales andrinu, nor in 4the. 
21ſias, not in Epitbanius, that mention not 0;h. rs | 
To this Mr, AM. or hi fiend replies, that I add three arguments ty 
ſhew that Inſant Baptiſm was not kaown in the G. eeh chu/ ch, our theres 
in he abuſeth me, for I add d them nor to that end, but to thew that it 
was uot ſo manifeſt as Mr, M. ſaid, that it was not univerſally known, 
To my mention of the filenco ot Euſebius, &c. be faith, 1, The an 
ſtion was not ſtarted then, as the Fatbe» 3 ſpa,e not clearly of the trad\,%uy 
original ſin, before it was denied by the Pelagians, & "bat it is enough 
to bim that none of the uthors n med by me /pake againſt it, 
Anſw 1. The queſtion of the Hieracites as ined in Ei uin 
h:s time, wich did lead ro ſpeak ef infants B ptim, and ver Epirus 
allegeth not in ante Bapriſm againſt them, th-vgs ir had b en for his 
purpoſe, 1. Sure Euſeb. us that writes the Ec |: fiaſtical ſtory, and ſuch 
as wrote the hiſtory of the Church, had occafi n 10: mention it 13 hey 
do the B priſm of perſans of age, he uſe ot the Le de Super, the me- 
tings of Cor iſtians he ordets ofche Church, the o dinations © Biſh« ps 
and other things and would iti were ſo men f ſt as Mr, . ſaid it 
as. 3. It may be they ſpake not a, air ſt ir, becauſe there wa+ o queſtion 
about it, Pu it js ]\kc]y there was no queſtion about it auſe there was 
in the rſt ages no praRtiſe of it, or very cdſcure, Fur as j« on 20 it begon, 
Tertudiau put in lone exc: ptions againſt it and after hun Nasen. 
4. If the Fathers atore Fe'-gius aroſe, did not ſpeak clearly of or:ginal 
fn, then it is lixely the pai:ages in Orzgen on Levit, Rom, Luk. were 
not his, fith they ſpeak clearly uf the traduction of original ſin and that 
ſpeech ef V Hiſt Pell. : t ticb6p153, is right; For who can at 
this day diſce/n what paſſages were the brats of Origen or bis parapbrafts 1 
Hee adds, 1. / any thing were brought out of Ignatius, you would tel 
mee, i it you did not h] Ig nacius when you ſee him 
Anſw, i. Though [gnatins Eviltles be very duubtfull, yer I incline 
to think ſome of them ro be his which we have, and that genuine paſſa- 
ges may be diſcernedfrom ſpurious, 2. If any p ſſage, though ſpurious, 
were tobe found in him for infant Baptiſm, Pa obs ptiſts would not 
Kick to produce it, who make no conſcience to allege the * — 
a ca 
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aſcribed to Zuftin Martyr ih the book of queſtions and anſwers to the or- 
thodox, and Nick not ro maintain the allegation of ir, as hs, th ugh ic 
mention Origen, whom Dr. Homes imagins Zuftin Martyr might bear of, 
thoughhe died vy his confeſlion anno 155. and Origen was nut born ull 
about 156. as the paſſages in his Animado, on my Exercit. p 111, 112, 
127, compared do ſhew, Beſides the allegation ot the Buuk of Eccleſi- 
alical Hierarchy os Diom ſi s the Areopegites the queſtions ad xt iochum, 
as Athana us his ſhew, «har neither this Autkour nor ether Pæ obap- 
tiſts al e aſhamed co allege baſtard writings, which ſay any thing for in- 
ant Baptiſm, 

Conc.rning Clemens Alexandrium he tels me Defence p. 19. Tou de. 
Ire to nom what Clemens Alexandrinus ſaith ( whicu i not true) why 
ſwe be bad none but gre:t infants to be by Schollers(1 conceive he means 

vtefled Payan inſide ls, But It ik this nut true, ſith in his writings he 
lire cts Chriſtians, and „ppoſeth heretiques } if you (who pretend to bee 
aequaizted ſamiliarly (which is very falſe ) with the ſecrets of antiqui- 
ty) be acquainted with hm vou hne what I mean ; He deincd ( as it 
ie more Grech Father, who wire converted from Paganiſm did) to 
ſet ſartb religion in ſuch a way, as might move other Pagans 10 come aud 
conſef the CHriflian {a'th, that ſo they might bee added to the Church by 
Baptiſ=,in ſuch a way as was proper to tbe baptiſing of grown men. Which 
þ truc, and conhtuis my preſumption that when be ſp aks of Zoptilm, 
28 he doth /:b, 1, pedag.c 6. and elſewhere, he would have mentioned 
jnfant Baptiſm and its bent fit to the ſame end, if it had been in his time 
inuſe, az Mr, M. in his ſermon ſaid, 

Concerning A han us he ſpeaks thus, © What ſay you te that paſ- 
loge in Athanaſius > Where he js thewing how wee arc buried with 
* Chiiſt in aptiſm, and riſc again; he ſayes the dipping of the jnfane 
* quite under water thrice, and raiſing of it up again, doth fignific the 
& dearh of Chriſt and his reſurreRzon upon the third day, Athan, di 
© & jnterpretalio ſcript q 94. is nor that te ſtimony plain: 

Anſw, it ie: But wh. ſe is it Is ner that Brok one of theſe ſup- 
poſiti iuus wriving+ in the 2d. rome of Atbanaſins works, of which Seal. 
let Medal patrum part. 2 I 1 c 41. lait h, qu dam nul julicio ⁊ iden- 
tur con cri 4 que ſe ſatis produn > \mong which alſs ae the quaſiions* 
to Ant ioc hus, our of whicn Mr, 2. or is friend pag. 20, 21, cite wa 
teſtimonies, on our of quæſt 2 and znothe 1 quæſt 114 ad (airi, T7 
Weds ave ſafe and [ound huil' on a ' oft! ground, owned by al therefor. 
med Chu thes, which mate infants of believers baptiſed to enter into ihe 
Kingdome of herben, excluding the unbap:'zcd, which hither o bath 
b urermed Pupery, Not is hee excuſed 'rom abuſing Readers with 
theſe b-Qtard ri ine, hy ſaying ths words following may be erroneous and 
yet wetten by 4tban.fis , Wen the words follow ug te patt of the an. 
ter, which is erroneous, and they are ſo connex that they muſt beg 
the ſime Authors, As for the words, How do you prove what you al. 
lige out of Ferrulli*n md Gregory N27zianzen, d tha 1 make this & 
plea for my ſelf, that my alleg trons may gain a favow able conſiruttion, 
that my proof's taten out of antiqui j do as jirongly prove the point in band, 
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1 proofs ave uſually taken in ſuch matters, no whit excuſeth him, (th my 

roofs ate from writings net ſuſpeRed, his are from treatiſes Judged by 
many ot each tide to he ſuppoſititivus, mine from paſſages not exc; 
againſt, as his are, and therefore my wondering ceaſeth not: and the 
ßlence of theſe, rogether with Epiphanius his not urging intant Baptiſa 
againſt Hicracites, yeeld a ſtrong yrelump ien of te rarity of inſant 
Baptiſm then, though from thence the non uſage bee not [ylogiſtically 
concluded. And for the werds hee brings out ot Epiphanius, hee might 
call Baptiſm the great Circumciſion, yet reje'! infan Baptiſm ( rhough 1 
id not he did, but tha: it's like) it was not ſu mani eſt as Mr, &. ſaid) 
as ke might call Pre byters Prieſts, and Deacons Levites, and yer not 
tye Presbytery or Deaconſhip to a tribe, and the age in Which each for 
miniſtred in the Temple of the Jews, 1 ad, char the words cited out of 
the ſuppoſed Athanaſis prove dipping under water then the uſual way 
of Baptiſm. : 

What Dr, Homes brings Animadv, on my Exercit. pag, 143, out of 
Clemens Alexandrinus Strom. |. 3 pag 461. ſerves not his turn, but js 
rather againſt him, tor ir mentions oz«ly one Ba tiſm of Believers, And 
the ſame may be ſ id of what he brings our ot Epiphanius his 2d, Book 
tom. 2. contra bereſ. 30. bag. 52, In which hee mare» the perfect ci. 
cumciſion nat io be onely of mea in the time of the r imbecility, but f nen 
and women, all the people of Chriſtians indted, which omits it not excludes 
infants, 

y. ſaith Mr. M or bis ſriend def. pg 21.you reaſon from the tomĩ. 
** nuance of the queſtions put to pertons when they were to be baptized, 
and an{wered by tnem: which I think becauſe we muſt conceive chil- 
** dren were not able to return an anſwer to them, thereby you would 
** infer they were not baptized * But T anſwer, when the Goſpel was 
ti ſt dcelated into the world, ſuch as being of age were br caught 
were then baptized, As 2, 4. & As 8. 13,37, Aftrer that time ſuch 
das were taught arc ſaid to be catechized: for, m w £45 775 paths 
* ay, the Catechiſm leads men to faith, ſaith Clemens Alexandria 
* P.xdag. When ſuch were prepared and made fir to bee bap.jzed, cet- 
**rain queſtions were propounded to them concerning their faith in 
* Chrift, their te ſolution to forſake the Devil, &c. which are related 
by many of the Ancients ; when thoſe of age atterwards brought iheit 
** children to bapijiſm,rheſe queſtions were lixewiſe pur rochem(though 
** of themſelves they were not able to make anſwer to tem) but how 
** warrantably, Iwill not go about to prove; yet that thy were uſed at 
infants Bap iſm, as well as at th: Baptiſm af ſuch as were at age, it ag- 
*© pears by Halſamon in can 6. Cone, Neocaſar, ug. Ep, ad Fanuariam, 
c. To all which queſtions a: childrens bap iſm, ſuch as un. et 
the ir education raade anſwer on their b half. Theretore” you cannot 
by theſe queſtions infer r hat children were not baptized, ſeeing theſe 
Authors certite that queſtions were put to them, and alſo tell us who 
© anſwered for them. ; 

Anſw, Tis true I cannot, nor did I eyer intrad to prove that chil. 
dren were not baptized in the third age, but the putting the 1 to 

infants 
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nagt; to anſwer, ſhews that at Grſt none were baptized but ſuch 45 
gould anſwer tv them: and fith this was but a ridiculous thing, which 
this Au hot will not go about to preve to have been done warrantably, 
jo put queſtions to infants co anſwer, doubtleſs it came not from the A- 
les or Apoſtolical men, who would never have appointed fo frivo- 
du a thing, b.t as this Author doth very honeſtly conteſs,they ba, tized 
fuck as were taught and catechized, and as he well notes out of Clemens 
flexindrinus, Catechiſm leads men to faith, and that to Baptiſm, And 
this undeniably yroves, as Ludevicus Vive truly gathered, tem in Au- 
pp. de civit. Dei c. 27.1 1. tem. 5, that at ft none was baptized 10 
be could a3k ſor it and anſwer to the gueftions, which cufiome be ſaith bs 
batb bead continued in ſome Ci ies of taly.It js lixe'y thoſe of the Greehs 
about Cal bria aid ſo far as I c.n yet by ſearch diſcein, this continued 
the firſt and ſecond Age, to baptize onely perſons ef age, In the third 
age, infant Baptiſm with many other corruptions began, and then 10 
keep a mimical ew of the old manner ot a ſwering the qu ſtions, ſome 
made anſwer in the infants namezwhich being after object ed to Aug uſtin, 
be anſwers Epi. 2 3, that the anſwerer did not ſpeak falſly, when he ſaid 
the infant diu believe, becauſe be bad tbe Sacrament of faith ; which was 
jadecd no anſwer, ſich the anſwer was made afore the Sacrament, and 
the Sacrayent could not make bim a believer who was not, New this 
uſuer was not to engage them ts undertake their education, as this Au- 
tho. ſeems to imply, but co affert they did believe aſore they were bap- 
med, it be ing originally the right uſe of that rite, to baptize none but 
thoſe who were firſt believers, til the ſuperſti jous conccit of an in- 
fanes periſhi”g without Baptiſm firſt brought it in, as neceſſary in caſe 
ofapparcnt danger ot imminent death, and n: otherwiſe ; as thoſe many 
reliques of Antiquity in the ſpeeches of Tertullian, Naxianxen, an] others 
ſhew; beſi es the narrarions of baptizing h. catechized at ſolemn times, 
and che not ba ptizing of children of believers till ihe ce to age, the 
imen of b ptizing -{#ſtin when in you hhe was ſick, but putting it off 
when recovered, But after his time, the neceſſity of it being fo vehe- 
mem y preTed by him, and urged againſt Pelagians, infant Baptiſm in 
proceſs of rime quite ſwallowed up true baptiſm; and that which this 
Author her: ingenu' fly confeſſerh was the primitive uſe, is now cried 
down as i jt were an innovation and an hereſie. So monſtroufly hath 
the ignetauce and intemperate ſpeeches of Fathers, School men and o. 
thers, aud the vid ence and miſtak's of Luther, Calvin, and others, per. 
verted the doctrine of Baptiſu, and oppreſſed thoſe that have ſought to 
reform ir, though it there were no more te be ſaid for them then What 
here his Author , Wherher Mr, Ma- ſbal or Dr. Tourg conf: feth, It were 
en wgh « + ſati- G wen that were willing ro be fat i fi. d, that infant Bape 
tifan was not at fi ſt when the Goſpel went vſi abroad into the world, and 
yer th n doubt leſe Believ-rs had intanis; but that af erwards men brought 
the iy children to Baptiſm, wien orrupr opinions of its nece ſſity and the 
giving grace by i were ecccived, and to al ay the extream bit er and 
unreaſ.,nabic heat of ſpiric, which is in tue clamarous Pædobsptiſts of 

our days, Bur I go on. A 
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Mx, M. or bjz friend tels mee, Thirdly, you eoncerve betauſt way 
thilares bor of © br iſtian Parents we e not bapizſed when they were young, 
therefore it was not their cuſtome to Baptiſe nfauts, For the mating goed 
bereof, you bring forth inſtances of Conſtantin. the Great, Greg Nazian. 
zen, and Chry ſoſtom A/ore be ſpeaks of theſe inſt ancet, bee ſets dowy 
ſome known reaſons, [ome imagined, why ſome deferred among the Anci. 
ents their own Baptiſm z and he tninks they igt upon the like reaſons de. 
fer their child: ens, | 

Anſw. 1. hat they diddefer their chi'drens Baptiſm confirms my 
opinion, that it was not ordinary inthe Greet Chu ch to bap.ize infant, 
2. That if they did defer it upon rhe reaſons imagined by him, then 
they thought it not neceſſary to be done in infancy, as Pxdobaptiſts de 
now, chie y Mr. Baxter, plain script. proofpart. 2. ch 8 who will baut 
infants haptiſed immediately, as ſo n as ever they are diſciples; which by 
his grounds is at the firſt j-ſt+nr ot che ir dirih, or ature, 3. That very 
rerſon why ſome def:rred Bapt ſin to ola age to wit the do ng away fin 
was indeed the very reaſon t their baptiz:ng infants And Nzianzens 
conturacion, telling ſome thet all times we e fit for Baptiſm, ſcring no ume 
was fre: from death, hews bow ill Mi M.choſe that paſſage top. in tus 
Title page of his Book, unh ſ he would have Readers to bipiizs upon 
that opinion, as if thereby tucy could work out their ſal vit iox. 4. All this 
diſcourſe abour the various reaſon. of mens defert ing their own Bap- 
tiſm, is quit. befides the point abou- parents defert ing their infants Bag. 
tiſn, witch nor to have been up'n any of thoſe imagined reaſons, but 
becauſe they . hought ir not neceſſary, nor did praiſe it but in e ſeof 
apparen: danger ot imminent death to the infant, will appear by weigh- 
ing his auf r to my inſtances. o that of Conſtantines being not bips 
tized in i fancy, though Helena his mother were a Conriſtian it i8laidg 
1. / bat it appears vet that Con antines parents were in his infancy become 
Chriſtians, 2. Himſe!f was alſo an unbeliever many years, T owhic' lie- 
ply. thuu_hic be no: apparen. that © 04/1antivs or Helena were Chiiſti. 
ans in the infavicy of Chriſtians, yet t ſe Hiſtorians that do conec ve 
they were, and yet it being agreed he was not then hapcized,  o:ncitely 
yeeld. that ic wis not unuſual for the children of B lievcrs to be unbap i 
zcd ri] they cane to :ge, 

Dr. Homes tels me That / have ill urged Cenſtancin a Latin, for a 
inflance het Baptiſm of infints wa not ordinary in the Greeh cou ch. 
But | chink otherwiſe fince Conſtantin lived and died in the Geck 
Church, and theretore fitly mentione am ng them, 

The next mentioned by me i» Gregory Nazianzes, the ſon of a Chii- 
ſtian Biſhop, an i brought up long by him, wes not baptized till hee 
came to bea your, To this ſai h tr. 4 or by frend How do jou 
prove be was the ſon of a Chriſtian Biſh»p - Heather was once e Hyp- 
tiftarian errour, whether be were converted brfore Gregury was born 88 
not evpreſt, when hee was young he wis b rd at At ens under beathent, 
t which it s not lie / j bus father would ſend vim if a Chiifttan, d why 
be was n bap'iſed 2s ſorn as he was conve ede H itianity I conſe we 
the reaſon was that he might the beter prepare bim/elf co reveive baptiſm, 

An 
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4. I did little imagin that this Author would have ſo far gra;i- 
ted the Papiſts, as to jovn wi h Baronivs and other Romwgniits, by ſhifts 
wavoid the evidence of thi; inſt.nce, which Proteſtants urge to prove 
Biſhops to have then married and begor children after marriage, To 
his queſtion, I prove him to have been a tiſhop. by the ame words of 
Gregory NNiangen himſelf in the werſe of bis life ; by which Chamier 
rat. Cath, tom. 3,1, 16. c. 3. S. 41. Dr. Hall bonzour of the married 
Clergy 2d. Book Seck s. and others, prove g regem Naxiaxen io have b. en 
begotten of his Father being a Biſhop, where be brings in bis Father 
peak ing to perſwade him o help him in his charge, in theſe words, 
0 Dr. Hall tut us them into Engliſh out of Greek, The years of thy age 
ot not ſo many as of my Priefibood Which huw to tree from Baronias his 
devices of an by;erbele, and the inconſiſteney with the other paftages of 
his fathers Baptiſm, and his ſtud at Athens, and ſeeing Falzan there, 
the Reader may ſec in chamier ubi ſupri at large. W hete and in Dr. Hall 
hemay find, tat his mother was alſo x pious Chriſtian when hee was 
dora, and that ſhe beyged him of God, And the Century Writers of 
Magd ſay cent 4 C. 10, Sbe was born of pon, and holy progenitours, And 
though be travailed abroad, ſuppoſe at 1 2, years of age, yet was he long 
brought up by his parents, eſpecially in that time in which he was to have 
been ba pt ed, if he Baptiſmi of infants had been then ordinary: yet was 
bee not baptized (as this Author confe ſſeth) till he was of age, after 
he returned to hi Father, who it is not likely did ſend him to be trained 
up under infidel;, however hee might light on their acquaintance and 
hear them, As for the reaſon of deferri g bis baptiſm, it is in vain 7 
eqquire into another cauſe, then that which Gregory Nazianzen himſelt 
in his 40th, Oration of boly Baptiſm gives, when hee adviſein to baptize 
inlants in caſe of apparent danger of imminent death, but out of that caſe 
wdefer it, And this appears to have been the genuine reaſon, and the 
paQiſe accordingly in that (as Grego134us Presbyter relates in bi life ) 
when ailing to Arbens a ftorm aroſe, ſo that his life was in apparent 
Unger, he was afraid of dying unbaptiſed, and re olved to be baptiſed, 
The other reaſon aſſi nt d by Mr M or his friend, is frivolous; for though 
the betzer to prepare himſelf to receive baptiſm, might be che reaſon of 
his deferring it ſo long a+ he did when he came to age, yet it could not 
be a reaſon of his patents deferring it, or of his in infancy, So that not- 
withſtanding theſe vain thites of this Autor, here in he joyns with the 
Papiſts, who uſe the like devices to avynin tis teſtimony urged by Pro- 
teſlants to prove the mit rĩage of Biſh"ps then, and is retured by them, 
yer this one inſta i ce is an evident proct, that in the Greek Church bap- 
tiſm of infants was nor ordinary in the fourth Century, but uſed per - 
baps extraordinarily in cale of apparent danger of imminent death, 
There is the leſs need of infiſting on the inſtance of Chry/oſtome his 
birth of Chriſtian parents. and educated and baptiſed ar age by Atile- 
tur, (ith that of Nazianzen i: | pregnant. Tis true I did allege ii as 
Grotzus |-1+ ſaying, whom | found counted for a learned man by Span- 
beimins and many others, and I might well make uſe of him, as Prote- 
ſtants ſonetimes do of Pa piſts that are cor rupt in point of antiquity. 
- Vuuuy it 
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If Dr. Toung were the Author ot the firſt part ef Mr, Ms. Defence, 
and of the Latin Book of the Lords day, publiched in the year 163g, 
under the name of Theophilus Pl ylohyriaces Loncard:enſis, hee himſelf 
cites Baronius for the Lurds day in the very title page of his Book, 
What Grotius was in his life and ſtudies, I leave for thoſe who knew 
him to judge ; his books though in many things corrupt. I might be al. 
lowed to make uſe of, as of other learned men with judge nent, tn this 
thing I did chink i mig ht che more ſecurely take his word, becauſe in the 
{ame place Anzot, in Matth. c. . 14. hee declared hee was for infant 
Baptiſm ; nor do { think it was without ſome reaſon which he affirmed 
though my time and Library yeeld mee not the advantage of makin 
ſearch into this ching. It is enough chat ir is ſuppoſed by learned men 
probable, whi.h wou d not bee if it were not then ordinary, that the 
children of Chtiſtjan parents were baptized after they had themſelves 
been believers. Which i plain by the teſo ution of the Synod of Nevce. 
ſarca, elder then the firft Nicene, which de ermined; That a woman 
with child might be bap ized, becauſe the Baptiſm reached not to the fruit 
of her womb, becauſe in the confeſſion made in Baptiſm, each ones fiee choiſy 
is ſhewed, For it in the conic ſvn in Baptiſm each oues free choiſe is 
ſhewed, then infants were not ordinarily baptized, who could ſhem no 
free choiſe in conteſlion. | 

How this is vindicated from the ſhifts of Mr. M or by friend, way be 
ſeen in my 4pology ſe, 16, p. 87, 88. which I think needleſs to repeat. 
And for Gretuus his ſaying, tha in every age many of the Greeks unto this 
day, hee the cuſtome of deferring the Baptiſm of little ones, till thy could 
themſclues maye a confeſſion of their ſaith, may be ttue, it either thoſe in 
Italy mentioned by Ladov. Vives Comment in ug. l. 1 de tivi. Bt, 
c. 27, were Greeks, as it is likely in Calabria, whore are Greek Chur- 
ches as I remember Brerewood ſhew in his Enquiries of Religion, orthe 
Georgians children, or the Chriſtians children of ( holcos we e Greeks; 
ot whom Heylin in his Geography in the deſc: iption of Armenia, out of 
Brerewood, Alcxaud. Roſſe in his cenſure of Relzgio Medici, xc fay, they 
are not baptizcd till they be 8 years vid, Nor need the Anabaptiſts yet 
to bluſh, for all Mr, Ms. or his friend, or Dr Homes, or Di. Ha. 
monds, or Mr. Craggs allegations, in laying that the An: ients, eſpecially 
the Gree: Church, reje&ed the baptiſm of infants for many hundred 
years, For there is no evidence produced ſer infant Baptiſm in the Greek 
Church till Nazzangens tive, who flouriſhed ſaith Dr, Ham ond about 
the year of CHriſt 370. and died in the year ; 89. which is above 300. years, 
and hee diſſwade it except in caſe of apparent danger of imminent 
death, and ſaith ſome are kep from Bapt im by reaſon of infancy, and 
as Mr. A p. 24, of his Deſence (2ich, all times were fit for Baptiſm, ſet- 
ing vo tim was freefrom death, intimates Baptiſm not fir for ſome time, 
exce t in that caſe, which may be gathered to have been the onely rea. 
ſon of infant Baptiſm, from what is 770 before of the tory of hi own 
baptiſm ; and therefore I doubt not to conclude. that intant Baptiſm was 
nor ſo ancient in the Greek Church as i by Mr. M. and others pretended, 
and as now it is taught by him and others, is a late innovation. 
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The teflimonies of Tertullian for Infant Baptiſm, and Dr. Hammonds 
interpretation of chap, 39. de Anima, are examined with 1 Cor, 


7, 14, 


to review the proofs from the Latin Fathers for infant Bap- 
tf", © Mr, cr. brings up Tertullian in the fron', wi om he reckons at 
the end of the ſ-cond Century, bers at the beginning of the third, 2. 
« hour 70. or leſs years ater Zobn the Apoſtle, in which ſhore erat of 
«ine, the Apoſtolical practiſe of infant Bap'iſn could neither bee 
clouded, nor forgotten Neither would he — commended his pri- 


. *yare opinion as more probrable, that the Baptiſm of ſome intants for 


v ſome te ſpe cts ſhould e deferred, but have called i: down, as an in- 
* novation, it the praRiſe of it had not been as tranſparent to every 
© mans apy rehenfon as if it had been writ with the Sun beams, Thor 
* infant Baptiſm was in practiſe in Teri, days, it appears by this 
«queſtion lib de bapt, e. 8. Quid feſtinat innocens tas ad remiſſionen 
«Wweeatorum 2? Why does innocent age (meaning children in their in- 
fancy) make haſt for remiſſion of nns? meaning Bapriſm ; which is 
«clear caſe, whatſoever Semi · Socivian Grotixe ſay to the contrary, 
That Tertallian was for infant Baptiſm himſelf appears, that in his 
* Book de Anim: cap. 39. he preſſes it, when the child is in danger of 
dent, and gives his reaſon lib. de bapt. cap. 12. Praſcribitur nemini 
« ine Baptiſme competere ſalutem, it is preſcribed tha, ſalvation is to 
© none without Baptiſm, 

Anſw. 1. That Tertullian might not be miſtaken, or that the pra- 
diſe of infant Baptiſm could not be clouded or lorgotten, is ſaid by Mr, 
Cragge inconfiderately ; fi h afore TertuRi-ns time the great differences 
about keeping Eafter between Polycrates Biſhop of Epheſus, where it's 
laid, John lived much and died; and Fidler of Rome, who pretended 
tradition from Peter, the miſtake of 'renaus abcur Chriſts age, with 
ſundry others. 2. That Tertullian would have called it down at an in. 
ien, if the practiſe of it bad not been a; tranſparent to every mans ap- 

thenſron a3 if it had been wrii with the Sun beams is a conhdent ſpeech, 

t ot no ctedit with thoſe who know Teriufian hath not called down, 
the anointing the baptized, giving milk and honey, ubng the ſign of the 
croſs, &c. which yet are undoubted innovations, 3, It is granted that 
infant Bapriim was uſed in his time, but it is withal true, that hee 
Gfſwaded it or did call it down as an innovation, except in cafe 
of danger of death, and that by fundry reaſ ns; which if hee had ta- 
ten ken infant Baptiſm to bee from the Apoſtles, hee woald not have 

ne. 4, Theallowing of it in that cale aroſe ( as Mr, Craggs quota- 
tions ſhew) from the errour of the neceſſity of it to ſalvation. But Dr, 
Hammond ſaith further 


* 
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cr Tertullian a man of great learning, and a diligent obſerver and re: 
© corder of the cuſtoms and pra d iſes of the moſt ancient Church, hb, de 
« animic, 39. affirms it tr om the Apoſtle, ex ſan#ficato alterutyb ſexy 
ce ſauctos procreari ; that when either parent is ſan{tified or beljeyer 
«3, e. baptized, the children that are born from them are holy, an 
© this, tam ex ſeminis prerogativa, qu im ex bn (titutionis diſciplini, beth 
ce by prerogative of their ſecd, and by the diſc ipline of the inſtitution 
© 3, e. (as hath been ſhewed) by Baptiſm ; adding from the fame A 
<« ſle chat delivered thoſe words 1 Cor, 7. 14. that his meaning was that 
ce chechildren of Be lie vets ſhould be underſtood to be defignatt ſanfita. 
© tis ac per boc ſalutis, and evidencing what he means thereby, by the 
« following words, of Chriſts dehnition eh 3, unleſs a man be born 
© of water and of the ipirit, he (hall not ente into the Kingdom of God 
ej. e. non erit ſand us, ſhall not be holy; where Bap ilm is manifef} 
the thing by which cheſe children ate ſaid to attain that ſanctity. And 
more bee adds in the beginning of the next Chapter to the fume purpoſe, 
© And ſo he is a comp.tent waeneſs tor the beginning of that third age, 
And alittle before, In the middle of the firſt Century St. Paal delives 
ce red theſe words; Now are your children holy, i. e. your children 
© new born ( as appears by the context and Tertullian) are ſandified ag 
te that ſignifies baptized, in the ſtile of the New Teſtament and the An- 
© cient Church. 
„Aud ch. 3 ſect. 1. St, Paul 1 Cor, 7, 14, ſpeaking of the Beli ven 
t children, he ſaith, . νι⁰ ay/z i, but now are they holy, 3. e:ic is 
the preſent pratiſe of the Church (that Apoſtolical Church in St. 
Pauls time) to admit to Baptiſm the infant children of parents, of 
hom ne is Chriſtian, though not of others, That this i» the mean» 
ing of [ holy] is there made evident, as by other arguments, ſo by 
© this, that the ancient Fathers who knew the ſacred DialeR call Bay» 
© tiſm ſanRification, Eum qui nat us eſt bapt ix andum e ſan#'ificandan, 
ein Cyprian, and a 147M y21, to bee ſanctiſied when they 
tehave no feeling of it, and ix By 245 &y1a7)7-, let him be ſandiß - 
*ed from the infancy, 3. e. baptized then in Gregory Nax ian To 
* which teſti nonies, and the reſt which is there produced of the agree. 
ment of the Jewiſh tile ("UN ſanctifications for baptiſms, to which 
agrees Macarius ſaying of the Feniſh Bap iſm, 64#-- a2 «it fan. 
* Ries the fleſh, bom. 47. p. $09, ) becauſe the main difficulty of the 
interpretation conſiſts here in, I ſhall now add more, one very ancient 
„ before any of theſe (within leſs then aa 100, years after the death of 
St. Fohn ) Tertullian de animi c. 39. where ſpeaking of infants and 
e ſaying ex ſanct. ſica o alterutro ſexu ſan os procreari; that when ei- 
va ther che father or mother is ſanctified (i. e. received 2 a believer by 
*© Baptiſm in the Church, the children are holy, c (clear evidence: 
© of the notion. of the word) this he there proves by theſe very words of 
** this Apoſtle, caterum, inquit, immundi naſcuntar, elſe ( {0 exteran 
in Tertullians ſtile is known to be put for alioquz, or the Greek 74 
« 77) were your children unclean ; adding inftead of theſt other words 
but now are they holy] quaſi defignatos tamen ſanfitatis & gh boc 
| 01148 
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« iam ſalutis, intelligi wolens fidelium filios, hereby — that wee 
&* ſhould underſtand that the children of Believers are the deſigned or 
© the ſcaled of holineſs (in the ſenſe, I conceive wherein the; that are 
« baptized, are by the ancients frequently ſaid 9297 i/4521, to be ſea- 
© led ) and thereby of ſalyatjon alſo; And all this, ſaith he, thus urged 
« by the Apoſtle, t buius ſpei pig vor a matrimoniis que retinenda cenſ uc- 
* rat, patrocinacerentur, that this hope might be a pledge to engage the 
% believing wife or husband not to pare from the unbeliever. And hee 
«yer farther adds (ill to the confirming of this inte pretation) Alio. 
iu meminerat Dominice de nitionis, mſi qui naſcatur ex aqua & ſpi> 
© rity, non introtbit —_— Dei, i. e. non erit / anctus Otherwiſe (or 
* if this argument of the Apoſſle had not been ſufficient) he would have 
© mentioned the definition of Chriſt, that unleſs one be born of water 
"and the ſpirit (3. e baptized) he ſhall not enter into the ingdomeof 
„God, i. e. ſhall not be holy; ſhewing ill of what holineſs he under- 
* tands the Apoſtles ſpeech, that which the child of the believer is made 
« parraker of by Baptiſm ; coneludi g, Ita omnis anima uſque £0 in A- 
* dam cenſet ur donec in Chriſto recenſeatur, tamdiu immunda, quamdiu 
© recenſeatur, Every ſoul is ſo long inrolled in Adam, till it bee anew 
ein Chriſt, and is ſo long unclean till it be thus anew inrolled; which 
©2z it ſuppoſeth every child of Adam to bie impure, till ir bee thus by 
* Baptiſm made a child of Gods, a memb r ef Chriſt, ſo it gives a full 
© account of that uncleanneſs, and that holineſs of. which the Apoſtle 
© ſpeaks; t he former the ſtare of a child of Adam unbaptized, the latet 
"of him that by Baptiſm is initiated into Chriſt, And p. v1. bee ſaith, 
he found this paflage of Tertullian ch. 39. de animi perfectly to accord 
to his interpretation of x cer. 7. 14. For which reaſen (though I 
a firſt intended on ely here to examine the paſſage of Tertullian c. 39. de 
ain; ) I conceive needfull to examine What Dr. Han mond ha th ſaid in 
his Defence againſt me, ch. 3, 4. about both plates, and I doubt not but 
that it will be made appear by me, that he hath not aveided by his De- 
fence the exceptions I brought againſt is inter pretation of 1 Cor. 7, 14, 
nor interpreted the Apoſtle right, nor Tertullian, nor that they do, as 
be ſpeaks, perfeFly accord, to which I now addreſs my ſelf. 

1. He omits the making good of his para phra le of the Apoſtles words 
c. 7. 12, 13, 14. exceptonely thoſe words ¶ ofſe were your children 
ueclean, but now they are boly | ſuppoſing it unneceſſary if the interpreta» 
tion of he laſt words appear to be this | but now are infant cbildren arta- 
hers of the priviledge of Baptiſm ] which I acknowledge were true, it he 
could make good this interpretation without making good the para- 
phraſeof the reſt, Bur there being a manifeſt coherence of all together, 
anda plain argumentative conſequence implied v. 14. ofthe later part 
from the former, if the interpretation of the later part will not conſiſt 
with the words going before, ner a good coherence and conſequence in 
his ſenſe making good the reſt of his paraphraſe, ir. is jncceſſary he 
ſhould make good, at leaſt that which i it be not made good againſt 
wy exceptions, the inter pretation of the laſt clauſe will not ſtand, Now 
Leonceive there are in my exceptiens,moſt if not all choſe things, which 
: | ] urged. 
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' T urged againſt his paraphraſe and interpretation, which de overthrow 
ic, ſich there would be ei her want of ſenſe, coherence, or conſequence 
ia che Apoſtles ſpeech, if Dr. Hammonds expolition were received, which 
Dr, Hammond bah acquitted it from in his Defence, 

One main thiñg on whic') the hinge of his paraphraſe and inter 
tation turnes, is, that the ſanRification and holineſs there is derived 
from the faith of the one party, and not en the conjugal relation ; and 
cherefore the term | believer] which is not in the text) is put by him in 
his paraphraſe, and the terms (husband and wife] omi.ted, which the 
Apoſtle puts down with emphaſis, I preſume the Reader that reads my 
exceptions from p. 316, to 325, will judge the Dactots excuſe nor ſuf. 
ficient, he gi-es for not anſwe ing them more fully, when be aper 
we it were eaſie ſully to anſwer them p. 5, but docs noigeſpecially in this 
point on which tue eontrovet ſie between us depends, and therefore net 
aT4:4ey21 as the Dr. terms it. I think the Dr. hath made a more in. 
moderate excurſion in his heaping up teſtimonies our of the Fathers, in 
bis Randing ſo much on the denial of an-enallage, and the force of the 
prepolition ir. Bur IL reſolve to fellow bim, and hope to vvertake 
him in long running, though his Pen and Preſs be quicker in diſpaich 
then mine, 

The fit & thing the Dr, attemp:s is, to prove our of the Fathers, that 
the term {boly 1 Cor, 7.14.) is as much as | partakers of aptiſn Firſt 
ſaith he, the ancient Fathers who nem the ſacred Dialeſt, call Baptiſm ſat» 
a: fication, and Cyprian and Naziat zen ave cited. 

To which I anſwer, 1. The word of the Apoſtle js [ 4y14 ] the ad, 
jective [boly] which notes 4 ſtate of diſcrimination from the unclean 
not C 1912214's ſanctißed] a participle connoting the action of the fan. 
Riker, as well as the ſtate of the ſanttifed, and therefore may import 
Baptiſm, and not the other; now the two Fathers the Dr.cites with G16 
gory Nyſſen after, uſe not the term [holy ] bur ſenfified, and therefore 
were it granted that they uſed [andi cd] tor beptized, yet this proves 
not they or the Apoſtle to have uſed | boly] for baptized. 

2. I think the Fatzers he Cites, did not in thoſe paſſages he cites call 
Baptiſme fanRificarion, though they took the perſon baptized to de 
ſanctiſied by ir, My reafons are from their words, For when Cypriat 
ſaith [him who is born to be bapti ed and ſanftified} he ſcems to mee to 
diſtinguiſh, not to confound baptiſm and ſa!:Rification ; and when Na- 
Janzen in the place quoted uſeth this phraſe, 4y/a/wy & Surge - 
„ I hink it is ineptly rendered by the Dr, p. 102, by this putans they 
may be baptized ſouls and bodies: ſure the Baptiſm of water doth not 
touch the (oul; and therefore Naxian⁊en is to be ſo interpreted as though 
he included ba ptiz ing in the phraſe of ſanAifying as the means of jr, 
ye he doth not confound them, or call Baptiſm ſancti cation. The like 
T imagin mi ht be ſaid of Gregory Nyſſen, if I had his book, whcle words 
it's likely if the Dr, had ſer down more fully, as hee doth in others, the 
im pertinency of bis allega ion would have appeared, As for the Zewiſh 
file of ſan#: fications for Bapti m it will be to be conſidered after, Ma- 

carius is ſaying, that the Jewiſh Bett:ſe ſan7ipes the fleſh, is = a 
calling 
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alling Baptiſm ſan&ification, But the Dr. ſtands m oſt on Tertu ian, in 
chich he tukes I, that [bly] is uſed as he conceives Paul to uſe it 1 Cor. 
71% for [pirtakers of Baptiſm ] fo he expounds, deſignatos ſantfitat u, 
the do fegned or taled of bolineft, in the ſenſe he conceives, wherein they 
that ave baptiſed are by the ancients frequently ſaid to be ſealed and p 93. 
nat i [an"'itatis, ſure muſt ſignifie that they are initieted into cbriſt 
h the « briſfttan right, or ſign, or ceremony of Bapiiſm, as thoſe which bad 
the Heat b/miſh ceremontes uſed upon them, were candidati damoniotum, 
cudidares of the De il in the ſormer, thus early admitted and initiated 
ing tbery ſacra Bur neither do I conceive the Apoſtle to have ue | bo. 
J for holine fs hy baptiſm, nor that Tertullian doth mean that which 
the Dr. wou lu have him, nor do the A poſtle and Ter ulliam per ſectiy ac- 
wd. wice in el ar Chapter doth Tertullian uſe the term [ boly] once] bs. 
e] once [ ſnd i ed] The 6 it paſſage is thus, Hinc enim c Apo- 
fu ex ſanttificato ulterutro ſexu ſanfos procreari ait, tam ex ſeminis 
goativa, quam ex infliturionss diſci ina From hence the A poſile al- 

»ſurb, holy ones to be procreated ſrom either ſex, ſanfified as well by 
negative of (eed, as by diſcipline of inſtitution, By either father or mo- 
Fer fincufied the Dr. co crives meant, when either the ſatber or mother 
is received as a believer by baptiſm into the Church, by [ boly | haptixed, 
for he mak e the nocion of [ holy] in thoſe words of Tertullien to be the 
lane with deſignates ſaxFitatis, which he interprers by ſealed, that is bap- 
tiſed in the ancients language. Pag. 61. [holy] appears to bee this | but 
wy are your infant children partakers of the priviledge of Baptiſm] Bur 
um Tertullian mean by [ ſanctiſed, baptiſed | is nor proved by the Dr. 
- + par PF mak:s jt in cer. 7. 14. to import being converted te 
the ſaith 3 and ſo Tertullian ad urorem |, 2. explains what he means by 
[ ſan7iffed] gained by the wiſe to the faith. I deny not that hee made 

Japciſm a means of that ſanRification, but he doth not cal! ( as the Dr. 
ſaith) baptiſm ſan: fication, but the whole fad of Gods grace, as hee 
aith, Hei gratia i/lud ſanfificat quod invent, by teaching and inlight- 
ning the per ſon (anctified, Vet kerein Tertullian and the Dr, accord not 
nud (he Apoſtle, for the Apoſtle ſuppoſerh 1 C. 7, 14. the perſon ſaid 
tobe ſanFified ſtill an unbe lie ver, other w iſe his reaſon had been nothing 
toconfirm the reſolution v. 12, 13, which was the believing yoke. fellow 
nicht live ſtill with the unbeliever, for the unbelicving ba, band, that is 
the huzhand continuing an unbeliever is ſanf:fied; bu thi cannut bee 
weanc either of converſion to the faith or ba ptiſm, for then he ſhculd be 
2 believer when hee is ſaid to bee ſanifi*d, ſo that it is plain neither 
Tertullians ex pre ſſion concurs with the D Rors notion, nor do the Dr, 
nd Te-tullien agree with aul. The other words ſaxfos jrocrears, ſith 
be reftrains to intants, the ſanity pag. 72. hath this ſenſe; the infants 
we procreated holy, that is baptiz:d, for thus he ſpeaks ; the Apoſtle 
in that place makes the ſanct i ication or bop iſm of the children a bene. 
it of the believing parents cohabiting with the unbeliever. But herein 
neither doth Tertullimm or the Dt. accord with Paul, fer hee makes not 
the holineſs of the children to be ti e benefit of the parents faith, but of 
der con jugal relation, nor doth the Or, accord with Tertatlias, — = 
a ineſo 


(788) 
holineſs there meant by Tertullian, is not meant onely of the time of in; 
fancy, 1. Becauſe be ſaith ir to be as well, ex inſlitutionis A ſciplini us 
ex ſeminis prerogativi. Where ex ſeminis prerogative che Dr, agrees 2:90 
to be in that be ii net ſo polluted by their idolatr ous ceremonies, and fo itin 
ſome degree holy, not tederal holineſs, as Mr, M pag. 35, would. the 
wiole cops ſhewing chat to be the meaning, that they are no! ſo pollutgd 
as beatbens children, Now ex ixſtitatienis diſciplina, the Or. would hays 
have p9:. mean: the doctrine of Baptiſm inſtit uted by Chriſt in bis Church 
for by this it ii that baptiſm was allowed ts thoſe that were ex alterucro 
ſexu ſanRigcato procreati, born of parents of which either of them wa 
Chriſtian, Thus in his book de bapt, c. 12, be uſes a like phraſe, tingi diſci, 
plina celigionis, to be ſprixtled with the diſcipline of religion, meaning 6. 
ridenti being baptiſed, Where the Dy. by the way doth ill render tagi 
by fprizhied, nv Grammarian doth ſo render it, nor deth Tertullias ig 
mean ic, as in the place may be obſerved, But to the thing, This can. 
no: be che mcaning-of Tertullian in that place. 1, The words are theſe, 
ut opinor autem aliud eſt aſpergi vel intercs,4 violentsa maris aliud ting; 
d:ſciplin: religionis, As I think it is one thing to be ſpriakled or iWlercep. 
ted with the violence of the ſea, as Peter was when againſt hs will he was 
in che ſea, ano ber thing to be baptiſed with the diſcipline of religion, tha 
is, out of a willing yeilding to baptiſm by the learning of religion, that 
is, knowledge and profeſſion of faith which religion prompts to, mean. 
ing plainly not the doctrine or command of Chriſt, but the learning or 
diſcipline of his own heart, in the ſenſe that Tertullian uſcrh aſter ici. 
plina verecundie & modeſii.e, And that ſenſe which I give the Scope 
leads to, which is to thew neither the Apoſtles being daſhed with t 
waves when the ſhip was almoſt covered, nor Peters being almoſt drow- 
ned, was Chriſtian bap:iſm, becauſe it was not out of & voluntary diſpo- 
ſition from that diſcipline of religion which deth diſpoſe to it, — the 
violence of the ſea, 1 Tertullian could not mean as the Dr. would, 
ſith there is no ſuch inſtitution oi Chriſt eicher expreſſed by the Evare 
geliſts, or by Tertullian. The Evangeliſts expreſs no title to bapiſm, 
but by the per ſons on faithor diſcipleſhip who is to be bapti ed, as 
preved Review part, 2 /ef, 5. 

And Terytullias in his Book of Baptiſm a little after the words cited 
by the Dy. c. tz, expre eth the inſtitution of Baptiſm thus; Lex enim 
tingendi impoſita eſt & ſor ma praſcripta, ite (inquit ) docete nationes, 1itt- 
gentes eas in nomen patry; & filu & ſyeritus ſancti Huic legs collata defi- 
nit i: miſt quis renutus fuerit ex aqui & ſpiritu non int rabit in regnum 
exlorum : obſtr ina fidem ad baptiſmi neceſſitatem, Itaqae omnes exinde 
credentes — And after, Nam & prius eft pr..dicare, pofleriut 
tingere, and in the 88th, chapter gives his reaſons againſt the baftinmg 1b. 
ba tiſm of infants, as being not neceſſary, which if he had acxnowle ged 
ſuch an inſtitution, as the Dy, imagins, he could nat have ſaid, and di- 
rects according to the in'tirution, Let them come when they grow p, 
when they learn, when they are taught whereſore they come, let them bet 
made Chriſtians when they can kuow Chriſt ; and at er preſcribes, How 


they ſhould go to baptiſm, with prayer, fafting, kneeling, conſeſſing of fs 
an 
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and in his Book of —— cals Baptiſm the ſealing of repentance, nc 
phere is any ſuch inſtitution of infants Baptiſm frum the faith of ene 

rent; and therefore I conclude, ex inſtitutionu diſciplina, is not mean: 
23 Dr, Hammond conceives, 

On the other fide I conceive that he means by [ ſanfot procreari | 
real holineſs future, and by ex infticutionu diſtiplina, learning of the do- 
drine or inſtitutien of Chriſt, That the holineſs js real ſaving holi- 
neſs, is gathered firſt ſrom the jo nine together, deſignat i ſanctitat i 
ac per hoc et iam ſalutis, which plainly ſhews, that the holineſs meant is 
wat by which js ſalvation, 2. This is confit med, in that it is made the 
elfect of being born by water and the ſpirit, 3. Shall enter into the 
Kingdome of heaven, is expounded by ſanct us, bo/y. 4. It is oppoſed to 
that une le anneſs which they had in Adam, and it is expreſſed to bee in 
Chriſt, which muſt needs bee a real ſaving holineſs. 5, It it bee that 
which is by bap: iſm, then it is not daptiſm it ſelf, as the Dr. ex pounds 
it, but a conſequent on it, which is no other then faving holineſs.6, This 
is proved from the expreflion of defignatos ſanctitat is ac per hoc ſalutis; 
this is confefled by the Dr. to expreſs the ſame with procreari ſanctos ex in. 
fitutionis d ſciplina, bur deſignatos ſanct it at is hath the ſenſe of deſigned 10 
be boly, chat is, a believer by education, and ſo ſaved, Iwill fer down the 
words of a Letter of my learned and much honoured friend and guen- 
dan (choller Dr, wilhins, Warden of wadbam Colledge in Orford, who 
«my requeſt imployed a friend to enquite into the ſenſe of this paſſage 
of Tertullian, and thus wrote to me: As for that phraſe, Defignatos ſan. 
duatis & ſalutis, though this reading be approved by Pamelius, aud de la 
Cerda in their editions, yes bis correfled by Johannes a Wouwer, by that 
jamous Manuſcripe Copy of Fulvius Urfinus, now in the Vatican, which 
bath it Deſignatos ſanctitati. which reading is now generally recerved as 
the moſt genuine, as may appear by Rigaltius and Georgius Ambianus in 
bit laſt and beſt edition 7 Tertullian at Paris 1648, Add the moſt proper 
ſaſe of this phraſe muſt be, ſuch as are deſigned by their parents to a neli- 
fious education, which is likewiſe ſignified by that other expreſſion ex inſti- 
ruionis diſciplina, So that deſignatos ſan7itali at per hec etiam ſaluti, 
plainly exprefſeth, that whereas the Pagan idolaters did dedicate and 
confecrate their children to Devils, and thereby made them unclean, the 
children of the believer were brought into the world holy, both in that 
they were free from ſuch pollution, and alſo by prayer, vow, or reſo- 
lation deſigned or intended to be made holy by the diſciplin of Chriſtian 
infticution, and ſo to be ſaved, or to enter into the Kingdome of heaven, 
by faich in Chriſt, 7. This ſenſe Is confirmed by the words [| bujus ſpes 
pignora, the pledges of this bade] which ſhew that the holineſs and ſalva- 
tion meant inthe words before, was a thing not then exiſtent at the chil. 
dens bi-th, but intended and hoped for at age, upon endeayours u- 
kd by the believing parent. 8, This interpretation of defignatos 
aditatis, or ſanfitati, is confirmed by the expreſſions of Hie- 
rome, Epiſt. 153. to Paulinus, where he ſaith, of thy ſecond Problem 
Tertulljan bath diſcour[ed in bis books of Monogamy,affirming the children 
of believers to be ca lea boly, becauſe they were as it were candidati fide, 
XXXIX | candidates 
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candidates of faith, and not polluted with any of the filib of Tdolany, 
Which af xprelieth the ſame with deſi guat oi ſandlitati, and alludz; 
o thoſe who in Rowe ſtood tor Offices in white, and notes that the in. 
{ans were as it were in expeRation of being believers, and baptized, 
quod v eluti ambiunt & expectant bapt i mum, as Eraſmus in his note on 
Hierom, Epiſt. 53. to Paulinus, or deſigned, that is intended to be hoj 

by the parents, that is to be bred up to profeſs the faich, and fo to be 
baptized, 3 

Fo this faith Dr, Hammond, © 1. This of Tertullian is not the place 
© that S. Hierom refers to, but ſome orher in his Books de M onogamia 
cet hat one book which we now bave under that title affording us av ſuch 
<« diſcourſe on that ſub je as S. Hierom mentions, i 

Anſw. 1. It is more probable that this is the place Hierom meant, the 
expreſſions ſo agreeing and the matter, and that Hierom wriving in haſt 
miſtook the the Title of the Book, and the term candidatos uird in ihe 
Chapter before for deſignatos, 2. However, whether ir were lo or other. 
wiſe, the words cited by Hier om being to the ſame purpoſe will fitly ex, 
p!a.n the other. : ; 

*zily. ( ſaith Dr. Hammond) All that S. NMierom cites out of that 
(not this ) place of Tertullian is very reconcilable with what Tertullian 
* faith in this place, and with his opinion that the v.fants of Chriſtians 
were baptized ; for, ſai h he, they were quaſi candidati fidei as it were 
* candidates of faith. Candidates were they that ſtood for any Office, 
uni candida ſumpt:i veſte conſulatum, praturam, &c. poſiulabant, who 
putting on white garments ſued for any Office; and ſo candidate; of 
faith, they that ſuc for this conditien in the Church of God, thatof 
rr believers, to which by biptiſm they arc aſſumed, and accors 
** dingly were to be brought to the font, like ſuch candidates, in white 
*© garments as they that were to be ſanRified; i. e. ba tized, among 
the Jews Exod.i6.1o, were alſo to waſh their cloathes or put onclean 
gal ments, 

Anſw, Tis true both places of Tertullian are very reconeilable, but 
not Dr. Hammonds inter pretation of deſignates ſanfitatis or ſanuai 
with candidatos fidei, For Dr, Hammonds deſignatos is as much bapti- 
24d, bu: candi latos notes ont ly a future thing in expeRation, and ta- 
didatos fidei anſwering to deſignatos ſanctitatit or ſandt itati ſhews the 
bolineſi to be ſaith, and that tend ing to ſalvation, not the bare title of a 
belie ver by baptiſm, but ſuch a faith as ſaves e ffectually ac per boc it iam 
ſaluti, which puts it out of doubt, that a real holineſs though in intenti- 
on and expect ation one ly, and a real ſaving faith though future, is meant 
1—— in both ex preſſions, which is not avoided by the Doctors 
Anlwer. 

<« Again (ſaith the Dy, ) when he ſaith of them that they were holy 
** as the veſſels of the Temple were holy, though they had no ſenſe,this is 
«a clear laying of a ground, whereby children may be;deemed capable 
** of this relative holineſs, which is te be had by baptiſm, though as yet 
g — are not capable ( for want of RY of inherent holi- 

gels, e | 
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Anſw. Tits true Hierom ex preſſeth another way of holineſs which in- 
nu might ha ve without underſtanding, but chat this ſhould be by bap- 
ulm he doth not intimate. But if he did, yet he doth not make it the 

ing of Tertullian candidatos fidei, and therefore ſerves not his turn 
o prove that by hola Tertullian meant bap/iſm, Yea, this very thing 
3s againſt it, (ith ir is added as another way ot ſanity then that he firſt 
mentioned, as the words ſmulꝗ; conſidera do ſcem to me to intimate ; and 
therefore candidates fidei and deſignatos ſanftitatis or ſanflitati u not 
gurtakers of Baptiſm in Tertullian, as the Dr, would have it. 

« Laſtly ( ſaith tbe Dr.) when he mentions it as an idiom cf Scrip- 
«ure ta call them holy, who are clenſed, purificd, expiated, {peaking 
« of choſe legal luſtrations er purifications, this gives an account of St, 
« Pauls ufing tie word in the Chriſtian Church for the Chriſtian luſtta. 
«tion, purification, expiation, i. e. for baptiſm, 

Anſw. 1. It gives but a lame account till ii be proved St. Paul uſeth 
bal for baptized, 2. Though Hierom do ſay the Scriptare names boly ſo- 
dan, purified, and expiated ; yet this doth no: prove he conceived the 
Scripture puts boly tor Chriſtian baptiſm. 

Yer again faith the Dr, “ And by the way it appears by St. Hierom, 
© thar he uſe th promiſcuoiſly ſan? ard ſan7ificars, and ſv that gives us 
«aurhority to interpree [4 i] ia the end of the verſe, in the ame 
© ſenſe in which C iacu ] is uſed in the beginning for thoſe that are 
4 broughr and received to Baptiſm, All which are far enough from 
C ſerving any of Mr, T. bis intereſts, and might have inclined him to 
© have *mitted th at teſtimony of St. Hieroms, if he had more maturely 
«conſiders 4 of it, 

Anſw, How this teſti nony ſerves my turn upon more mature conf. 
deration of it. is ſhewed, Ir is true ſanf#i and ſancti ficati are uſed of the 
ſame perſons, yet they ate not the ſame; as calidum and caleſactum may 
be ſaid of the ſae wood, yet are not the ſame, fith fire may be ſaid to 
be hor, but not heated; and God may be ſaid to be boly, but nor ſaniti» 
ped. Bar he Dr, forgets himſelf when he would have ſanfified and ho- 
ly, i cor. 7. 14. tobe interpreted in ihe ſame ſenſe, For then when ic is ſaid 
the unbeliever bath been ſanQified, that is, brought to the faith by the 
wives counſel and example, it (hould be ſaid of the infant children that 
they are in the ſame ſenſe he, that is, converted to the faith, 

Let furth-r ſaith the Dr. Nay 3. I muſt add, that Mr. T. his ten- 
© dring of caxdidati and deſgrati ſandlitati and candidati fidet by being 
*in debgnation of being bclievers and baptized, intended to be holy 
© by the parents, to be bred up to the faith and ſo baptized; is a moſt 
* groundleſs inconvenient interpretation, For it by holineſs and faith 
© be meant inherent h-lineſs and faich, then Baptiſm it ſelf is the cete- 
© mony of conſecrating and deſigning them to this, and ſo precedenc to 
* that holineſs ( nor ſubſequent to it as Mr. T. ſersit ) and accordingly 
*in the Church writings the word me believers, is never beſtowed 
on any, though of mature age and knowledge; till after chey be ba pti- 
"Zed, cn, and . gel illuminate and believers being all one, 
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co catechumtni thoſe that have net yet attained it: But if holineſs and 
** faith be the relative holineſs then infants being as capable of that as 
veſſels in the Temple, they might be preſently deſigned and conſe, 
© cratedto that, and not firſt bred up in the faith, be tore they were par- 
** rakers of jr, 

Anſw. That the inter pretation I give is neither gtoundleſs nor ja; 
convenient, is manifeſt by the phraſe it ſelf, deſignatos ſanAitatiz or 
fanctitati; the Doctors interpretation is altogether groundleſs and in. 
convenient; For he renders p. 59. celigned by ſcaled, bur he ſhews not 
that ever [ deſignates ] fignifies [{ealed,] the term for that is obfignatoy, 
Tertulllan in his Book of Repentance ſaith, Lavacrum illud ( meani 
baptiſm ) eft obſignatio dei, que fides a pænitentia fide incipitur & com. 
menditur » The term rdefiencd) notes plainly the inteni1on of the parent, 
and this is alſo plain from the next words [ of ibis hope] which thews it is 
not baptiſm in infancy they were deſigned to, for that they need not 
hope for, they might preſently have; but real holineſs of ſaving faith, 
and therefore expreſſed by candidatos fidei, and thir this holineſs was 
ſuch a real holineſs, appears by the addition ac per hoc etiam fam, 
there being no other helineſs that could bring ſalvation, and the term 
candidatos imports a ſuing or ſeeking for ir, as Eraſmus exprefſerh it 
velut i ambiunt & expeJant ; and Dr. Hammond p. z. himſelt expreſſeth 
candid os demoni orum candidates of the Bevils, ambitious 10 be admitted 
thus early into bi [ervice. So that all theſe reaſons ſhew, that deflynates 
ſanfitatzs notes the intention of the parents with endeavours te preduce 
faith, an ſo to being them to Baptiſm, M bich is the more cyident if it 
be read [ deſenatos ſanf7itati] for that caſe ploinly intimares a tenden 
cy to it. As for defignatos ſanctitatit, which the Dr. that he may ſvawer 
hee, ſerve his own purpoſe ( which he elſewhere cauſſeſſy imputes to 
me) turns [ ſealed of holineß] I crave leave to tell the Dr. that in my 
appehenſion it makes Tertullian ſpeak non-ſenſe; and that it cannot be 
n 4 meaning thai it ſhould note the conſecrating by bapriſa, it appears 
in that it ſhould have been then ſanctitate, or per ſanfitatem, Beſides, 
they are ſaid to be deſiguatos ſalutii as well as ſan7itatis and I hopethe 
Dr, will not render it ſealed of ſalvation as if it noted the ceremony of 
conſecrating, Salvation in no Writer being put for for Baptiſm: And 
however, here it's a diſtinct thing from ſan#ity, which the Dr, makes 
Baptiſm, So that I think I may Fafely infer, that Tertullian means by 
—— ſanFitatis or ſanfitati rather] not Baptiſm, but the in enti- 
on of the parents (for of their act he ſpeaks in oppoſition to the Gen» 
tile parents deſigning their children to Devils; or as the terms are v0w- 
ing, deputing :o them, making them candidatos) to breed them up in the 
faith, and ſo to bring them ro Baptiſm and Salvation, which his words in 
his Book de Baytiſmo, c. 18. ſhew he approved as beſt, except neceſſity 
through danger of death imminent and apparent urged the haſtening of 
it in little oues; regularly he would have faith firſt, and baptiſm _ 
as the words in his Book of Bepti/m, and Repentance forecited ſhew, An 
whereas the Dr. ſuith in the Church writings the word believers ii never 
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tized, and ſo faith muſt be ſubſequent not antecedent to baptiſm a] ſetit, 
the Dr. may perceive his miſtake by the words of Tertullian before quo. 
ted, Itaq; omnes credent es tingibantur, Lavacrum idud eſt — — fidei ;; 
and this is agreeable to Chriſts ſpeech, Mar. 16. 16. He that believeib 
and is baptized ſhall be ſaved, to which perhaps Tertullian alluded when 


he ſaid deſignatos ſanctitati, which Grot ius follows, Annot. 4d! Cor. 7. 14. 


or condidato: fedei ac per hoc etiam ſalutz, or ſalutis, The relative holi- 
neſs which ve fle ls in the Temple were capable of, is far from Tertullian 
meaning : Certainly Tertulliaus phraſe of deſigned to holineſ is ſo far 
from proving infant baptiſm, that ir proves the cont: ary, ſith he is not 
faid to be deſigna us or candidatus who hath an Office or thing ia poſſeſ- 
fon, but ke who is choſen to ir or ſeeks for it, and ſo hath it onel in in. 
tention or ex pectation. As deſgnatus ſaluti is not actually ſaved, ſo neĩ- 
ther de ſignat us ſandtit ai actual iy baptized. 

He adds, The children of believers, I willingly grant, are preſumed to 
be by them intended to be bred up to the faith; but if that intention of 
theirs bring forth no preſent effect, if they do not bring them thus early and 
eater them into the Church by Baptiſm, why ſhould that bare intention of the 
purents give them the ſtile of boly or ſanfiified, or bow ſhould theſe infant 
children, which may die before they come te thoſe years, receive any preſent 
priviledge or benefit by that which 35 thas far removed from them ? 

Anſw. The Drs, words anſwer this, p.92. when he ſaith, whoſoever 
i born from either parent Chriſtian, bath one priviledge by nature, by by ve - 
n ſeed, that be is not ſo polluted as the Idolatrous he athens children by their 
Idolatrous ceremonies, and ſo is in ſome degree boly in that reſpeF, which is 
a preſent effect, oppoſite to the proſent evil effect which the heathen I. 
dolatrous devotions brought on their children. 

He goes on, Now for the 2d. part of this ſuggeſtion, tbat what 1 ſay 
fom Cer rullian, that they were holy, i, e. baptized in ſeminis prærogati- 
va is a miſtake, I muſt anſwer by viewing of the proofs of bis aſſertion : 
Firf, ſaub he, the bolineft was not onely by prerogative of birth, but ex in- 
ſtitutionis diſciplina. This is ſure a — proof, It is not ſo, becauſe it is 
net onely ſo, 'T z5 certain that Tertullian ſaith they are holy ex inflitutionis 
diſciplina, and as certain that they are as much ſo by prerogative of their 
birth, the words are moſt clear, tam ex ſeminis praxrogativa quam ex in. 
ſtirurionis diſciplini, and that I never denied the ſecond could not be miſla- 
hen in affirming the frft, 

Anw. The words of the Dr. in his 4th. quzre gave occaGon to think 
he conceived he children of believers to be termed holy by Tertullian, 
that is baptized either onely or chiefly by prerogative of birth "as that 
which gave them title to baptiſm, Bur it ſeems he means that they had 
title to ir, alſo by the diſcipline of inſtitution. But p.92. be cxpounds 
the prerogative of birth onely by their freedome from Idolatous pol. uti- 
on; Now ſure that gave not title to baptiſm: An Idolaters child if 

born without : hoſe pollutions had not title to baptiſm, he muſt be born 
according to hisown expoſition of the Apoſtles and Tertalians words of 


one believer: & ther fore he muſt needs be miſtaken in afficming the firſt; 


nd he muſt needs miſs Tertuſian meaning if by holy be meant baptixed, 
An 
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and ſays they are baptized tay cx ſeminis præregativã if that piye no x; 
tle to A The Dr. — ex inflitutionts diſciplin, hue, by the — 
Arine of Baptiſm inſlituted by Cbrift, by which Baptiſm i allowed to cbil. 
dren born of either parent Cbriftian, I have ſhewed befote how hore bis 
proof is of this ſenſe, For preſent, Tertulans words, accordirg to this 
expoſition have an ine pt tautology 3 For it is all one as to ſay thy 
are baptized as well by prerogative ot birch as by prerogative of birth 
the prerogative of birch by which they arc baptized being all one with 
their priviledge of being born of a Lelicver, which is acc rding to the 
Dr. the diſcipline of inſti ution, If Tertadiau had meant as the Ur 
would have it, he had Qo: uſed tam and qu; n, bu: ſaid, holy by preg. 82 
ti e of birth according to the diſcipline ot iaſtitution 3 Wnence n may 
appear, that the diſcipline of inſtitutien and Hol ineſs is another hin 
then the Dr, interprets it, nor by kis intet pretation ot the place will the 
place be clear. For not two priv iledges ( as he Dr, makes it) but one 
priviledge, to wit, holineſs, which the Dr, makes to be bapriſm, is acri- 
bed to them by a double means, treedome from heatheni(h pollutions, 
and the dont inc of Chriſt about infants Baptiſm : Whereas fleetome 
from ſuch pollutions gives no ticle ro Baptiſm; and if prerogatwe of 
birch be meant of federal holineſs (of which is not a word there ) and 
the diſcipline of inſtitution be the doct tine allowing bapriſm tothe child 
born of a believer, it is either an ine pt tautology, both being the lame, 
07 incongruous ſpeech, which ſhould be thus mended, by prerogative 
of bitch according 10 the doctt ine of baptiſn by Chriſtin his Church, 
imsgined by the Dr. but not extant in Scripture, nor Tertullian 
Nor do Tertulllans words following, de Auma, c 40. Every ſoul it ſo 
dong exrolled is Adam £11! 38 be rarolled in cbriſ, and is ſo long unclean till 
it be thus anew enrolled, pt ove that by [ holy ] Tertullian meant baptized, 
For in the words before (to which (ita ſo] refer ) he makes bah to 
be the ſame with entring into the Kingdome of Heaven, and the eil. 
rolling in Chrift he makes the ſame with being born of water and the 
t. 
f Of the o ds aſcribed to Origen and Atbazaſias, enough hath been 
ſaid already. Neither Cyprians nor Chryſoſtomes words prove, thatſ ho) 
is as much as [ partaker of baptiſm \ inthe Ancjents language, much leſs 
inthe Apoſtles x Coy, 7, 4. to the further confideration of which I pro- 
cced after Dr, Hammond, 
I excepted againſt Dr. Hammonds paraphraſe of 1 Cor, 7. 14, that the 
term | yeurg children of Chriſtians | is more then is in the text, which 
hat onely | your children which is not reſtrained to infancy, But the 
Dr. proves ic is, 1, By the authority of Tertullian, who ſaith of infaxt 
children, that they are procreated boiy ; and Naxiangen, who uſing this 
phraſe 47:26%ivar in Ege, in 4 provatulity refers to this place of the 
Apoiile, and fo renders 74ry:v by gie, tbcir children, by their infant 
children, . | | | 
*./nſw. 1, Tertullian doth not ſay that the infant children are holy in 
infancy onely 2. Nor is there any thing ſaid to make it in any fort pro · 
bable, that Na34an3en referred ts that place of the Apoſtle, _— — 
| x neithe 
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neither 47 e nor 7, nor that hee ſhould render 76xy0y by 
a. when he uſerh not the ſame caſe nor number the Apoſtle doth, 
— onely uſeth a deſcription of young age, which is not to my remem- 
yrance expreſſed by the other word 7cx:0- any where, 

„ The other reaſons are farther from the thing, For neither doth 
i appear to be the general doctrine of the Fathers, that the parents faith 

oßts onely their infant children, ſome of them do reaſon from the 
ich of the woman of Caraan, the faith of the ruler of the Synagogue, 
that a! hof patents profits children who were not infants, 1 he ether 
reaſon runs upon this miſtake, which ſhould be proved to be the Apo- 
tles meaning (but is denied by me) hat be makes 1 Cor. 7. 14, ſanilifi« 
tion of ba, tz 6f the children, a benefit of the believing parents cobabit 
ue with the unbelie ver. ; 

{ ſaid { bo/y] for [admitred te baptiſm ] is a ſenſe of the word no 
where elf: to: nd, Bur this the Dr. hopes be hath cleared, both from the 
ſage of be word among the firſt Chriſtian writers, which is anſwered, and 
the Jewiſh, of whichin that which fol owes, and ſaith, 

might further do it even by this Apoſtles dialect, who in his in- 
« ſceiprions of moſt of his E piſtle to the Churches, calls all thoſe to 
« whom he writes, i. e. the baptized Chriſtians of thoſe Churches holy, 
«Rom, 1. 7, and {anGified and holy, 1 Cor, 1.2, 2 Cer. 1,1, Eb, 1. 1, 
« phil, 1.1, Cel. 1. 1. among whom no doubt there were many, who 
«were no otherwiſe holy or ſavQiked,”rhen as all baptized Chriſtians 
* are capable of tnat ſtile. 

Anſw. True: But do.h hee term any infant ſo in thoſe places ? or 
give them thoſe ticles barely from Bapriſn > doth he nor expreſly term 
them Saints by their calling not by their Baptiſm > The Drs, allegati- 
ons have not yet altered my minde, but I think as I did his interpreta» 
ion new, ſtrange and abſard, 

l alleged Aug. l. 2 de pecc. mer, & remifſ\ c. :6. (and the like is ſaid 
15e. 12.) blog hn ſanctification of what ſort ſoever it be; which 
* the Apoſtle ſaid to be in the children o believers, yet it b:longs net 
to chat queſtion —— and the beginning or remiſfien of fins 

To this the Dr. anſwers, Tis rue he ſaith jt belongs not to that 
* queſtion, whether the ſanctifying of the catethum̃eni after a fort by the 
"gn of Chriſt, and prayer cfimpoſirtion of kangs wichout Ba tiſm, pro. 
* Grs him not to the encring the & ingdome of Heaven, And the mean- 
© ing is ſuch ſanctification, except ir be that of baptiſm, cannot avall te 
*remiſhon of Gns, 

Aſw, The Dr, miſtakes in making the queſtion to be of the Catechu- 
meni,mentioned c. 26. it js of the children of believers,wi:o beingterm- 
ed holy,x Cor. 7. 14. ſhould ſeem not to need Bapriſm,which Anguftin an- 
mers, l. By men ioning divers ſorrs of anRikenticn, but nor determi» 
ning which is there meant, 2, By reſolying that what ever the ſuncti ſa 
lion be which the Apoſtle ſaid to be in the children of believers (hot as the 
Ir males it of the catechumeni) it belongs not to that neſtien of V ap- 
uſm (hot as the Dr. doth palpably per vert the worcs p., 64. whatſoever 


[aRification it can be imagined to be that the Apoſile ſpeaks of, except — 
ha: 
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that of Baptiſm, it cannot avail to the remiſſion of ſins 3 
tioned Mw whether it exclude neceſſity ＋ — nia 
and che remiſſion of it in the children of believers rermed hol * fin 
is plainly againſt the Dr, who will have it meant onely of ba A > 
fants of believers, by vertue of the believing parents faith, * = — 
other objeRions againſt his paraphraſe not anſwered, I am ſo far * 
aſſurance that the Dr. can eaſily anſwer them, that by this anſy T 
judge he can anſwer none of chem. a 


— — — — 
— 
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pr. Hammonds imagined evidence from [ bath been ſaxn?ified? for bit 
ſenſe of the fore part of 1 Cor, 7, 14, i nultified, and my opinion of 


— 


H. 3. ScR, 2 the Nx. faith thus, Firſt then to my firſt evidence t 

Cow the word ia al bath been ſanFified referring 2 pa — 
examples and experiences, of this tinde ( of a wives converting the buſ. 
band, &c.) be bath a double anſwer, 1. That as my paraphraſe expreſ. 
ſeth ic, it ſhould fignifie not onely that an unbelieving husband hath 
been ſanctiſied, bur allo that there is hope they will, and fo it Gould 
note not onely ſome example paſt, but alſo ſome to come, of whichthere 
can bea leſs reaſonable account given, then of purting ic in the pteſant 
tenſe in Engliſh, 2. That the cnallage or change of tenſe js frequent 
cb. 11. 24, K 11 the preſent tenſe for the future, and here 2a 
gerd £51 for yy or iin, and in the next v. I Ara / in the tet ſor 
the preſent, and ſo 5542524 here, not, hath been, but is ſan ified, or 
if in the preter tenſe, yet that to be underſtood of a paſt thing, yet con- 
tinued, as xc#e:7214 John 3, 18. notes an act fill continued in force T6 
theſe two I reply briefly, and fir ſ to the ſor mer ( tbe ſame which bee had 
mentioned before, and excepted againſs a5 an exceſt in my parapbraſt, but 
both there and here without tbe leaſt cauſe ;) For in my paraphraſe look 
upon iiyia. 41 as a verb of the preter tenſe, and as ſuch onely adapt the ſenſe 
to it, reſerring it not to ſuture hopes, but to paſt experiments or exanples ; 
onely becauſe examples are rhetorical ſyllegiſmes, and what bath been fre. 
quenily ex erimented may alſo reaſonably be boped, I ſuppoſe that the 450. 
fle ſo meant theſs examples, as grounds of hoping the like for the ſuuure, not 
making this of the future any part of the ſenſe of dia = in the peter, but 
exęlicating the 75 A:y1437, of rational importance (which is ſomewhat more 
then the 7d br of the Apoſites ſpeech) and ſuppoſing this concluſion to he 
bid under this premiſe, as it is ordinary in all diſcourſeto ſet down the re. 
miſes, diſtinitly leaving the concluſion by eve. ones reaſon to be drawn ſom 
thence, without ſetting it dowr explicitly, . | 

Anſw. That the Dr. in his piraphraſe qu, 3. S. 3 1. of his letter, put 

ſo much as I have noted Review part᷑. 2. ſedt. 26. of which x re,is nothing 


in the text expreſſed, is not juſtified by this plea, For what ever addi- 
tion 


* * 
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tion 4 paraphraſt be allowed, yer ſure no paraphraſt is allowed to ax - 
preſs that whien he conceives is deducible trom the ſenſe of the words 
in thirteen lines, and che ſenſe it lelf onely in three and ws when 
he layes that in his paraphraſe as the ground of his argument for his 
poſition, which hath not a word in the text to leade to that inference, 
Sure I had great cauſe to except againſt hls paraphraſe, which was ſo 
monſtrous as to be defective in ſetting down What was the chiet thing to 
be heeded in the Apoſtles ſpeech, to wit, the relation ot husband and 
wie, and ſo extremely exuberant,as to expreſs that as done often, which 
is mentioned in the fingular number onely, and aſcribe the ſanFifyirg 
to the converſation not at all ex preſſed, and put in a long inference 
chat bath no intimation in the text, and mention an act of the Church, 
of which there is no inkling there or near it, or any whete elſe in Scri- 
prure, and ſo many wayes corrupting the ſenſe, az I ſhew ab: ſupri, e- 
ſpecially in che main ſup poſing a mention made of a husband converted 
by the wife, and yet the husband expreſſed by the Apoſtle as continu. 
ing an unbe lie vel, and a husbanos being ſanctiſied by the wife which is 
ever aſcribed to Gods ſpirit, never to any Apoftl», to make that which 
j uled as a reaſon of lawfulneſ,as if it were a motive from an advantage, 
to make that as a Rhetorical motive, which is a Logical proof, to make 
that which was a rare contingent event, which might and it's likely cid 
as often fail as a convincing argument to ſettle the conſcience in the 
lawtulyeſs of cohabitation, wich other faults, as being ſo audacious an 
actempt, as | think no approved writer can bee ſhewed to have made, 
nor any conſiderate Reader will allow of, Nor would it ever have come 
into my thoughts, that ſo learned a man as Dr Hammond is, ſhould bave 
rented ſuch a conceit as this js in his Letter and Annotatiens, did I net 
finde him ſet to maintain what the Church of England, that is the Pre- 
lares, held or appointed, as others what the Sco:3iſh or New- Exgliſh 
Churches approve of. 

As for hit excuſe of his dealing in his paraphraſe, it is 100 narrow a 
plaiſter tor ſuch a ſore, For neither is any thing 1 Coy, 7. 14. ſet 
down as an example to move the will the judgement being before ſer. 
led, gor any Rherorical ſy logiſm, uſed, but a Logical; as the termes 
ira d, uſed Rom, 11. 6. 1 Cor. 15. 14, 18, 29, &c, ſhew, nor 
doth the Dr. prove, but ſuppoſe the Apoſtle ſo meant; noi doth he an- 
ſwer the alley, ations I bring to the contrary, Review par. 2. S. 26. And 
bis words here do imp'y as it thi were the concluſion, that it i proba. 
ble and a ground of hope, that the unbelieving yoke fellow will be conver. 
ted by the believer cobabicing and this the premiſe, for it hath often ſo come 
to paſt, whereas there js not the leaſt intimation of that concluhon in the 
text, and ir is manifeſt by the term [ ſor | that v. 14, is a proof 
of the determination or concluſion v. 12, 13. concerning the lawfulneſs 
of married perſons living together in diſparity of religion, not of Dr. 
Hammonds imagined as tacitely imo lied conclunon, 

Bot hee faich, © Wherein that I was net miſtaken, I had all aſſu - 
* rance trom v. 16. where the argument is preſt, and the conclafion 
* inferred more explicitely, For what knoweſt thou O wife, whether 
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chou ſhalt ſave thy husband - and the like mentioned in the para. 
e phraſe frew 1 Pet. 3. 1. 

"Anſw, Dr. Hammond had no aſſurance from v. 16. that the unbelje. 
ving husband is oft cony-reed by the wile ; the abing being expreſſed ſo 
doubtfully as an uncertain contingent though poſlible , and ſo with 
ſome hope ſperable [ Hieyorn, com. in 1 Cor. 7. 14. In dubium quidem 
toſuit ſed ſemper ambiguam melius evenire credenda ſunt.] much leſs that 
there Is a concluſion of the probability of the converting f the inßdel 
yoke. fellow, v. 14, deducible frem the exawp'e and experiment of whar 
was d one in time paſt, v. 16, bei g neither explication nor proof of why 
is ſaid v. 14. but a motive to make the thing determined as lawfull, 2, 
12,13, more ſwahble, or a motive to what is ſaid v. 15, that God bath 
called us in peace, In my apprehenſion it v. 14. were as the Dr. meanes 
the unbelieving husband hath been ſanAiked, that is converted by the 
wite often, and therefore it is probable, or there is a ground of hope, or 
it is to be preſumed, it will be ſo for rhe future, the Apoſtle had ſaid the 
ſame v. 14, which is ſaid v. 16. and ſo there would kave been a meer 
tautology in the Apoſtles ſpeeches, which js nat io bee conceived, As for 
1 Pet. 3 1. though ir ſhew ſuch an event poſſible, yer not frequent, not 
is there in Peters words the leaſt hint that Pauli words 1 Cor, 7,14, are 
to be underſtood as the Dr, would have them. Bur the Dr, hach another 
ſtring to his bow, which he thus urgeth, 

And herein I have the authority of St. Hierom; 2s for my ren. 
**dring 6” 1vz2:x, by the woman(ſo I find it per mulierem in his 7 Epif, 
cad Latam, and ſo Mariinys Vitterins in his ſcho/ ia allures us, all the 
copies ancient and printed read it) ſo alſo for this part of my parg. 
<« phraſe, He produceth an example, becauſe ( ith he on the place) ir 
” bach often happened that the husband bath been gained by the v e, 
** according to that of St. Peter, that it any man believe not the word 
** he ſhould without the word be gained by the convetſation of the wile, 
that is, chat when they ſhall ſee chem changed to the be ter, all ma 
** know that the law of God might have been taken in exchange for (6 
invetetate a cuſtome. And ſs again Ep. 7, ad Letam, ſpeaking of the 
lik example, we have well (ſaith he) and happily expected (i. e. not 
e miſt of our expe ation) an holy and taichſull houſe ſand ies an un. 
*© believer, adding his conceipt, that Zupiter himſelt if he had had ſuchs 
kinted, mig! have been brought to the faith of Chriſt, 

Anſw. Lis tcue that Hierom comment. in 1 Cor, 7. 14. reads e Wu. 
lierew, but in Ep 7 ad Latam he rcaus ig uxore, and Anguſt, tom 7.1.2, 
de peccat. merit, & remiſ}, c :6. and that in Hierom in both places the 
terms fid:lem and fideli are, but nor in Auguſt, though he render the la- 
ter part thus, & ſaiftificatur mulier infidelis in fratre And I findin 
the /cholzes of Eraſmus + Roterdim, on Hieroms Epiſtle to Lata this the 
fir note. Fer be u ſau; fied | The place is with S. Paul in the former 
Epiſile to the orintncany cap 7, In the ancient copies we find written in 
tbe husband, not by the husband, aud in the wife, not by the wo an. For the 
Gree; bath it, For the wibelieving bin band is ſavtfied in the wift, and 
tbe unbelieving wife in the huband, Moreover what the W al 

| believer 
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(heliever and believer) he bath done for exylication. By which it may ar 

ar, that Eraſmus ſaith otherwiſe then the Dr, ſaith Marian Viftorixs 
doth, and for my pirt I imagine Eraſmns is the more credible ſcboliaſt 
of the two. "Tis true that Hierom com, in 1 Cor. 7, 14. hath the words 
the Dr, allegeth, but then he addeth, which the Dr, leaves out, Item 4. 
40 vir & uxor invicem ſaufificantur : quiaex traditione Dei ſanfie ſunt 
noptia. That is, Likewiſe therefore the huuband and wife are ts each other 
qr {or each other, or in courſe ſauTified, becauſe by the tradition of God 
mariages are holy, which exprefſſe:b Hieromes ſecond and better thoughts 
By which jt may appear thac Hierom took Nu fat as it i: were in the 

reſent teule. And tor the other place of Hitrom it is true, Hierem bath 
the words the Or. ci tes, if the word Jovem be not pat for{ proauwm) or 
ſome ſuch word as Eraſmus evinks, But then it is plain from the words 
left out by the Dr. Jam candidatut eſt fidei quem filierum & nepotum cre- 
dens t urba circumd at. That is, He is as oxe «ba: would be baptized, who bath 
4 company of believing children & grandchildren abou: bim. That the ſanctiĩ- 
tying is not made the priviledge of the husband in reſpect of his wife, or 
of the children by the parent, but alſo the grandfather is conceived like. 
ly to be ſanctißed by the children and grandchildren, and all is aſcribed 
wexample and inſtruction, with this cxprefs ſpeech, Fiunt nou naſcun. 
tur chri ian; Chriſtians are made, not born ſuch, And though Hitrome 
faith of Lata 5 daughter Paula, that ſhe was print Chriſto conſecrata quim 
genita, and ſhe bad conceived ber, ant? voti quam utero, yet the words 
tu imperatori, cui exercitub nutriatur, cui promiſſa ſit, regis amplexibus 
ras, de ſpiritualibus nuptiis ſeiſcitantem, do ſeem to me to imitate that 
young Paula was not then baptized, which if right ic is manifeſt, that 
children of believers were not baptized ordinarily then in jnfancy, And 
me thinks the words of Hierom in his commentary on 1 Cor. 7. 14. on the 
words, Elſe ſhould your children be unc lean, but now are they boly ; Iſ it 
were not ſo as | ſay your children would yet remain infidels : for it would 
often happen that the children would follow thoſe parents, who bad belic- 
ved, on which hope be would have it believed, that the other might bee 
ſaved as well by the exam, le of the children as by the mar1iaze ; ſhew that 
Hierom underſtood not the holineft of the children, of their baptiſm in in- 
fancy, but of their embracing the faith, by following the example of 
the believing parent, and in like manner the unbelieving parent was 
fanRified according to him, as well by the example of the children as 
the marriage, So that however Ur, Hammonds paraphraſe in the fore- 
part ſeems to have ſome countenance {rum theſe paſſages of Hierome, y et 
the latter part is expounded clean befides the Drs, minde, and the pafla- 
ges yeeld us ſuch kints of the nor baprizing of infancs of believers, as 
do overthrow his conceit; as if che infants of believers were then ordi- 
narily ba ptized. 

Dr. Hammond adds, As for bis ꝛd anſwer, I achnowtledge ſuch Enal. 
lagts to be o1dinary in the Hebrew, and ſome!imes, but more rarely, found in 
the Nebrai ing Greeks or Helleuiſis, and conſequently, that where the con- 
tex: will not bear the ſenſe of the tenſe wbich is uſed, there may be place ſor 
this Grammatical figure, which yet js not to be made uſe of unneceſſarily. 
Yyyyy2 Acter: 
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Accordingly if there were any convinting reaſon offered, that C in 
the preter tenſe | could not be born, i ſhould not then doubt to interpret it iy 
this fegure, either in the preſent or ſome ether tenſe: But when ( 4 here it 
1 cet) there is no ſuch neceſſity, then 1. 1 cannot think fit to do /e, 
( tis dangerous 10 ſorſake the literal ſenſe, when it may be commodiouſly 
retained, and fly to eber a Kbetoiical 67 rammulical figure ; ) au ba 
ving 20 motive to do ſo, I am next to conſider, what àᷣ the propereſt impoy. 
tance of that pbraſe in that tenſe wherein it au ed, and then | could not (I 
believe) have fallen upon aiy thing more natural, then that the peter ſorm 
of ſpeech referred to the paſt experiences, &c, This is a ſull ſatisfaftion to 
vis anſ wer. - 

Anſw, 1. The Drs, acknowledging that ſuch Enallages may be, and 
ſometimes are, thews that his interpretation is not neceſlaiy, and there. 
fore his inference thereupon not certain, which is enough to make good 
my anſwer,z , Ic is to me a convincing reaſon, that there js an Erall ge 
of the preter renſe for the preſent, not onely becauſe Camerarius and 
other learned men conceive ſo, and our Tranſlator ſo render i; but 
alſo becauſe by the making it co import an exp*rirnce paſt nel), a 
ſenſe is brought in ( as I have ſhewed in my Examen, par 3. ſe#$. in 
the firſt parc of the Review, ſect. 19, &c. inthe 1ccund part of the Re- 
view, ſeF.26, ) which is neither agreeing with the words, nor pertinent 
or accommodate to the matter of che Apoſtle: ſpecch 3 However the 
Dr. believe, yet it is ſhewed here, and Review par. 2. ſe?.:4 that to te. 
fer the ſanciifying 1 Co.. 7.14 to paſt cxpericnces, is not natural, For 
the Apoſties ſpeechi being a rcaſon, not of the commodi54{neſs of living 
rogcther in diſparity ot Religion, ( for if it had vcen et i, thy could 
have better teſol ved themſelves then the A poſt le, yea, they could have 
refuted the Apoſtle, and recur.ed his re- ſon againſt lin, we find it net 
ſo by experience, ) but of the law ſulne is, e reaſon muſt be conceived 
to inpott right, not event; and ſa the ſpeech is not ot what hathbeen, 
which onely men:ions experience, but of what is de jure, or is lawfull; 
and as Piſtator rightly Schol. in 1 cer. 7. 14. Sanitificatus eſt] id >, 
uſusillius ut ſaniius, & cenſcientiam uxoris non ladens conceſſu eft. And 
in this manner it js vſual tu expteſi ſuch ſentences in the preter tenſe, 
yet to be expounded by an Enallage, as inthe ſame Chapter the next v. 
EA is in the pi eter tenſe, yet rightly rendred ¶ is ot under bun- 
dage, J v. 34 ue, theres difference, v.29. ch a, is ſhork, 
1 cor. 8. 3. vr gat 3s known, Co. 4. 4. NANA am juſtified, 
1 Cor. 11. 1. c he de land, v. 18. 471] are periſhed, 1 Cer. 
16,9, 4% s 35 opentd, Tit. 1.15. wiuiey)21 are de filed, yi ln 
uſually is written, Matth. 13. 11. Mel is given, 

Yet (faith the Dr.) I may in the 2d. place ex abundanti add thut 
much more, that the utmoſt be can pretend to by the enallage ( whether be 
preter for the preſent, or of the preter under ſtood of a pafi thing yet conti- 
wacd ) 13 at commodionu: fo. my interpretation as the preter is : For if it be 
in he preſent, then the importance will be, that it is a matter 477 
alaily experienc :; if in the paſt continued, then that it is matter both of paſt 
nd preſent experience, thas the unbliever is thus wrought wpon by the 
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liever, and brought into the Church by Baztiſm, and this a juſi ground of 
boze, that ſo it may be again in any particular inflance, and ſo a competent 
watrve that the believing wiſe ſhould abide with the infidel basband, and 
not depart as long as be will live peaceably with her: And this ſure was 
g Hicroms under ſtanding in the words newly cited, the Aroſile makes 
infance, produceth examnle that this hath ( and doth ) ordinarily come 
zo psf; And to that alſo agrees the 16th, verſe, For how knowe(l 
theu KC, 

Anſw, 1. If it be in the preſent tenſe, the importance will not be, 
that it is matter of preſent daily experience, unleſs it be proved the 
term ¶ ſan7ified | notes an iteratedevent, which I conceive and think I 
have proved to import tight or lawfuleſs, ſo as that the ſenſe is, the 
unbelieving husband is ſfanQifedeo cr in teſpect of his wife (as Pexa, 
piſcator, Grotius, &c. do conceive) that is, lawfully uſed, wiich is the 
onely ſenſe that firs the determination of the Apoſtle, which is not of 
the conveniencyv or co modiouſneſs or advantage in living tcgether, but 
of the lawfulneſs, v. 12,13. Nor it it be inthe paſt continued, will it 
it the Drs, ſenſe, For the Drs, ſenſe is as if ſanctiſication were the ſame 
withco:verfion, but that is an act tranſeunt, paſt, and not continued 
and if it include baptiſm, as the Dr, would have it, the ſenſe ſhould be, 
The unbelieving husband bath been converted, and brought t. baptiſm, 
and continues to be converted and brought to baptiſm by the converſa- 
tion of the Wife ; which cannot be ſaid of the perſon aid to be ſanctꝭ iſi- 
ed: Yea, there 45 no leſs then an implieite contradiction in the wo: ds 
expounded ; for then it ſhould be thus meant, Ih- unbelieving bus. 
band (remaining an unbelicver, as the Ap ſtles ſpeech ſuppoſeth, elſe 
iK were not appoſiti to the Caſe v.12,13.) is and continues to be wroughi 
upon by the believer, and brought ino the Church by baptiſm. Yer 
nere this expoſition allowed, it would no whit avail to the Drs. pur. 

ſe, unleſk ebe fururity of the ſame act were implied in that imagined 
ene of the Dr. For jr is not the event paſt that is the motive of coha- 
bitation, but the hope of that which may be: And yer the Dr. tels us in 
bis parapbraſe, be looks upon v tac! as a verb of the preter tenſe, and as 
ſath onely adapts the ſenſe to it, referring it not 1 future bopes but to paſt 
experiences or examvles. Yer he ſaith, tbe Apoſile produceth example, and 
1s that alſe erally agrees the 16th.v, For bow khnoweſt thou, &c, which 
doch not at all mention an example or paſt experience, which could net 
be not done being once done, but onely an uncertain and doubtiull ſu- 
turity. So that in this again the Drs, ſpeeches do enterfere, and bis 
ſpeech is moſt fal'e, that the words v.1 6, do exafily agree with the mean- 
ing of the ſorepart of the 14th. v. as the Dr, expounds it, I omit that 
there is not a word that intimates the bringing into the Church by bap- 
tilm; and i there were, it would import a ſtrange experience of a wives 
bringing her husband into the Church by baptiſm, which cannot be 
avoided by ſaying through her per ſwaſion it is done by another; For 
the Text expreſly aſſigns the ſanRificarion, What or however it be, te 
the wives individual perſon, if then, ro her as an agent it is done by her, 
Bur I have ſaid ſo much here, and Review 2d. par, ed. 26, of this _ 
| on, 
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fi. ĩon, as me thinks ſhould make this expoſition of the Dr, to be exploded 
by the learned, 

vet he writes further thus. As for Mr, T. his inſtances of Enallage 
though now I may ſately yeeld them all, and rather gain then loſe by 
them, I hall yer in the laſt place add my ſenſe, that no one of them, ;x 
© any way convineing; that of vAw,4*yov is not, c. 1. 24. for his paſſi. 
** on was now ſo near approaching, that it might very fitly be repreſen, 
ted as preſent, and ſo that be the force of the preſent tenſe, | 

Anſw. This inſtance is convincing, that cua ſlage of tenſe is ſometimes 
uſed, it being uſed in this place, as Piſcat. ſcholie in locum, Enallage 
temporis & metapbora, And the Drs, reaſon doth no whit weaken the 
allegation of it; for that which notes Paulo poſt ſuturum, a ſuture ney 
approaching, is not without an enulage expreficd by the preſent tenſe, 
And for the enallage in ud i,, 1.conceive with the Drs, good 
leave, that uſually the Greeks expreſs by nv or iin what the Apoſtle 
doch by /, and ſo there is an enallage of tenſe or mood; and for 
Se TN, v.15; if an enalage be not conceived, then it muſt not im- 
port the preſent tenſe at all, whereas the Or. giants it notes the pretey tenſe 
yet continued, which is all one as to ſay ir noces the preſent tenſe, which 
without an enallage it could not do. As for xixci]z', Job 3.18, I won. 
der the Dc. would intimate as if it were produced by me to the prejudice of 
tbe preter tenſe, when my very words ſay expreſly it notes a pail thing yet 
continued, and bring it to that purpoſe 2 But how this is far from bei 
ſtill perfefily agreeable to bis notion of / Sat, the unbel ie v er oft hat 
been, and daily it converted; and brought to baptiſm by the believer, is aps 
parent, in that the continuation of the condemnation, Joh. 3. 18. is onely 
in reſpec. of legal force and vertue; but the ſan#ification 1 Cor.7.14 is 
as he ex pounds it, a meer tranſeunt af that imports no legal tight, 
force, and vertue, and therefore cannot be ſaid ro be continued is the 
other can, And bow vainthe Drs, ſenſe is, and how juſtifiable wy in- 
terptetation is by an enallage, is ſhewed before, 
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SECT, XCIII. 
Dr. Hammonds rendring [by] 1 Cor. 7.14. is reſelled, and my ending 
to] juſtified, 


E7.3. The Dr. omitting what 1 ſaid, tha: if e be rendred [im] 
it ſerves my turn, not hiz unleſs it be proved it muſt be rendred [| by,] 
and his ſupple nent [ by the company and converſation of the believer | 


proved, ſaith ſomewhat to my reaſon-of adhering to the reading of "ty , 


i Cor. 7, w 4. by [to] 1, becauſe this ſeems to me the foireſt, eaſieſſ, and 
moſt congruous ſenſe, But 1. he tels me this is the begging of the que fi- 


en, that it is / uch muſt not be here ſuppoſed when it ſhould be proved, To * 


which I reply, 1. it it be the faireſt, cafieft, and moſt conprucus ſenſe, 


it is ſome proof, 2, That it is the onely lenſe which can ſland _— 
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words and ſcope of the Apoſtle, and is ayouched ſo by learned men, an- 
cient and later Proteſtants and Papiſts, is ſhewed at large in my Exercit. 


all. J. Examen, par. 3. ſect. g Review, par. 1. ect. 1, &. here e. j s, t. 


Reſutar. of Dr. Savage bi poſition in Latine, ſect 9. Antidote, ſect. . be- 
(des what occurs in my Apology, Poſtſcript, Plea, which is abundantiy 
fufficient for acquitting me from begging the queſtion, which he doth fo 
jwp.rrunely urge, 3. 1 har the Dr, rather begs the queſtion then proves 
his interpretation, hath and will appear in this and the former vi-w ta- 
ken of ir, 

Bur the Dr. fullies the beauty of my ſenſe of the Apoſtles words thus, 
the fairneſs of the ſcnſe (ſimply taken) is not attempted te bee pro- 
« yed, which yer doth ſtand in great need of it; For beſide the redun- 
« qznce, or unuſual ſenſe of i, ſome other parts of the —— are 
© none, of the faireſt, As 1, the believer may abide | as if it were fimply 
«free to abide or not adide, whereas in the preſent caſe ( when the un- 
« believer is willing to abide with che believer) the believer is by the 
« Apoſtle counſelled at leaſt, if not con manded (and that is more then a 
& li,erty that he may.) To him tbe Apoſtle ſaich (and his ſayings have 
«ure authority with them) 4 a'2/474 ler him not put away, Nay the 
© ;nterdi of Chriſt belonging to all but that one caſe of fornication, 
© Mat, 5, and Mat. 19 it is evident that by force thereof the believing 
man muſt not put away the unbeliever, that iv, guilty of no more but 
& unbelie f. And accordingly the preface ms Ce - 01715 - But for the 
* reſt (or for the ocher queſtions v. 1, 6,8, 10, ſay I, not the Lord) 
© muſt be appiicd not to the immediate conſequents of the believers not 
„putting away the unbelicver, that will tay with him (for that had 
«een derermined by Chi iſt in the negative) bur to v.15. If the unbe- 
© lieving d:parr, i. e. if rhe unbeliever will not dwell wich the believer, 
© except the believer forſake his or her religion, what ſhall be dene then? 
And to that the Apoſtles counſel is, that marriage infla ves not the be. 
© liever ſo far, All which is a competent prejudice to that par: or Mr, 
*T his ſenſe, The believer may abide ; For if that hee it even when 
© the unb: liever is willing to abide, then ſhe may alſo depart, i! thee 
*rathcr chuſe, which will be found contrary to Chriſts prece p-. 

Anſw Nu tam redte dict um quod non poſſut male interpretando depra- 
varier, as the De. doth here. lis true I did in the ſecond part of this 
Review Se, 26 p 319, 320, ſay (and gave reaſons of it) that the Apo» 
ſtle 1 Cor, 7. 12, 13. did dot forbid leaving each other, but reſolve ore- 
ly the lawfulneſs of living together, but this did not intimate as if the 
believer were [imply free to abide or vot abide with the nnbelieving yoke» 
ſellow willing to live with ber, that when the unbeliever is willing to abide 
the believing wiſe may alſo depart ij ſhe rather chuſe, but this, that notwith« 
ſtanding the continuance of the unbelief of the husband, the wife might 
live with him, it was not unlawfull, So that I afferred not a liberty of 
le ving him upon any cauſe, but 1 liberty of continuing with | im, not» 
withſtanding that reaſon . and therefore the Dr. did ill ro prraphraſe v. 
12, be ought not to put ber away, v. 17. let ber by ne meanes ſeparate from 
lin, And I gave ſowe reaſon from v. 1 5, where the permitting io de- 

part . 
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part is & matter of liberty, as the word ¶ 25 nat in bondage) ſhews, and 
yet the word is as much imperative as v. 1, 13. And I might have ad. 
ded, that v. 18. let bim not be uncircumciſed let him not be circumciſed, ate 
there expreſſions of liberty, not of duty (as the reaſon v. 19. ſhews)and 
yet are as imperative as the forms uſed v. 12, 13, [ See beſoreof this, 
614, 625, 626» ] *Tis true, to be circumciſed might be forbidden elſe. 
where, as Gal. 5, 2, 3, and might be then unlawiull, and ſs it might be 
forbidden in other texts for the beliver to leave husban excep: in caſe 
of fornication, but in theſe texts liberty oncly is ex preſſed, in the one 
of living together notwithſtanding the unbelict of the one party, in the 
other continuing in that ſtare of circumciſion or uncircumciſion,as they 
were in when they were firſt called to the faith ot Chriſt, And this [ 
thiak the Dr. ſhould prefer as the moſt ſuitable to his own expolition, 
fich the frequent converſion of the infidel by the belicver, v. 14. is no bt 
reaſon to make it an unlawfull thing for her to depart, but onely it may 
be ſome motive of her will io continue, as the Dr. makes it, And I con- 
Ccive v. 17, 20, 24, are ta be ſo expounded, (ith it is clear that to be a 
ſervant, or unmarried are ſome of the aal lings there mentioned, : v1, 
27, 28, ſhew, but ifit were a command ef duty meant, v. 17, 20, 24, 
the ſervant muſt remain a ſer vant contrary to v. 21, and the unmarried 
not marry, contrary to v 28. And v. 27, n (TE yuraing ſeth not a 
wife, being as prohibitive a torm as UM 4O014Tw v. 12, 13, an unmarri- 
ed man ſhould be forbidden to woe a woman, contrary to v. 28, which 
exempts marriage from fin, So that indecd all the ſe imperative ſpeeches 
V,12,73,15,17,18, 20,21,24, 27. are to be expounded as reſolu. 
tions of liberty, and ſo precepts of indulgence, not abſolute prohibiti. 
ons or injundt ions of what may in no caſe be done, or muſt be done 05 
precepts of empire, And it is as when a perſon ſcrupling whether ſhee 
may be married to a Prieſt woing her is reſolved thus, let her not for. 
ſake hin, ſhe is not commanded to marry him, bur reſolyed ſhe may; 
ſo it is in this caſe. Which being rightly underſtood, there is nothing op- 
poſite in my ſpeech to Chriſts ſpecches Matth 5, or 19. about not put» 
ting away except in caſe of fornication, nor the Apoſtles x Cor. 7,10, 
Nor need I trouble my ſelf whether 7 #7 201777; be the other queſtions, 
v,1,6,8, 10. though I think ic ſhould have been then 74g/ A7Toy, nor 
whether it be to be applied to v. 15. as the Dr. would, though it bee in 
my apprehenſion very unlikely. f 

Secondly, ſaith the Dr. In this rendring, iyia c is exgliſbed ( not by 
51 87 hath been ſanfified, but by ¶ 28 as if he were ſanftified | which in. 
deed achnowledgtth that be is uit, truely (in any reſpect) ſanfified, and 
then ſure this wi be a ſtrange conflrution, bd » 1 nyiaohn the anbelie- 
ver ( is not ſunctifted but) u asif he were ſanfified, when yet literally if 
muſt be rendered the unbelie ver bath been, or (togratifie My. T.) 35 0r cn. 
tinues to be ſan liſted: For what is this but to interpret an affirmative by 
inter poſiug a negation, he is (autified, by he is not > For ſo aſſuredly be 1 
not, if be onely be as if he were, : 

Anſw. According to me, iht is rendered or engliſhed f 07 
bath been ſan7i/ied | but is expounded | is as if hee were ſangiked] 


e 
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n 1 ce. 10. νν⁰ is rendered or enguhed C M2 biptizgd? yer 
by Greti us expounded annet. 1 Cor. 10. 2. baptizaii ſunt, id eg, quaſe 
lat i dat i ſage, Which me thinks (hould be no ſtrange conſttuction to 
Dr. Hammond, who by his anſwer to Dr. Owen cb. 5. S. 1, 2, ſeems to 
be acquainted with Gro!3#5 his annotations and other Writings, and to 
account ot him as a very pious, learned judicious man. In this expoſi- 
ton of G otius there is as much an interpretation of an aſfirmative by 
jnerp ſing a negation as in mine; the like | may ſay of other paſſages ia 
the New Teſlament, as when ir is ſaid Heb, 11, 12, vevetenru'ys dead 
or hilled of Abrabam thn alive, Matth. 12.49. be that doth the will of 
lis fatber in heaven is Cbriſts mother, who never bate him in the womb, 
Hatiih, 12. 5, they prophane, who did holy ſervice, Match. 19, 12, they 
made themſelves Eunuchs, who were not gelded. 

The Dr, adds, ith this let any man compare the interpretation I have 
given tbe unbelrever bath been ſancti ſied by the believer, i. e. example there 
ae of ſuch as have been thus converted from their unbelicf, and this ſenſe 
iaſoced by the interrogation, v. 16, For what knowe(t thou, O woman, 
whether thou ſhalt ſave the man, &c. And by S. Peters apboriſm of dai!) 
obſervation 1 Pet. 3. 1, the husband that obeye not the word, i. e. the un. 
believer, may probably bee gained by the converſation of the wife, and then 

tt him impartially paſt judgement, which is the faireft and caſt ven. 
dering. 
aw. Content: If be will but take notice of this one thing ( be 
ſdes many more) that the ungelicving busband, mentioned 1 Cor, 7, 14. 
i ſaid co be ſan: fied even then when he was an unbeliever, M hich is 
proved from the text. 1. The unbelie ving buuaband, and wife v. ta. are the 
ſame with the unbelieving husband and wiſe mentioned 5, 12, 13. for the 
expreſſion v. 14. isrela.ive to v. 12, 13. otherwiſe ic were impertinent 
to reſolve the queſtion, and the particle ¶ for v. 14. ] ſhewiog it te be 
areaſon of the determination 9, 12, 13. plainly proves it to bee meant 
of the ſame perſons who continued unbelievers, 2. From v. 15. where 
the reſolution of the doubt is continued, But if the unbeliever de- 
part, let him depayt ; which is not to bee expounded of him that was an 
undeliever but is not, but of him who i; when he departs, which is con- 
firmed in that he is oppoſed to a brother or ſiſter, who it he were converted 
ſhould be a brother, 3. From v. 16, where ſtill the unbeliever mentio- 
ned v. 12,13, 14,15. is ſuppoſed to remain an unbeliever, elſe why 
ſhould his ſaving be made doubtfull and contingent > And it the Dr. 
Rand to his own conceir, as if v. 16. era. agreed with v. 14. ic muſt 
be ſo conftrued by himſelf, 4. His own Teriufian who faith ex ſanfti- 
ficato alterutro ſexu, not utraque, and Hierome, and all other that add 


Felem, v. £ 4. and all the interpreters I know, that do make the ſancti- 


fying to be v. 14. in diſparity of religion, do agree in this, that the un- 
believer v. 14. is meant of one that continues an unbeliever, otherwiſe 
he ſhould not be diſtinguiſhed from the believer, who was allo an un- 
believer formerly, Which if but obſerved, 1 dare put it to any Reader 
of ordinary capacity to judge between us, whether the Doors ſenſe be 
vot ſo far trgm being the faireſt and caſieſt, that it is jndeed a foul = 
22122 ue 
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ſuch as doth imply a contradlction to the Apoſtlcs words, the Or, ſupe 
poſing the unbelzever v. 14, once ſuch bur nor ſo then, the A poſtle ſup. 
poling him to continue ſo, the Dr. expounding it thus ; He that was once 
ap unveliever, another then the unbeliever meant v. 12, 13, hath beey 
ſantified by the believing wife, that is converted; and the Apeſlle 
He chat is ſtill an unbelie ver, the ſame mentioned v. 12, 13. is ſan&ik, 
ed; and whether mine [ The believer may abide with the unbelieving 
yoke-fellow : For though he be an unbeliever, yer in or to his wife, he 
is as if he were ſanctiſied; it's all one in r. ſpeR of lawfull | omitted by 
the Dr.) conjugal ule as if he were ſanctißed | be nor the faireſt, ea. 
feſt, and moſt congruous ſenſe, chat is to be given of thoſe wards x 
Cor, 7. 14. 

The 55 goes on thus; His 2d. reaſon is, becauſe, though the Dr, 
© deny it, yet I aver that che notion of & for t as a fign of the Dative 
« eaſe, is found more then once in the N. T. The truth of this I muſt 
ce now examine, by the proofs offered for the affirmation, And his firſt 
* proof-is, from Matth. 17. 12. i oy 2.779, This, faith he, can. 
not be eluded, becauſe the ſame ſpeech is Mark, 9. 13. niingar aun 
cand. rendred by Bcgge in the former place fecerunt ei, they did to him. 
„ 2, Whereas the Dr, ſaith, &, is uſed for %, upon him or againſt 
*© bim,it had been meet the Dt. ſhould have given one inſtance at leaſt, * 
** of ſuck conſtrugion, which, ſaith he, I do not believe ke can do, To 
this I anſwer, 1. By two ready inſtances in one veiſe, Luk. 23, 3b, «i 
© <y TW UJe9 Suly Tra jm Enp Th irt las, if they de theſe 
<* things (our ordinary Engliſh reads, in a green tree, but the ſenſe and 
<< propriety directs us to) on the green tree, what ſhall be done onthe 
© dry > here is the very phraſe that is uſed in that place of AMutthow, 
* n © Ute, as Eno ON dun. 

Aaſw, I did aver more then the Dr, ſets down, that the notion el 
for [to] may with good congruity and Grammatical analogy be affixt is 
it, 1 Cor, 7, 14. and Lufed theſe words left our by the Dr. whereas he 
faith (meaning the Dr) ?*:y is uſed for ee on bim or againſt bim, and 
that this is an ordinary acce;tion, of cy for «is ; I grant that iris an of» 
dinary acception to uſe ey for , but nor in the ſenſe hee here 
conceives, to wit, as e notes on or againſt a perſon, Now the Do- 
ctors inſtance is but in one verſe, and therefore ſhewes not the ordi- 
nary acception, and then whereas I expected an inſtance of cy for 
es, as it Notes en or againſt a perſon, hee brings an inſtance of c. 
Cuaw onA tree, and this is not of e, for se againſt, which had been 
more for his purpoſe, but for ei, ox, though in the ſenſe of [ on bim] & 
rather anſwers to z dvTy,, then eic dv75:, Yer the Dr, brings no autho; 
rity but his own for this his conceir of e, for en, Luk. 23, 31, 1 addy 
that though the Latin and Engliſh cranflators I have yet looked into, do 
render e Luk. 23. 31. by in not on, ſuper or contri ( whichare the Drs, 
notions) yer 1 find Diodati in his Italian ttaoſlation reading, al legue 
verde al legno ſecco, which 1 take to be as much to] as if it were exprel- 
ſed by ligno viridi, and ligno ſieco or arido, without a prepoſition, and it 
ſe, ws Pr. hach brought a text which further confirmg my copeelr 8: 
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gafeſt hlmfelf, Ia whih 1 am the more confident, beAuſe when In ob- 
jec patient, or a ſubje ct ſuffering is expreſſed with the verb r or 
vnn, it it either never or very rarely laid, Tos 613 *uu5 Zunty, of yi 4» 
mis dumy, but Tog'y duTy Of yirlau por, a8 in Lak, 1. 25, 49, 68, 
62,48, & 6. 11, 23, 16,7, 31. &86,39, & 18. 41, & 20. 15, 48. 
4,16. & 9.13. Luk. 1.38, & 14. 12. & 19,9. As . 43, & 7,40, & 
20, 3. & 22, 6, 17. omitting other writers. Which is an argument te 
me, that Luk, 23. 31. i» is redundant, and that it is beſt eranfiared, 19 
the dry, to ibe green, and ſo the Dr. hath given an inſtance tor my noti- 
02, not for his own, | 
He ſaich further, And then for S. Marks uſing (in the parallel place 
gurs for ir Su7@ |] that proves not that :y was reudundaxt in S. Mak. 
thew, or that is was a bare ſignt of the Dative caſe, it being free to S. 
Mark to uſe any other expreſſion, different from S. Mauhew ſo be retained 
the ſenſe, as it is clear in this place be doth, doing injuries to bim, being 
al one in effe# with ape or againſt bim, tbongh the pbraſes are not the 
ſame, which no way inferrs that when the change of the phraſe changes the 
ſinſe, it were lawſull ſo to vary it, as inthe place we bave in band (& 
yurang, ti en both {des ſuppoſed to do. a 
Anſw. I he Dy, omits theſe words of mine { However it he could, 
yet me thinks it ſhould farisfie, that <» dt notes no more than &: T7), 
and is a fign of che Dative caſe, becauſe Mari who ſeems to have abbre- 
viaced Matthew, ſoexpreſſerh it, and the common uſe of c whey 
& notes dealings of man to man whether good or bad, is uſually expreſ- 
ſed by the Dative caſe, as Maith.7, 12. & 18, 12 & 20,32, & 21, 
36, 40. & 25, 40, 45, ] ro which the Dr, makes no anſwer, and that 
which he ſzich here, doth confirm my notion. For if it were free is 
Mark to uſe any other ex preſſion diffet ent from Matthew, ſo he retai« 
ned the ſenſe, and yer he doth not uſe is but pur one ly the Dative caſe 
wexpreſs the ſame ; that Matthew did it appears that i icon &y dum 
and tiv v7 are to the ſame ſenſe and phraſe, to expreſs injuries 
done to John Baptiſt, and that < in Matthew is redundant, and nothing 
expreſſed by it bur what is expreſſed in Mark in the Dative caſe with» 
out it. Whar the Dr. means when he ſaich (tis on beth ſides ſuppoſed 
C yw191%} changes the ſenſe, and ſo it is unlawful ro vary it 7 I co 
not underſtand, our preſent queſtion is not whether it bee lawfull to 
change a p raſe when the ſenſe is not changed, and uplawſul when iris 2 
Kc wherher c Matth, 17, 12. bee redundant and a ſigne of the Dative 
caſe 2 this ĩs yet unanſwerably proved to bee by this, that Mark. 9.13. 
the ſame phraſe and matter is exprefſed without it, and there it notes 
onely the Dative caſe, and that is the uſual manner of expreſſion 
without a, and therefore 4y muſt be taken as redundany, and a ſign at 
the Dacive cafe onely, Madth; 17.12, | 
The Dr. goes on, A ſecund inſtance which be conceive cannot bee telus 
ded, is Col, 1. 23, l ebe &, don di Which was preached 
fo every creature, and this be proves 4 be the only rendering; 1. Becauſe 
Kngvara to proach, is commonly with a Dative caſt of the obe and 
443333 bons 
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theugh 1 Tim, 3. 16. it i N & hege, yet Our tranſlators any 
the Vulga?, and Beza read it, unto the Gemiles, as if there it noted ly 
a dative caſe; and if it were among the Gentipes there, yet bere Col. 1.29. 
it cannot be ſo, becauſe the object is in the ſingular number, but c when; 
i for among, is joyned fli with a noun of the plural. And 2. that which, 
ſaith be, pats this out of all doubt, is, that the phraſe Col. 1. anſwer; 
Mark (6, 15, #ngvZure 7d , ior mann Th i. But to al thy the 

anſwer i ready, by obſerving tbe exact notation of 7272 ue the whole 
creatin ( as we render it Rom. 8. 12.) 4s that ſignifies the whole, but 

eſpecially the Gentile world, and accordingly is expreſiby a%'\e 14 t9rvg 
Matth. 28. aud fariber explained by * gut the whole world, to 
which in S. Mark they are af pointed to go, when they were thus to preach 

the Goſpel 7474 7h «i764 to this whole creation, Now fies in this 

notion it is clear, thit though it be in the ſingular number, yet that bath the 
power of the plural, as the word [world and the lite, which every body 

qrowes is a noun of multitude, and ſo it creation, when it is thus taken jor 

tbe whole created world, meaning the world of men, the nations or people 

of the world. And then there can be no doubt but xngvySerl& oy wdoy Ti 
iet] is moſt exaflly thas tobe rendred, preached in, o among the whale 

8reation, as Gal, 1. 16. znguortoy ey eie 0e preach ju the nations, or 

among the Gentiles, andſo 1 Tim, 3. 16. alſe, though the ſenſe being us 

way altered by rendering it unto the whole creation, or every creature, and 
the Gentiles, it matters little though it be promiſcuouſly thus rendred, which 

jet muit not preſcribe for other places where the ſenſe it ſs much chan- 
ged by the divers rendring as in this caſe, yin fe cy y won) I obſervable, 
where therefore the litteral rendering being retained, we are not reaſonably 

ra conclude any more from it, than that litteral reading will afford us. 4. 

for the raralle{pbraſe Mark. 16. that doutleft can prove nothing ; 1.Becauſt 
tbe places are not nor can be thought raraliel, 2. Becauſe if they were (a5 of 
Matth. 28, aud Mark 16. bath bern granted) yet the parallel lying one it 
tbe ſenſe, and that being all one whether they preacht to or among the Gtu. 
tiles, this no way concludes that the phraſes are the ſame, or the <4 in one 

redundant, which is the onely thing, for the proving of which this paralid 

25 produced, but of that I bave former ly ſpoken. 

Anſw. Had the Dt. ſhewed any one interpreter that ever rendred 

& 7409 Alice, Col. 1. 23. by inter omnem craaturam among every creature, 

or that c as it ſignifies inter or among or either of theſe prepoſirions, i 

put in Latin or Engliſh before a noun of mulcirude in the fingular nun 

der, he bad ſaid more then I yer deem hee can, os I think any other 
Grammarian, nor do I tale the word Haig to be a noun of multitude 
there may bee ia though there were bur one individual, cough 
grant 749 iet notes many creatures, nor do I conceive it good ſenſe 
to render it in every creature, fith the term [ creature] doth note perſons 
not place, and to be preached in every creature, would imply ſuchaſenſe 
as will not ſuit with the matter, which is conceived by many inter pte: 
ters, to nate the accompliſhment of what Chriſt appointed Mark 16.15. 
Wich leazins our the propofjrien en, and the common uſe of _ ig 
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gredeb being wich a Dative caſe of the object, I did infer that & js re- 
dundant and a note of the Dative caſe, as Pafor before me in his Lexicon 
of the word e of which he ſaith, /e ex Hebraiſmo redundat Col, 1.23. 
45 eue & mary T1 ige pro Th vs Nia, predicati omnz 
treat ura. Sure if it were moſt exa h rendered, as the Dy. ſaith, preac hed 
in or among the whole creation, it is marvail none hit on this afore the 
Dr. as they have done Gal, 3. 16, 1 Tim, 3. 16, Whether Col, 1, 23. 
and Mar. 16 15, be parallel in the magner I make them, is to be refer- 
red to the Readers judgement, when he Q1all compare them together. 
Sure I finde all cheſe, Bexa, Camcrarius, Piſcater, Zonchins, Grotius, 
Davenant Tyapp, the new Annotations,Elton, referring to aud explaining 
one by the other, and the Dr. confeſling the ſenſe the ſame, every Gram» 
marian that under ſtands Greeꝶ may plainly ſee the phraſe to be the ſame 
faye that <» is added Col. 1. 33. and therefore from all theſe I imer as 
moſt probable, and to me certain, that c» is redundant, that it's onely 
the bgn of the dative caſe of the object, that jc is moſt truely rendered 
2s out Tranſlators and many more rendered, to every creature, that is, 
23 Gorram expounds it, nmverſis bominibus, to all, or all ſorts of men, 
As for the Drs, cautions about preſcribing and concluding, they are im- 
pertinent to the preſent thing concerning Col. 1, 23, whether e be redin. 
dant the ſign of the Dative ciſe there, Whether d yuvaixi 1 Cor. 7, 14. 
de to be rendered to] whether the ſenſe will bear it, whether it make 
any other change in the ſenſe then is fir, or any mere be concluded, then 
i»deducible is before and after to be diſcuſſed, Hitherto it appears not 
but that I ſaid right, Matth. 17. 12. Col. 1, 23. cannot be cluded, 

The Dr. gees on, His third inſtance js J, d A as 
4d 4. 12. which he cannot yet conceive, but that it is bettet ten- 
«* dred, to men, then among men. And his reaſon are; Firſt, becauſe 
ig’ hath moſt regularly and conſequently ( it ſhould be conflantly ) 
'* a dative caſe of the perſon after ir, Secondly becauſe if it had been a. 
e mong men, it had been to be placed after dre other, there is no o- 
©thet name among men, given, but being placed after given, it is to 
© be expounded as referred to given not to other, and ſo muſt bee read, 
© to men, not among men, Thirdly, It ſeems no good ſenſe, nor true, 
that Chrift was a name given among men, for though he were among 
© men, yer he was given from above, To all which, he adds the judge- 
© ment of Jrenaus J. 3. c. 15. cited by Bexa, and a parallel phraſe 
12 ven for wmajdoiw Ad 7. 44. To, this I anſwer, Firſt, That 
atis true when SiS hath any caſe of the perſon following and go- 
* yerned by it, that is conſtant ly the dative, but that is no way applica. 
ole to this phraſe, SeSoukor x d gare, for there the perſons 4 
© ea-7015 are governed by the prepoſgion <y not by drSoWer, To the 
© ſecond, that the conſtruRion by among, R; very good, placing it at- 
voter given, there is no other name given among men, i. e. no means 
© of ſalvation afforded by God, and continued among men. To the 
third, That Chriſts being given from above, no way prejudges his 
* king gtyen ameęnt aun, Boch becauſe the benefit of this gitr is a com- 
fer. mon 
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te mon donative, diſtributed among men, ard alſo betafſe this ile is 
* diſpenc'd in form of humane fle ih, Chriſt is become man, and to be 
© found and ſeen among men. 

Anſto. 1. That the perſons avigoruu: min, are governed by thy 
propoſition ir, and not by :Sous ov, is not rightly ſaid by the Dr, 
Firſt, Becauſe the placing of it next after {eſouiy thews it ig 
governed of :19;-479y given, Secondly, Beeauſe if [ men} were 
not governed of [ given] the participle [given] were ſuperfluous, For 
he ſenſe would be the ſame, and the ſpecch were as good language if it 
were left our, and the reading onely thus; neither is there another name 
under heaven among men where,y we muſt be ſaved. 4. That name where. 
by we muft be ſaved | ſhould be pur for ' meanes of ſalvation ] and tor 
a perſon diſtinctly is both beſides the uſual acception ot the term [ zame]). 

P y ] 
and the drift of the words, which ſhew that by (name) is meant [perſon] 
and makes the ſpeech falſe; For the preaching of the „ by Prophet, 
and Apoſtles, were means» of ſalvation aftorded by God, and continued 
among men, beſides Chriſt and his preaching, 3. That th; giſt was 
diſpenc d in form of humane fleſh, that Chriſt was become man, and 10 bet 
found and ſeen among men, fhews not that he was given among men, but 
to be among men, his giving was from above, as he often ſaith, chat by 
came — heaven, Job. 6. 38, 41, 50, 51, 58. 33. given from bea- 
ven, v. 31. Job. 8. 23. ye are from beneath, I an from above, Jab. 3. a1. 
He that cometh ſrom above is above all, be that cometh from beaven j 4. 
boze tt; which is contrary to what Peter ( as the Dr, expounds him 
ſpeaks here, that he was a name under vea ven given among men, And the 
other reaſon, bccauſe the benefit of this gift is a common donative, and ti 
ſtributed among men, though it perverts the ſenſe, putting for [tbe name] 
which fignifics the perſon ¶ the benefit] and e the perſon 
whereby we muſt be ſaved with the benefit, which is no other then ſal. 
vation, yet it makes for my ſenſe, For what is it to be 4 common dena. 
tive, 22 Among men, but to be given to men, So that in the iſſue, 
the Dr. norwithſtandiog his ſtruꝑling is not able to avoid it, bur that it 
ſerves my purpoſe of proving / redundant, and a ſigne of the Dalive 
caſe, What the Dr. faich ro what I add out of Fexa annot, on 4414.11. 
the Dr, mjght have remembred (if he ever read it) that in my Examen, 
part. t. S. 4. [did take notice that 115 was a Greek and wrote in 
Greek, but now onely we have his works in Latin except ſome ſew ſrag- 
ments, and Beg: ſo great a learned min, as had few equals, eſpecially 
in the Greth language, it is likely knew ſo too; and therefore the Dr, 
might hava omitted that intimation, as if wee were forgetful! thereof, 
And it had been fair it the Dr, had taken notice, that Bexz alledged firſt 
rhe old inter preter, as reading [ datum hominibus, given to men] and I- 
ren (meaning his tranflator, who is commonly cited as Irena iu] alter 
him, and that I added Camerarius, which the Or. ſaith nothing to, bat 
bath a ſnateh at Beza's alleging 4d 7. 44. whic n [ reſt not on,fith it may 
be read [ with or among ] as well as | to] which is agreeable with our 
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the Dr, in his debates, which it is indeed pity the Reader er the Ds, 
ſould be exerciſed with, being ft for better undertakings then theſe, 
which ke is detained with upon bis own motion, as one that is cedere 
wſtiusro a plain iguth, not in obedlence ro me who never injoyned him 
this exerciſe, 

He ſaith, For a 4th, inſtance, he again reſumes that of Gal. r.16. 
Ky Pet. . J. That Gat, 1. where of God the A poſtle ſaith, that he was 
« pleaſed to reveall his own ſon irie, and when TI had rendred that 
«py or through me to others, This expoſition, ſaith he, makes the A- 
 poſtle rautologize ineptly. Thi, ſtrange undecent expreſſion, I wi 
u gad been ſpared, for certainly there was little tem ptation for ij: why, 
&1 cray, might not the Apoſtle without incurring either part of that cen- 
« ſure, ſay, God was pleaſed through me to reveal his ſon, and by way 
«of explication (and withall to denote the de ſignation of that Apoſtle 
«ro his peculiar province, as the Apoſtle of the uncircumcifion) add, 
«that | might preach the Goſpel to the Gentiles, Certainly eviry ex- 
© fication of an oblcutet or narrower, by a clearer or larger phraſe, is 

P ooo og or r 

6 got inept tautology, but that which all writers which have deſited ro 
6 ſpeak intel! igivly, have always been full of, And yet 2dly, the la- 
« ter part here, of his preaching the Goſpel to the Gentiles (he being 
« peculiarly the Apoſtle of the Gentiles, as Peter and Jahn were of the 
« ſews whereſocver di pet ſed) is more then was pretended to be ſaid by 
© my rendring and paraphraſing the former part of it; for in that thoſe 
© others had not been defined, who they were, or 1 mites io the Gen- 
© tiles, This Mr, T. adyerted not in his objection, I deſite he will now 
© take notice of it. 

Anſw. I could not well have ſpared the expreſſion, having tempta- 
non for it from Dr, Hammonds mil interpreting the Apoſtles {peech,fſo 
a5 to make ir according to the Drs, ſenſe, though not according to the 
apoſtles, an inept tautology; which however ſtrange, yet was no-unde. 
tent expreſſion, there being nothing chat reflects on the Apoſtle but 
on the Dr. tending to ſhew the abſurdity of his interpretation, nor of 
the Apoſtles words. From Which the Dr, doth nor relieve btmſclt by 
hisanſwer here, For the later phraſe doth not expreſs the ſame more 
clearly, there is neither a eopulative conjunction nor dil-junRive, ex- 
preſſed or implied, nor any other particle which may ſhew the later 
phraſe to be exegirical of the former, but the particle %% doth plainly 
Mew that, :v'y Nasse rere, the Bvangelizing or preaching the Ge- 
ſpel, to be m-nrioned as the end or conſequent of the revelation, and 
therefore not the ſame act. Beſides the preaching the Goſpel by a man 
isnowhere termed the revealing of Chriſt by him to others, being known 
to him before, bur the making known to the perſon, and reyelatian is 
ſtill made Gods, Chriſts, or his ſpirits act, and hath a Dative caſe ot 
the perſon who is the object ro whom the thing is revealed added to ir, 
as Mat h. 1. 25, 27, & 16.17, Luk. 10. 21, 22, Job 12. 38; 1 Cor, 
2.10. & 14 30, Eb. 3. 5. Phil. 3.15. 1 Pet, 1. 12. and this muſt needs 
be the meaning, the words before being, whereas before he was notions 

of; 
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of the Law 8gai%ft the Cheiflian profeſi os, when it pledſed Gol why 
ſeparated me — my mothers womb, and called me by bis grace to reveal 
bis ſon in him; or a3 Bexa annot, in locum d ii id eſt mihi, to ne, which 
plainly ſhews tha: this revelation was to him when he was called, which 
is called the reve lation of Jeſus Chriſt to him, v. i 2. and made the prof 
of his calling to bee an Apoſtle, not of men, neicher by man, but by 
Jeſ us Chriſt, v. 1, and the reaſon why he preached withou: conferring 
with the Apoſtles And thus doth Perkins com. on Gal. t. 16. rightly ex. 
plain it, to reveal bis ſon in me or to me, and to expreſi the manner or form 
of bis calling or converſion, and expounds it thus, to teach me the dofiring 
of the redemption of mankinde by Feſus Chriſt and the words to preach C brit 
among the Gentiles the end of bis vocation, As for that which the Dr, 
defires me now to take notice of, I do, though I chink ir needleſs, fith 
the tautoloꝑy l conceived to follow on the Drs. ex poſu ion, is not in the 
object but in the act, revealing his ſon by the Apoſtle, being no other 
then his preaching, which makes the ſpeech nugatory, it plcaſed God to 
preach bis ſon by me, that I might preach, As for the place of 2 Pet 1. f. Gth 
the Dr, makes no more anſwer | need make no more reply, and I fill 
aver that all the places which I brought out of the N. C. have the notion 
of es for to, as a ſigne of the Da ive caſe, | 
To the places our of the Greek ofthe old Teſtament, he tels me, that 

three onely places in the whole 1d T. would never infer that ſoit muſt bee 
31 the New (which I grant) and there being no pretenſe of neceſſity that thus 
it weſt be bere ( which is alſo granted, except a ncceſſiiy of a more fair, 
ealie, andcongruous ſenſe then any other rendering ) theſe three will be 
of no avail to me, But this is not yeelded, For the two firſt, Deut, 28.60, 
i Kings 5, 25, x90nJ/otrm e 1 9 79 CT uan, Vulg. adbert. 
bit tibi & ſemini tuo, being uſed conſtantly in the N. T. with a Dative 
Luk. 10. 11,and 15. 15, AAS 5,13. & 8.29. & 9.26, & 10. 48, © 
17. 34. Rom, 12,9, 1 Cor. 6. 16, 17, & c. it is a ſtrong preſumprisnthac 
& is redundant, and onely the ſigne of th: Dative caſe, And the other 
place Pſal. 68. 18. compared with Eph. 4. 8. hath ſome force, it being 
probable that the Apoſtle ex preſſed what the LXX meant by Ae. 
But it was not of this laſt onely, bur of all together, I ſaid I took them to 
be more then enough to refute the Drs. ſpeech, that the notion, wherein 
&» ſignifies to, which ita ſigne of the Dative caſe, is never found once to be. 
long to it in the N. T. nor can with any tollerable congrui'y er Grammati. 
cal anilogy be affixt to it. 
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It ij ſbewed that Dr. Hammond bath no proof from 1 Cor. 7, 16. for by 
ſenſe of the ſore part of v. 14. Nor wi bis ſenſe of Holy for Bay- 
tized, agree with the Apoſiles argument, though bis ſenſe of the ſore- 
part of the v. were granted. 


THe Dr. adds, My third proof produced for my interpretation of 
« the firſt part of v.14, which to me put it out of all doubt, by com- 
« raring ii with the reaſon ſubjoy ned; For what knoweſt thou O wite, 
© whecher thou ſhale ſave thy husband; or how knoweſt thou, O man, 
© whether thou ſhalt thy wite ?] He comes next to examine, and hath 
© many exceptions againſt it, all which (without loſing time in repea- 
© ting and viewing chem ſeverally ) will be ſoon diſpelled by a right 
* underſtanding of the force of the Apoſtles argument, as there I con- 
© ceiveit to lie, Thus v. 14. It is matter of ordinary obſer vation, that 
© unbe lic ving bus bands ha ve been brought to the faith and Baptiſm by 
the believing wife, therefore I now exhert and counſel the believer 
© not to depart from the unbeliever, in caſe the unbeliever be willing 
© ro ſtay, v. 13, for this reaſon, v. 16, Becauſe whath hach been ſo ofc, 
© may very probably be hoped again, and conſequenily upon the premi, 
© miles the believer hath ground ts hope, that (he may in time gain 
* the husband to the faith, and that being ſo fair a reward in her view, 
© (the ſaving or reſcuing him from infidelity to Chriſt ) may well in. 
© force the counſel of the Apoſtle, not to depart from him, as long as, 
* without (in, the is permitred to ſtay. By which it appears that this v. 
*16, is not a bare evplanation of 1172524 . 14. (on which Mr, T. his 
© exceptions principally depend) in an application of the argument 
formerly propoſed, but now more ſignally brought home to them, 
© under the form of [ 77 1:4 ſer what] by this meanes to re-inforce his 
* concluſion of their nor departing for the cauſe of infidelity: If the 
© Reader will but obſerye what is thus viſible, he will want no more help, 
to get out of the intricacies and toils, which Mr, T. hath here ſpread 
* for him in this matter, which is in it ſelf ſo manifeſt, as nothing can 
be added to it, if eicher the text or my paraphraſe may be permitted to 
© ſpeak for it ſelf. 
Anſ. The Dr. ſeems to be much creſt-faln,who having ſaid bis enpoſti- 
en appeared moſt irrefsagably by v.16, wherin he ſaid the fore-part of v.14, 
Was further explained. When tour plain reaſons were urged againſt this, 
replies to none, but onely calls them intricacies, and toils, and ſaith, 
wy exceptions depend on ibis, chat v. 16. 3s not a bare explanation of i- 
fa v. 14. whereas my reaſons prove it to be neither an explanation 
nor an application of the argument formerly propoſed v.14. but another 
argument, not to prove the lawfulneſs of the believers continuance with 
the belicver, as v. 14, but eicher as a motive to bring them to what he had 
Aanaaa conclu« 
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concluded {awfull, cr to in ſorce what he had ſeid v. 15. And for what 
the Dr. ſaith, that v. 16. the argument formerly propoſed, v. 14, i, more 
jignally brought bome to them, it is net true even according to the Drs, 
vwn paraphraſe, For the Drs, paraphraſe of v. 14. 9s it therein a fre. 
ou;ncy oc the converſion of unbelievers yoke tellaws by the believer, 
were well known as mat er of ordinary cbſervation, and ſo hopetull in 
the caſe of the preſent doubters,brings tome the argument more ſianally 
then a mention o it 2s poſſible, doubrfully exprefled as a contingent 
that might be or not be. Put I am willing the R:ader ſhould hear us 
doth and then judge. I for my pat do fill conceive the Drs paraphraſe 
of the fore-part of i Cor. 7, 11. to be far frem the meanirg of the tent, 
the reaſon of the \poſtle being by it made a Rhetorical argument to 
intorce the cohabitation as an advantage, which is uſcd ro make it law. 
fall, and urged from a contingent thing which no whit clecred the 
doubt, but the reaſon might be tetorted a; ainſt fim, ard all aſcribed to 
the yoke fellow as a believer, when the term believer is quite minted, 
and that aſcribed to the believer which is til elſwhere aſcribed to the ſpi- 
it ot God, and that expreſſed as done often and zs of ordinary obſery- 
ion, which is exprelled in the li:gular n mber, and made by the Apo- 
Me as doubtfull and uncerrain, And if theſe be intricacies and toils the 
Or. hath had little compaſſion on me and his reader,who when he might 
ſeafily, would not ſp:nd a lirtle more time to help me out of them, 
th-ugh ſpread by himiclt. 
The Dr. proceeds Self. 4. His exceptions to the former part of 
my paraphraſe being now ended, I muſt attend whar hee hat! to ſay 
* apai ſt the Javier pair of ir, that which concerncs our matter in hand 
more neerly ; The words :7-? £--, for elſe were your children un. 
clean; but now ate they holy, i. e. upon hat ſcore it is that Chriſtians 
children are admired to Bap iſm, v3z3z; becauſe by their livi-g in the 
© family with the Chriſtian parent, they probably will (and ought to) 
be broug it up in the faith and the Church (requiring and receiving 
** promiſe from the parent) reaſonably preſumes they will, and ſo ad. 
** mits them to Baptiſm, The argument of the Apoſtle thus explained 
in my paraphraſe (or if he yet will have it more plainly thus, The 
Church upon confidence that the believers chil “ren will be brought 
* up in the faith, receives them to Baptiſm when they are infants z And 
upon the ſame grounds of hope, that your abiding witch the unbelie- 
*© vinz husband may in time convert him (as by experience it hath of: 
been found) I adviſe yeu not to depart from him, if he will live with 
you, For what knoweſt thou whether thou ſhalt ſave thy husband? 
c. M. T. hath made a ſhift not to underſtand, and fubſtituted another 
way of arguing in my name, in ſtead of it, p. 331. And having done 
«ſo muſt leave hin to combate with the ſhadow of his own creating, 
zend part of his inpreſſion lighting upon that which alone I pre- 
„tels to bee my meaning in it, which I leave him or the Rea- 
der to ſee, in the particulars propoſed by him, but muft not 
**now bee ſo impertinenr, as to loſe time in the perſuir of them. 


Anſw, 
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Auſw. Sich the Dr, hath diſclaimed my good words, and approbait- 
on of his ingenuity, ch. 1. ſef.r, of this his defence, I ſhall torbear to 
commend his ingenuity, but cannot chooſe but take notice of bis ſhiit he 
makes to avoid the force of my reaſans, by bearing the Reader in hand 
that L made 2 ſhift not to underſtand him, that I ſubſticutg anothet way 
of arguing in his name in ſtead of ir, that I combate with a ſhadow oi 
my on creating, no part of my impreſſion lighting upon chat which 
alone he proſeſſ. th to be his meaning in it, and therefore muſt not now 
de ſo im pertinent as ta loſe time in ihe put ſuit of the particulars propos 
fed by we. This is a pretty art to pretend a reaſon why he need nut 
anſwer what he cannot; like his, who when be could not make a good 
account, deviſed how he might make none at all, The Dr, faith 1 have 
ſubſtituted another way of arguing in bis name in flead of that he bath ſec 
down. Now ie this intimates that this he ſets down was a way of argu- 
ing, and call hi explicatians he ſets down the argument of the A pollle 
thu explained in bis parapbraſe in the later way more; lainly, But in nei- 
ther dv I fad any arguing afcribed to the Apoltle in the later part of 
his word. 1 C0Y.7.14. but in the former a meer d:claration upon what 
reaſon Chriſtians childrenate (as the Dr, conceivesthe Apoſtle mean) 
aumlited to baptiſm; ia the later, an additzon of a paraphraſe on the 
firſt part of 1 Cor. 7 14, with his adviſe according to v.12, 13. and his 
paiaphraſe confirmed by v. 16. Nor doth the Dr. at all explain thoſe 
words, Elſe were your children unclean, though thoſe were the words I 
chiefly infiſted on to thew the abſurdity his framing the Apoſtles rea- 
ſoning brought his words o, as the Reader may plainly perceive by my 
words in the 2d part of my Review, ſect. 26. p.330, 331. But to ſhew 
the Drs, colluſion in this thing, che R-ader may obſerve 1. that neiih. r 
in his paraphraſ in is 4th, qu. $.3r, (though he make it S. 32, tbe im. 
port ance of the Apoſiles words, and force of by arguing) not here, doth 
the Dr. ſer down the true torce of the particle £7 ee, which in 
his Letter, qu.4, $.33- (to which my anſwer was made, p 330,331,332. 
with whic4 che Dr, here cavils ) he terms a 41gumentatzve tile. For 
the expreſſions | upon this ſcore, on thy one conſideration, apon thus 
ground | are not excluſive terms, as ian elſe is, which implies 
not onely that th: thing i ſo upon that one con'deration, but alſo that 
wichout it it hould be herwiſe ; nor dot the Dr. ſeem to pur them as 
anſwering to 516} elſe were, but to e but now, 2. That (as 
I ſaid beture ) the Dt, doch in neither of theſe pataphraſes fer down 
any thing as aniwering to | elſe were your child en wiclean | nor in his 
Letter, qu 4 8.3 excer: theſe words are put to anſwer them | yet the 
children of heatheus are uot admilited to baptiſm, | which me thinks hee 
ſhou!d not do, fith |-your chudren | i, in all his paraphra ſes ¶ Cbriftzans 
childres believers Hdren aud therefore I am loth te think him fo 
mach oyerſecn, as that he hou)ld put ¶ the children of beatbens are not ad- 
Milted to baptiſm for | your children were unclean,] 3. If be thould, 
he ſhould in that paraphraſe much pervert the Apoſtles meaning, by 
putting :ha: which anſwers to | e{/e were your children anclean | contra. 
ry to the Apoſtles order, afrei that which anſwers © | dt ao are they 
Aaaaaa 2 l! 
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5% ; ] of which diſorder, tending to pervert the Apoſſ les meaning, his 
plainer later prraphraſc here is guilty, putting firſt that which hee con. 
ccives anſwerable to [ but now are they boly, | and then that which an- 
iwersto ¶ the unbelie ving han band is [andlifiedby the wife, ] and then that 
which anſwers to [ v. 13, let her not leave bim, ] and then the 16th,v. 
which ſure is ſuch a diſorder as is very taulty, ſo deforming the Apoſtles 
argument, 2s that its like the leaving out of an arm or eye, the placi 
of the hand where the eye ſhonld be in the painting of a man, whereby 
he is made a monſter, 4, Whereas the Dr. Deſence of „ 5.66. ds 
nies that be made the ſuture hopes any part of the ſenſe of | bath been [anfi. 
fied, ] in all theſe paraphraſes he ſers down nothing but the future hopes 
which are no part of the ſenſe by his own confelſion, but as he imagines, 
the rational importance, the ſcore, ground, or conſideration of admittin 
children to Baptiſm. And not one ly fo, but adds more then he makes the 
rational importance of the term [ bath been ſanfified ] io his paraphraſe, 
as that by their living in the family with Chriſtian parents, they probably 
will ( and ought ) to be brought up in the faith, and the Church requiri 
and receiving promiſe from the parents, !eaſonably preſumes the! wid 
None of which ke doth ſo much as pretend to be the rational impor. 
rance of [ bath been ſan#ified,)] but adds them of his own ; and with lite 
fancying might have added, the Church doth reaſonably preſume they 
will be Teachers, Officers in the Church, Martyrs, and what ele they 
could wiſh them to be TI refer it to any ſober ingenious Scholler to 
judge, whether ſuch kind TCR eſpecially when an argument 
15 drawn fron ir, as the chief, it not one ly pi lar of the cauſe, be tl. 
lerable, 

Oa the other fide, that the Dr, did make the Apoſtles arguing other 
wiſe, when he refuted the anſwer to his at zument hence, in his Letter, 
4.4. S. 82. appears by his words there, p 257, ( which I cited Review 
par. 2. pag 3 v2. and were thoſe whence I gathered the Drs. framing ihe 
Apoſtles argument) when he ſaid, The invalidity of this anſwer will be 
diſcerned Firſt by the method of the Apoſtles arg ing in chat place, for 
the co habiting of the believing wife with the unbelieving husband, Oc, 
becauſe the unbelieving husband hath been ſanctißed by the believing 
wife, or elſe were your children unclean, but now are they holy: thut 
muſt needs be this, unleſs there were f-me hope that the co. habiting of 
a believer, ſhould be a means to bring an unbeliever to the faith,'rwould 
certainly follow, that their children were unclean ; now putting to it 
that which be in his paraphraſes $ 31. of his 4th qu. in his Letter, where 
he exprefleth ¶ hath been ſanRificd ] thus, The anbelieving party bath 
been brought to the faith by the company and conver/ation of the believer, 
end | unclean ] by [ not admitted to Baptiſm, ] and [ holy] by Lad. 
mitced to Baptiſm, ] and [ yeur children by C the young children of 
Chriſtians. whereof was an unbeliever; ] and I appeale to any that 
ſhall compare my words in the 2d. part of this Review, ſeib. 26. p.331- 


where I make this the Apoſtles arguing: as the Dr, ex pounds ity LT 


ſome other unbelieving yoke ſelow bad not been c d by the faith, di- 


kigence, and converſainn of the believing party that then was, then che - 
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dren of you who are believers, but begotten or brought forth by one that yet is 
aunbeliever, had not been admitted to Chriſtian Bajtiſm in inſancy: but 
yow, that is, upon this ſcore, that ſome — unbelie ving yoke ſelows 
have been brought to the faith of Chriſt by the ſaith, converſation, and di. 
ligence of the believer, they have been admitted to Baptiſes, | with the 
Drs, premiſed arguings and paraphraſe in his Letter, qu.q4. 831,82. 
ind here, whether I have not rightly ſer down the Apoſtles argument as 
the Dr. ex peunds him, and the Dr. hath not changed here his frame 
of the Apoſtles argument to hide the deformity of ir, and whether there 
be any truth in it that I bude got under ſtood bis paraphraſe, that I have 
ſubfliut ed another way of arguing in bis name in ſtead of it, or have com- 
butd with the ſhadow of my own creating ; and whether theſe propoſitĩ- 
ons [ the children of a believing yoke fellow who is joyned to an unbeliever 
had not been admitted io Chriſtian Baptiſm, if ſome other unbelie ving yoke- 
felow bad not been br ought to the faith. The chi/dren of a believer by an 
* yoke fellow have been admitted to chriſtian Baptiſm, by reaſon 
that it bath been uſual that other believers have brought the unbelie ver to 
the faith ] are not included in the Apoſtles argument according tothe 
tenour of his reaſoning conceived by the Dr, and whether there be any 
ſhew of connexion in the conſequence of the Apoſtle as the Dr. expounds 
it, and whether he hath not ſhifted in ſtead of anſwering, and impured 
6Rion to me that he might hide his own colluſion. 


— 1 — — —— 
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dr. Hammonds veaſunt from the terms holy and unclean for by ſenſe of 
baptized or not baptized are refelled. 


He Dr. next pretends to vindicate his reaſons for his interpretation 
from my exceptions, 
„My firſt reaſon ( ſaithbe) is, Becauſe 490 , boly, noting a rela. 
* tive holineſs, a ſetting apart to God, and the loweſt degree of that ima- 
* ginable, being the iniriating into the Church by Baptiſm, this muſt in 
e reaſon be here noted by 49 holy, as all viſible profeſſors, Zxy.9; 2. 
© are the holy ſeed, and in the Epiſtles of the Apoſtles, « 7107 boy, 
«To this he anſwers, that ir being all granted, confirms not the Dry, 
© expoſition, becauſe *ris no good argument a gevere ad ſpeciem affirma- 
* tive, and becauſe infant ate not viſible protefſors, But ſure when 
the fecies is ſuch, that he that hath not that, hath not any pare of the 
gene, the argument will thus hold very irrefragably : Suppoſe that 
© of the Deacon to be the loweſt order of O flicers in the Church, and 
that without which there is no aſcending to any higher degree in the 
< Miniſtery, will not then the argument hold, He hath ſome degree Ec» 
"clefiaſtical upon him, therefore ſure he is a Deacon ? Thus ſure it is 
«in this matter, the relative holineſs belongs to no perſon, that is not 
© baptized, Baptiſm is che loweſt degree of it, and all ſuperiour 7 
2 : Of : 
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© of Apoſtle, Prophet, & c. in the Chriſtian Church are founded in 
„that, chetefore it the intant children be holy, the infant children ate 
<* baptized, So again, Baptiſm is the loweſt degree ot viſible Profeſſi« 
on, therefore it the'e that are ſaid to be holy are vikble Proteflon 
then · ſure they are baptized ; And ſo there is no force in that he her 
© aaſwer or exception to my firſt reaſon, 
Anſw, That there is no force to avoid my exception in this reply 
may appear. 1. Thac he ſaith nothing to what 1 ſaid p.333. of the 10 
part ot the Review, that the term ¶ boly ſeed ] Exy.9.2, hath a far dif. 
terent notion, as I ſhew in this Review Antiped, par. 1. ſeft, 13,15 
trom whar the Dr. imagines, 2, Nor doth he here, or any where elſe 
p'ove intantt to be viſible profeſſors. 3. Nor doth he prove Bapciſm 
to be th: loweſt degree of viſible profeſſion, 4, Nor doth the Dr, prove 
or can prove, that the bolineſs 1 Cor. 7. 14. muſt be meant of a relative 
h-linefs, of ſetting apart ro God in. the Chrig ian viſible Church, ſhore 
of real laving holineſs, The opinion of matrimonial holineſs 1 aflerr, 
wich many more, is not yet refuted. They who after Tert alias imer- 
pt et it of real ſaving holineſs intentional, as Row.11.:6, the Jews un. 
called are boly, defignati ſanctitat i ac per hoc eam ſaluti, conceive they 
have as good proof for it as the Dr. for his. 5, Bapriſm is not proved 
to be the loweſt degree imaginable of relative holineſs in the Chriſtian 
Church, nor the loweſt degree of vifible profeſſion. For 1. there is a 
lower degree by free dome from Idol pollutions, ſuch as Tertullian men. 
tions c. 39. de animi, 2. There is a degree of holineſs by yow or prayer, 
ſuch as Hannah devoted Samuel by, 1 Sam.t.ii, which Jeſenbas An. 
19. J. 5. c. ii. terms conſecrating or ſandiſying to God, as the Greek ver. 
fion terms Numb. 6. 2,3. the ſeparating of the Naxarite by vow a ſawfi- 
Hing, and the apoſtle prayer in the uſe of food a ſandiſhing it, 1 Tim.4. 5, 
3. There is a lower degree ot viſible profoſſion in che catechumens not 
yet baprized then Baptiſm is. 4. There is a lower degree of ſanRikca- 
tion of them, according ro Auguſtine, J. 2. de pece. mer, & remiſ. 6.26, 
eited befere by the Dr. here, p.63,64. when he ſaid, Catechumenss ſecun. 
dum quendam modum ſuum per figuum chriſti & oratzonem impoſitioni 
manum puto ſanfificart, whence the Dr, himſelf ſaith theie, that ſome 
hind of ſan{ification which the unbaptized might bave by prayer and umpoſi- 
tion of bands, of which we ſometimes reid in the Ancients, as bath eſe. 
where been ſhewed, 6. Not is it proved that a perſon may not have the 
hi zher degree of holineſs in the Cnurch without Baptiſm. Sure a perſon 
may be converted, regenerated afore Baptiſm, and ſo holy. And it is 
yet a queſtion, whether a'l the Apoſtles and Prophets in the Church 
were baptized, though l doubt not they were, and that regularly they 
ſhould be; yet the very queſtioning it ſhe vs the argument nor to hold 
irrefragably, that he chat is not baptized hach no part of relative hol:- 
neſs ia the Church of God, or that al ſuperiour degrees of Apoſt'c, 
Prophet, & c. in the Chriſtian Church are tounded in that. Laſtly, it 
is apparent that the holineſs 1 Cor. 7. 4. is net Baptiſu, in that it is 
from the birth and fo afore Baptiſm, and trom the parent not fromthe 


Minifter, may be though the child be never baptized, is derived —_ 
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the lawſulneſs cf marruge ſociety, not from the belief of one or both 

ents, and thereforc not Bap iim, as the Dr. ( ſo faras I know) without 
ny example ancient or modern makes jt, : 

He adds, My ſecond ſollowcs from the notation of 1.d9I2gr4 Als 10. 
14. fo/ thoſe that mufi not be received into the church, az on the other ſide 
Gods cleanſing i Gods reputing him t to bee partakey of this priviledge, 
whereby it appears bow fitly, receiving and not receiving to bapti,mn | are 
upreſt by [ boly and unclein.” To this be anſwers by achnowledging the cen · 
dußen, viz. the fitneſt of the expreſſion, All bis exception is againſt my pre- 
wiſe, the notion of unclean, Act. 10. which, ſaith hee, ſignifies there not 
qely owe out of the Church, but alſo one that a Few might a0! go ints or eat 
with, To this 1 reply that ny concluſion being granted, I way ſafely part 
pith that, which in ſerred it, as when I am arrived af my journeys end 1 
have uo ſurther need or uſe of my borſe or guide that brought me thither : 
le u be remenibred, that | boly and unclean fiily expreſt thoſe that are re- 
ted or no: received to baptiſm, and then I am ſure I bave not offended 
gun the propriety of the words by concluding from this text that in the 4. 
poſtles time the believers children were received to Baptiſm, And if I have 
« little effended againſt the rational impor tance of the words in that place 
(« | bope bath ſormerIffavpeared that I bave)then I boje I am perſefty in- 
went in inducing my concluſion. As for the uſe of the phraſe A ct. tc. though 
pow | need not contend yet I may add that the noti/n of not entring to and 
tang with. containing under it this other of not baptixixg (for ſive be might 
wt bapt ie thoſe to whom be might not enter) and the bartixirg Corncli- 
us (and not onely the entring to him) being the end ſor which Peter veces. 
ved that viſion) I fi. .db:rethat 2:41, 7 in that place, ſignifies one te. 
iulurly that muſt not be received into the Cburch by Baptiſm, and the boli- 
uſt on tbe contrary reception to that priviledge, 

anſw. 1, I granted the firneſs of the expreſſion onely conditional- 
ly,it the holy Ghoſt had ſo thougkt good,! ut denied the holy Ghoſt did 
ſo, and therefore he may offend againſt the propriety of the words, not- 
withſtanding my conce ſſion, and hath as much need of his horſe to get 
to his journeys end, as if I had net yeelded ſo much. 2, How much he 
hath offended againſt the rational importance of the Apoſtles word: 
1 Cor, 7. 14. is ſhewed before, 3. Were the firneſs of the exprefliun 
abſolutely granted, yer with the Drs, leave, I conecive he nerds to con- 
tend about che uſe of the phraſe in his Tenſe, or elſe he will not be able 
to inter any thing for his purpoſe, fith it is not the firneſs of an ex preſ. 
hon, but the uſe uf words which muſt direct us in our expoſitions, as be- 
ing vis & norma loquends. 4. That the uſe of it 4#s o. 14. is not for 
the Drs, purpoſe is manifeſt, For 1, the Dr. thus ex; cunds common of 
unc leas by not received 39 Baptiſm, now if this were the notion ot unclean 
A: 110. 14, then when Peter ſaith [ I bave never eaten any thing common 
 ancleax | hee meanes hee never car any ting not received into the 

Church by Baptiſm; and when v. 15. it is ſaid | what God hath clean. 
ſed that cal thou not common ] the meaning is, what God hath baptized 
re ject thou nor from Baptiſu, which is roo effticut»us an expoſition to 


be urged, 2. If it be ſaid char the c, bt corered ſenſe doth import 
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it, neicher is that true. For 1. it is certain that in the latent meanjns 
the Apoſtle difcerned by the viton that which is common or unclean to 
meant v. 28, of one of anol ber nation, and rhe cating, keeping company, or 
going to, which is alſo gathered from 4 11, 3. where the _y jed. 
ed was, that be went in tothe uncircumciſed, and did eat with them, 5 
that from hence it is manifeſt, that the proper notion of uncle is ( in 
that place according to the ſubſenſe which the vifion aimed at) one thut 
being uncircumciſed might not be gone into to talk with familiarly, and 
and eat with, though he were one that feared God, Which cannot bee 
meant of wan: of baptiſm, for ſo the clean, to wit, the unbelieviog Jew 
were unclean, they were not baptized with 
excluſion from familiar ſociety and converſe. 2. On the other fide, 
Act, 10. 15, what God bath cleanſed that call thou not common, Par v. 
28, ſhews he underſtood allowance to go to kim, preach to him, ent 
with him, as one accepted of God, v. 35. So that the cleanſing it the ta- 
king away of that reſtraint which was upon the Jewes, of converſe with 
the Gentiles, Which being conſidered, if unclean Acts 10. 14, were to be 
expounded in the ſame notion which the Dr. imagines to be 1 Cor, 7 14, 
not admitted to the Church by Baptiſm, then when God bid Peter count 
nothing common or unclean, he bid kim count no Gentile unbaptized, nd 
when de ſaid what Ged bath cleanſed, it ſhould be whom God hath ba 
tized, or admitted by Baptiſm into the Church, And when the Apoſtle 
according to the Dr, uſeth wnclean 1 Cor, 7. 14. in the notion in which 
it is uſed 4s 10, 14. be ſhould mean, your young children were ſuch as 
a man might not go into, converſe with, talke with familiarly, ear 
with, which certainly being meant of infants as the Dr. conceives is 
ſo ridiculus an expoſicion, as a ſober man would not put upon any pio- 
tane Author, much lef; on the ſacred writers. : 

As for that which the Dr. faith, that the notion of not entring to, end 
eating with, contained under it this other of not baptizing, for ſure bet 
wight not baptixe tboſe to whom be might not enter; it is ſo frivolous, 2 
that it is unſit for a man that takes on him to make Annotations on the 
New Teſtament, For if this were good reaſoning, it would fellew on 
the contrary, every ones going in to, and cating with one, were bapii 
2 ing; and ſich others then Apoſtles or preachers were to go into or not, 
they were to baptize or not ro baptize, and all that men might not go 
iato or eat with, as excommunicate perſons they muſt bee unbaptized, 
and by the ſame reaſon, ſith ſure a Miniſter may not admit to the Lords 
Supper, nora B.ſhop ordain hin for a Prieft, to whom be might not en- 
ter ; the notion of not entring to and eating with, contained under it 
this other of not communicating and not ordaining, and conſequently 
boly contains under it communicating, and ordaining, and ſo your young 
children are not unclean but holy, ſhould bee by this very reaſoning ex- 
— they are admitted to the Lords Super, and ordained 

riefts, 

And what he adds; And the baptixing Cornelius ( and not onely en. 
tring to him) being the end for which Peter received that viſion , I [(if 


Chriſtian baptiſm, but of 


adbererbat &x./Japru in that place, fignifies one pecaliarly that muſt - 
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I reteived into the Church by Baptiſm, and the hol ineß on the contrary re- 

ion to tha: priviledge, may as wel ſerve to prove unc lean hath the no- 
gion of one excluded from the Lords Supper, or heaven, and holy on the 
contrary the reception to theſe , fith rheſe re the ends of Peters go» 
ing in, as well as baptizing, and fo to ſay your yourg children are holy, 
ſhall be as much as your young children are ad:itrra to the Lords Sup- 

and to Heaven, Theſe conceirs f the Dr, go upon two groſs mi- 
fakes, 1. As it wnclean were uſed ina ſenſe ſuitable ro the Ecclefiaſti. 
cal praQiſe in the Cariſtian Church, whereas it is uſed according to 
the uſe and conceive of the Jews peculiarly, 2. As it the notion of 
awd did ex end to the Concomitants and ends of the act exprefled by 
it; which it true, then election, regent ration, ſhould have the notion of 
j-ſtifying and glori' yigg, preaching the notion of adoption and ſan- 
dig ration. But enough of this raw conccit of the Dogor, he goes 
on thus. 

« My third reaſon, ſaib bee, being taken from the uſe of the He. 
«brew UTP to ſanctiſe, for waſhing any part of the body, and on vc. 
«cafion of that, mentioning a conjecture that the uſe of holineſs tor 
© baptiſn, might perhaps intimate that the primitive bapti'ms were not 
« alw$ys immer ons, but that ſprinkling of ſome part might be ſu ſſi ca- 
te cjent, he hath a reply to each of theſe: To the former, that if this 
© reaſsn were good, then the hus bands being ſanctiſied by the wife, muſt 
« fignihe his — baptized or waſhed by her ; to the latter, that I have 
« in my writings ſo oft acknowledged the Baptiſm of the Jews and Chri- 
« ſtians to be immerſion of che whole body, that I ou ht ro be aſhamed 
© to ſay the contrary, and chat I can hardly believe my ſelf in it. To 
& theſe I anſwer, firſt to the former, 1. Thar I that affirm ſanct iſi- 
& cations among the Jews to fignifie waſhings, doalſo know that ic f ach 
« orher Ggnifications, and that thar fignification is in each text to bee 
© choſen, which ſeems moſt agreeable in all choſe reſpedt which are 
«to be conſiderable in the pirching on any inter pretation; conſequent. 
« ly tnat che wives baptizing the kusband being a thing abſurd and ut» 
«terly unheard of in the Church of Gcd, whether in the Apoſtles or 
« ſycceeding ag*s, this ſenſe may not reaſonably be affixt to it; where« 
«az the baptizing of infants being by the ancients affirmed to be receĩ- 
« ved ſrom the Apoſtles, it is moſt reaſonable to underftand the words 
« of this, though not of the other (and fo to apply the obſer vation 
«(a5 it is viſible I did) to che latter, not former part of the 
* verſe. 

Anſw, This is no anſwer, but a grant that the ſan#ifying 1 Cor, 7. 
14. cannot be mtant of Baptizing, fith it is abſurd ſo re expound it; 
and conſequently, a yeelding the argument from the calling the Jews 
wathings ſanct᷑i ficat ions, to have no force. Nor d-th he at all help him - 
ſelf by ſayun g, it is mot reaſonable to apply it to the latter par; of the v. 
For there is no reaſon in jr, that becauſe the Jewes uſe the word /an*ifi- 
tation or Baptiſm, therefore boly (which is another word, and in ano- 
ther predicamen: then ſanRified, which is in Paſſiou, and the other in 


quality or relation) and not ſantfißed 1 Cor. 7, 14, is as much as Bap- 
Bbbbbb iſe, 
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tiſm, and becauſe the word ſan7ifications bath other ſigni cations they 
waſhings, and may not be under flood F Bajtiſm m the fore-part of i Cor, 
7. 14. cheref re boly, no where pioved to be as much as baptized, is as 
much as admitted tothe i burch by Baptiſm. and becauſe the Ancients 
mention inſant Baptiſm to be recerved from the Apoſiles, as they do other 
unwriteen traditions of obſerving taſtei, Linc, giving infants the Com- 
munion, & c. therefore holy 1 Cor, 7, 14. muſt be without any example 
in Secipture or Father ot charuſe of the word, bee expounded thus ¶ ad. 
mitted in the Church by Baptiſm. ] 

Bu: yer the Dr, is loth to confeſs his errour, but adds, And yet 2. 
F we ſhall diilinguiſh of the notion of | by and expound | 4 + wn}, 
by the woman | of the perſwaſion, that the woman bath uſed to bring ber 
husband to baptiſm, and not of ber miniſtry in b ptizirg wee may very 
conveniently ſs interpret the former part of the verſe alſo that by the wo. 
man, de, am iyiegt, the unbelieving busband but been brought ta 
baptiſm,viz, by being brought to faith, to which this p/iviledge belongs, + 

Anſw, 1, The Dr, brings no example o ſuch a notion cf | by] or 
of ſuch a uſe of the rerm | ſan7ified ] any where e!ſ-, and how ill i 
ſuirs with the Apoſtles argument, is ſhewed fully be“. 2. Fur vere it 
yeclded him, 1. it — ſhew chat th alledying of the Jem calling 
their waſhings ſanRifications, to expound 10%. 7. 14, by was i peri- 
nem, the Jews ſanRifications be ing not by perſ.afion of ancrher, buy 
of chemſelves according to Gods 2ppvintn+car, not do tacy note firft 
bringing to the faith, ane hen admilh.»» by another to baptiſm but 
waſhing themſclycs ; and that js one re: fon why veirhe: the uſe of ſan- 
cti ed nor holy, 1 Cor. 7. 14. can be conccived to be alluſ ve o the Jewiſh 
ſanRifications mentioned by the Dr. ſith int e high Prie d waſhed 
himſelf, and but his hands and his f-er cca time, but Chriſtian baptiſm 
was by the miniſtry ef another, by imm + fon of the whole body, and 
therefore this third reaſon of the Dr, is zltoger ber inipcobable, 2. If 
[ ſanfified 1 Cor. 7, :4.] be tobe exyin.es , browgit to the frith, and 
ſo to Baptiſm] | boly is in like ſort fo he cxpound:d,and then we might al- 
low the Drs. expoſition of | boly 1 Cor, 7 14. | wit vut any dtriment to 
our cauſe, it bei::g granted the chiidren of beli vecs were brought 10 the 
faith, aud ſo to ba piiſim. 

Again ſaith che Or. 4s for his ſecond except ons to my conje we, ſout- 
ded in the uſe of T7) ſantifications for ba tl, not ots asu Is 
I anſwer, that I medien at onely as a con ene, with = ph, and 4 
no more weigh: wont. 2, That ſe: chriflign baptiſm I n whe-e ift m 
that 1i was onely by immerſion, no, on the ohe. fide that 11 was aiway' by 
fp +4/ing but d:thun*vely, eater by one or the other ( as by th wd d. 
ted by him from practi. cat. I. 6 ie, 2 is clear) ſuppoſng indeed that 
cbriſis arpoin; ment was not terminaied to either, end ſo ſatuß id by euiber, 

Anſw. 1, The De by putting in his conje ure, ſhewed his willing- 
neſ* to nave maintained by ſome colour, the abuſe of ſprinkling in ſtead 
of ba ptiſm, which his own worascited by me, made me frar her did a- 
gairſt his own light, and the comtery is no! clected by thy fl ht ex- 


cuſe. 2. The Drs, own words.alledged. by me, plainly ſhen ed ch bd 
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knew the primitive baptiſms were alwayes immerfions of the whole bo- 
dy, nor was any other uſe of water for baptiſm, till the corrupt uſe of 
the circumf.ifion of t e Clinics in the third Century began, Nor do his 
words pradtic cat I. s. ſect. 2. cleer the comrary ie be conceived by him 3 
Fw when be ſaith. By Chrift; a, pointment whoſoever ſhould bee thus reces. 
ved into bis ſamily, ſhould be received with this ceremony of water, there. 
in io be dit, i. e. according to che primiiive ancrent cuſiome, to be put un- 
der water three times; and then a.'ds, or incad of that ts bee ſprinkled 
with itz though he make Chriſts appointment dis jundively the one 
er the other, yet he makes the primitive ancient cuſtome, onely te bee by 
putting under water; av in lice man er p. 35, and this was indeed the 
gacient primicive cuſtome, a Rom. 6. , 4. Cel 2,12, ſhew, and the 
known ſa ing of Teriullzan er mergitamiy, And of any one, Dr. Ham- 
mond (hould, ac:nowicdg it, Wh, aiftiegaiſheth the ſanFifications of 4 
fart from 9, that is Baptiſm, and faite, the Jewiſh ſolemnity of 
Baptiſm, »hich he w-wld hav+ the original and pa tern ot our Baptiſm, 
to be ibe w. g of the whole body, As for his propounding Chrifts ap- 

czurmen: disjunctively, ic cifcovors more of his audacious and corrupt 
«5 by wa- ing that appointment, which is but one way dis junctive, 
eubet that wa, „ich js acknowledged to be Chi iſts, or another way in 
fica of it, whic connvt b thewn to have been vratiſed by the Apo- 
flcs, or any Apoſtulical men in the priinir ive times. And in this thing 
it i-.eccfary thar he © il dealing of Dr, Harmond, Mr, Baxter, and o- 
thrs, be (hewed, whudo moſt preſumprueuſly add to the ordinance of 
Baptilm - when Cheiſt h th appointed onel dipping, they add ſpr ink- 
ling ; wnen Chriſt appoints o Diſciples mad: by preaching the Go- 
ſyel to be baptized, t ey add infants who are not ſuch, and by a ficti- 
tiaus fide ma e them Diſcip'es by their parents faith, who learn and pro. 
fel 1othing tiemiclves; ( which he that read confiderately Mr, Bar- 
ters arguments in his 2. diſputaiion of the right to Sacraments, may ſee 
ſufficiently refured, and may think he could at- write that Buok with. 
out 1egret of conſcie ze for what hee had written in hi; Book of Fap. 
tiſm) and when the N-w Teſtament makes none members of the viſible 
Church Chriſtian, bur profeflors of faith, they add infants of their own 
bead; nd when the Scripture and Fathers in ſetti ag down the inſtitu. 
tion and pra iſe of Bapriſm, plainly expreſs both fo, as that they con- 
feſs them to bee onely mean: of the aged, yer would have them to in. 
clude alſo infants, contrary to the pl in words and their own coifeſſt- 
ons, and in their expe ſitions ſo expound the texts, as expreiſing onely 
what agrees to the aged, and yet in their arguments urge the ſame for 
boptizing of jnfanrs, which they could not do if they did cor plead for 
imant Baptiſm againſt heir uwn light, or were no: exttemely heedleſs 
at ane time of what thes ſay at another: How ever it be with them, ſure 
I am,no conſcientious Chriſtian hath reaſon to be ſatis fied y ſpriniling, 
when Chr. ſt hath appoinred naothet᷑ then dipping,nor with infant Ba p- 
tiſm.when as Mr. / axter hath fully proved in his 2d. d. that there 
is a neceſſ y of profeſſion of re entance and ſai ih before. nd none are o bee 


Dtiized but theſe that are fir g ig pb 1 Chriſt ; ana 2 
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he ſuppoſerh believers children Diſciples, and the patents profeſſign 
10 be inſtead of their own, yet no where proves it, nor offers any oof, 
but what js mcerly conjetural, nor can any Paſtours or teachers of 
Churches, wichoor moſt arrogant pteſum ption baptize or take for yi. 
ble Churchmembers infanrs, whom neicher Chriſt, nor his Apoſtles did 
bap:ize or rake for ſuch, Bur I return to the Dr. | 

My laſt reaſon, ſaith be, is taken from the effect of the legal un- 
© cleanneſs contrary to · thoſe their ſanRifications, viz, removing men 
* from the congregation ; agreeable to which it is that thoſe ſhould bee 
© called holy, who in the account of God ſtood ſo, that they might be 
ce received into the Church, Tothis he anſwers, that it is ſaid without 
© proof that the uuelcanneſs excluding from, and ſanctiſication teſtorin 
to the tabernacle, are proportionable to the notion here given, of the 
© childrens bei g excluded or included in tbe Church, asking why cer. 
<< nelius ſhould be counted out of the Church being a devout man» But 
© eo this | reply, chat that which is ſo manifeſt needed no further proof 
© for what two things can be more proportionable, or anſwerable the 
© one to tue other, then the Jews calling thoſe unc'ean and holy, who 
© were excluded from and reſtored to the tabernacle, and the Chriſti. 
© ans calling them unclean, and holy that were excluded from and re. 
© ceived into the Church, the excluſion and reception being the fame 
© on both ſides, as alſo che-uncleanneſs and holineſs, and the proper. 
< tjen lying onely betwixt the Jewiſh tabernacle, and the Chriſtian 
© Church, which ſurely are very fic paralleis as could have beeg 
thought on. 

Anſw. Were it ſo, yet it had been neceſſary to have proved the holy 
Ghoſt made them para'lels, that from the anſwerableneſs a reaſon 
might be taken io prove thence the ſenſe of holy and unclean 1 cor. 714. 
alter the Drs. minde: For it js not the firneſs of an expreſſion, that muſt 
prove the ſenſe we would, but the uſe and the matter of the ſpeech in 
which the Drs, ex poſitions are deteRive, But the holy Ghoſt no w 
that | know reſembles the meer viſible Church by the tabernacle, bur the 
invifible, in which the ſpirit of God dwels, or rather every believing 
Saint, 1 cor. 3, 16,17, & 6. 19, Heb. 3. 6. 1 Tim. 3. 15. or tie body 
of Chriſt, 7ob. 2. 19, Heb. 8. 3. or keaven, Heb, 9.24. and the un« 
eleanneſs reſembled by che legal uncleanneſs, is ſuch as excludes, and 
the holineſs ſuch as admits into communion with God, union with 
Chriſt, entrance into heaven, 2 cor. 6, 16, 17. Revel, I. 27, and the 
ſanctification reſembled by the Jewiſh waſhings, is that which is inviſible 
by the ſpirit; 1 Cor. C. 11. not meer outward baptiſm, and therefore if 
proportion or agreeableneſs could prove a ſenſe of thoſe terms the ſenſe 
would be fairer for the expounding of holineſs rather of real then rela- 
tive holineſs, , ks 

The Dr. adds, 4s for bis queſtion of Cornelius, it is moſt vain, tha 
whole diſcourſe being uot of real but relative ſaucti cation. and the 17 
rence moil viſible bei wixc that / anctity which was truly in bim inveſpe of 
bis devotion, fearing , praying, &c. and that outward priviledze of « 4 
ai ſion into the congregation of the Jews, which alone ws che thing whid 
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is the accent of God or ſobty men was denied Cornelius, Theſe be -i 
iſms. and in no reaſon farther to be inſiſted on. 

Anſw. All the diſcourſe is not about meere relative ſanRification, 
ſure Dr, Hammond when he expounds ſanfified 1 Cor, 7. 14. by being 
converted to the ſaith, and the ſame wich ſaved v 16, means it of real 
fantification, But were all the diſcourſe about relative ſaniification, yet 
the queſtion was nor vain, but attains the end for which propounded, ſith 
Cornelius accounted unclean by Peter, As 10. 14, was not out of the 
Church of God, no not out of the Church viſible, being of good repo: t 
among all the nation of the Fews, As 10, 22, though he were not in the 
policy of Iſracl, and therefore uncleanneft hath another notion then the 
non · adm iſſi on into the viſible Church Chriſtian by Bapriſm, of which is 
enoogh ſaid before, Nor ate any of theſe things I alledge ſophiſms, bur 
plain anſvers, nor any otherwiſe pittiſul, then that they meet with ſuch 
a ſuch a ſuperficial and flight reply trom the Dr, O: the different inter- 
pretatio s from the Drs. of r Cor, 7, 14. in Tertullian c. 39. de animi, 
and Auguſtin J. 2. de pecc mer. & remiſ c. 26. and l. 3. c. 12, enough 
before, And Hierome) different interpretation, is that which is in the 
comment. on 1 Cor. 7. 14. in theſe words left out by the Dr. Item ide) 
wr & uxor invicew ſanfificantar ; quia ex traditione Dei ſane ſunt 
naptiæ, mentioned here before ſe, 92, And Ambroſe or who ever was 
the Author of that Commentary under his name in locum operum tom. 4. 
ſanfi ſunt ] quia de cenjugiis legitimis nat u, both which agree with my 
ex pomion. The two teſtimonies the Dr. brings out of Cyprian and Na- 
dien den are im pertinent, the former makes a diſtinct ion between hapti- 
dendum and ſanct i ficandum, the latter if it call Baptiſm ſanct i ficat ion, 
yet it doth nor call Baptiſm ſanity, the word aſcribed to children 1 Cor, 
7.14, and therefore rather rhe firſt part of the v. is ro be ex pouaded it a- 
ny thus, ſan#ified id eſt Baptized, which yeelds ſuch a ſenſe as the Dr, 
will not own, and is ſhewed before not at all to be ſatisfied by him, 
Neither the antiquity of Cyprian, nor Gregory Na ian Skill ir: Greek 
ures us they underſtood the ſacred Diaie®, How much Tertullian, 
whom Cyprian counted his maſter, and how much Origen of whom Gre- 
gm Nax ianxen learned, miftook the meaning of Scripture, and general- 
Iy the Fathers, may be diſce ned by their writings remaining, or if any 
lift to take a ſhort cut to ſatisſie himſelf, he may ſee much in Siæt ſenen . 
Biblioth, I 5. and 6. | 

In the 4th, ch. ſect. 1. of Dr. Hammonds Defence there 3; little or no- 
thing which at pi eſe nt I need reply to much of it bring ſpoken to be. 
fore, Onelꝰ I have thought ir neceſſary to go back beſides my firſt pur · 
poſe to Review the two firſt Chapters of his Defence, becauſe he doth ſo 
often tell me, that I do inartifieially deny his concluſion without anſwe- 
ring to his premiſes. 1 
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SECT, X CI. 


The Zewiſh cuſlome of Baptiſm for initiati on, was not the pattern of cbri. 
ſtian Baptiſm; as Dr. Hamm ud would have it, 


H. . Seck. 1. of his Defence Dr, Hammond having excepred againſt 

my words about waving (t o gh it were his own cerm 4.4 S. 11. 
the more imperfeR ways of probation tels us; though infant Circum« 
cifion prove not infant Baptiſu a duty, Tet it evidences the lamſalueſ ang 
fi:neft of it a gong Chriflians by analogy with Gods imſiitution of Gtirtumihs 
f1on among the — and ſs certainly invalidates all the a gu entf of the 
Aniipedobaptiſt (i.c.of Mr. T.) drawn from the mcapacity of infants ſram 
the pretended neceſſity that preaching ſhould go before bapiingiy from the 
q :al:ficatrons required of thoſe that are baptized, & c. For all theſe ab e- 
a:ons lying and being equally in force againfl circumciſung of ina, &, 
And this the rather, b:cauſe the Apoſils compares vp of Chriſligus 
with Circamc iſiaa, Col. 11,12, and then adds ſome [++ ings of, adh re, 
which arc ot nv validity for bis purpoſe of the other che:e'» 2 thing uue. 
For the arguments drawn from incapacity,fore going nece y 0! pres. 
ching, qualifications, have their force from the inſtitution of B.priſm by 
Cour u, which lye nor at all againſt the circumcifing intanits, which tath 
anther inſtirution, and hath no analogy with Bapiiſin to acqui infant 
Baptiſm foc unlawtulneſs or unſitneſs, except the Or. can prove (which 
I am ſure he can never de) that the Church ( a» in the prelacical lan- 
fu:ge haguſetl ro ſpeak ) hath power to wake that lawfull and fir to be 
done * Sacraments of Chriſt, which is otherwiſe then Chriſt hath 
appointed. The Apoſtle doth not at all compare bup iſm of Chriſtians 
with Circumciſion, col. 2. 11, 12. But theie things are ſo fully argued 
Review part. 2 ſect 5, &c. here /ef, $8: that till t eſe ſe ctions are bettet 
anſaeted the» Or, Hammond doch here, the arguments will be valid a. 
gainſt Infant Bap im. 

The force of the Drs. urging Chr iſts aFions to little ones, Mark 10, 
16, Match. 19. 14, i> ſo little as hat in bis Letter qu. 4. S. 22. be con- 
feſſeth they come not home diſtinAly to be baptizing of infants, nor do 
they prove any untaſonableneft or uncharitablenefs in our cdi ed ions agar 
their bartzning of them, when the Dr. aſfitms not either Chriſt or his 
Ap»ſtles to have byplized, who had reaſon and charity enough to have 
done it, if th » had j idged ĩ fit to have bren done. 

That Marth, 8 6. is ridiculouſly app ĩcaꝗ to liti le children in age, 
Is demonſtraſe Review part. 2. ef, 7. {ugnllins ſavi uu credit in alte- 
Yo qui peccavit in altero, and his reckoning intants baptized among be- 
lie vere, is beſides the Book, I mean the Scripture, and to be judged 48 
no better then a fond onceit, The lawfull b ptizing of ſome proteflvrs 
of faith who piove hypocrites, is no colour do baptize non profeſſors 


of faith, *1is rightly, done, that thac which contarus no any” FH 
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Ebrifteor bis ApoRles bartifing infants, is put by him among the Mare im. 
— , and ſuch his alleging 1 Cor. 7, 14 in already ſnhew- 

d to be, 
, That which che Dr. ſaith SeR, 2, that the Fathers with one conſent 
teflifie the receiving our infants to Baptiſm, to pee received ſrom the Apo» 
les as the will of Cbriſt himſelſ, is ſo iteſtly falle, that, the very fiſt 
of the Fatbers who makes mention of it Terta lian in his bee, of Ba tiſm 
ch. 18. diuwades it and uſeth arguments aga inſt it, and thoſe arguments 
2s well are againſt the bell vers infants Baptiſm as the unbelie vers, 
h- teby it is evident he oppoſ d the Baptiſm of any infanrs ; Whereto 
might be a ded the caſe of Nada en, together with his judgement fore- 
men loncd, as evidences that infant Baptiſm was not the judgement and 
practice ot the univerſal Church ror 1600, years, The Dr, himſelf con- 
teh that Peter de Bruis and Hemy bis Scheller, and the Peirobucians 
ud Henriciani that ſprung from tb m were op-ofers of it: und therefore the 
Dr.doth very 1uchexced truth in maki g it the judgment and praftice of 
the univerſal Church for 1600 years. The ter | ſon of the Chuar&b \utcd bY 
the Ur, i: 1nd. ed uf. by anon, fts, and others, and it is uſual ro term 
the Cha: ch a Chriſtians morh-r, and by the Church the prelates are 
uſually mt, and much advaarage made ct it ta keep Chriſtians under 
the yore of Viſhoys cn ns, But jt 1$1,0 Scripture term: in Jt the E ders, 
Apoſtles, 2 eceimed Packers, x Cor 4 . all Chnftians Brethren and 
Sr 1.9 2 13 -0:t er hu cn being no eher then a company of 
Prerhico ind *ifters, is very unfit io call che Church a + brifſtians 
Maler, aud werefore ban willing not to be acchuntded 4 ſon of the 
Cbu:ch, nor do I acknowl-dge rhar the judgment and tra iſe (i there 
were any ſuch ) of be untver ſal Church for «600 year: (letting aſide the 
ApoRtles of Chriſt) ba h ary force er authority over me, nor do I fea? the 
Wearing of Gods dif, (eaſwre by eppugu'ng or ceonteuning it, bur rather eon- 
hdering (uw h. Apoftle : 1 heſ. 2. 7. tels me, that in his time the myſtery 
1 did begin to work, and the vain altercations about Eaſter in 
:d, Century, and mauy e er miſtakes and blemiſhes even in the 
Apoſtles times and much ore after, together with the prediction of the 
falling away im 4, +, the exceptions againſt the ſeyen Churches of 
Aſia b unt Lord C'\:1ſt imſelf, the imp tfe ctions that are in the wri- 
tin s of che fir ſt Foth-rs aftzr the Ap ſties, the exceprions againſt the 
hiſtor its of the Church, the impoſing on the Church ſuppoſicious Crea- 
fils, the co rupting »t auchots, I think i. the ſafeſt way to av Geds 
dip]. 1ſure, nor o reſt on the pratiſc or judgement of the univerſal 
Courch (ir there were ay fich) 2fter be Apoſtles, bu ovely on the 
writ ngs of che Now esa nent, it being bighly unreaſonable, as the Ur. 
ſaith, that n ini ion of Chri- fich as each Sacrament s ſhould bee 
judged of by any other rule (weiber the phan' es or, reaſons of en) but 
either the word wherein the int b ut10n i ſet domi e the records of be 
PraTiſeof Chriſt or bg Apoſites in Scrip ute, which comes vom to the 
deciding Halle ntroverfie of faich and manner and ies nere vt 
to he Hh cr ved, and needs not the rt records beſides crip- re dow ver 
{ſerved o/ made £4094 10 un, whethes by unwrucen tradicion ,or Nr 2 
Wir 83 


(828) 


wricings of Fathers, in which there is very much uncertainty, but do deter 
men from adhering io this way as tho inlet to many Popiſh,and Prelatical 
abuſes and errours ; yet deny not good uſe may be made of the anciert 
writers tor clearing of many cruths, it they be read with judgement, aud 
do reſolve to review what hath been brought for infant baptiſm by the 
Dr. out of other writers beſide holy Scripture, * 

Sect. z. the Dr, complains of mee, as doing ſome injury to his 
< Book in leaving out one conſiderable, it not principal part, viz, that 
*© which concerned che native Jewilt. child en, who were baptized as Cc. 
< lemnly, as che Proſelytes and their chi dren, - 

Anſ. But by the Drs. leave, in this n joguiy 3 done him: For however 
he mentioned Letter of Reſol. qu. 4 ſect 5,6. Baptiſm as a hnownrie 
ſolemnly uſed among the ems in the initz..teug of Fews and Proſelytes inte 
the Covenant, yet both the words I allege Review part. 2. ſect. 24. Out ot 
his Letter q 4. S. 24. and all other pallages I yet finde in his Writings 
make the Chiiſtian baptiſm of believers and their infants, to bee from 
the /ewiſh cuſto ne of Baptiſing Proſelytes, and children as the pa ters, 
baſis or ſoandat ian of 31, no where the Baptiſm of native Jewes, in made 
the pattern of Chriftian baptiſm, though he lay S. 24. the baytiſm of 
the native Jews was the pattern by which the baptiſm of the Proſelytes 
was regulated, and woerein it was founded, Yea the Dr, in bis prafice! 
Catechiſm l. 6. ſe, 2. ſaith, that as among the Jem when gany Proſel)te 
was received in among them and entred, or initiated into their c burch, th 
were wont to uſe waſhings to denote their forſaking or waſhing off ſromthem 
ak their ſormer prophane beathen praffiſes ( which did not agree to the 
native Jews ) /o by Cbrifts appointment, whoſocver ſhould be thu; re 
ceived into his family, ſhoald bee received with this ceremony of water, 
therein to be dipt, i.e. according to the primitive inciext euſlome, to he ui 
under water threetimes; And in his Letter qu. 4 S. 37. ſo is 15 dieftly 
the thing that the Jewiſh praiſe, in which Cbrift founded hi inflituin, 
bath laid the ſo.mdation of in baptiſing ? reſelj es and their children, ad 
to which the primitive Church conformed. To which I may add, that the 
proof which the Dr. brings for bap:iſing of infant, from Chriſts ap- 
pointment, is thus expreſicd qu, 4. S. 22. receiving of Diſciples was the 
receiving of Proſelytes to the Covenant and faith of Chri/t, a Diſciple ad« 
Preſelyte being per ſefily all one, ſave onely ibat the latter denotes 4 ten. 
ming [rom other nation, &c, Wich ſhews, hat he made the bapriling of 
Proſelytes and their children onely, the pattern of Chriſtian b p:ifa. 

Next the Dr. ſets down his proofs out ef the Talmud, Gemara, and 
Maimonides, and then concludes ; © And now I may, I hope affume, 
erat not cnely there is perfeR truth in what I now aſtirm; that Bap» 
<< tiſm among the Jews belonged to cheir natives as well as to Proſelytes 
© (even to all that entred into Covenant, and thoſe evidently were the 
< Jewith children as well as men) bur alſ» that this had before been evi. 
© denced in hat reſolution of the fourth Quzre, which here Mr. T. bath 
© been pleaſed to examine, and conſequently that it was no ſmall inju- 
© tice, and unkindneſs in him both to the Reader and to me, that hee 
would omit to take notice of it, but aſſume and build on it as 2 — 
«yei cd 
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« ygilded and granted him by mydiſeour ſe, that the Proſelyte: only and 
& not the native Jews were parcakers of that Jewiſh baptiſm, This ſure 
« was a range infiimity in an anſwer. 

Anſw, It isa ſtranger infirmity in a Reply, that whereas I had ex. 
prefly in the 2d. Parc of my Revicw ſe, 24, p. 30. ſaid, atter the bap- 
Ulm Exod. 19. o. the Jews did not baptize Jews but onely Profclyres, 
the Dr. ſhould noi take notice, that I limited my denial of the baprizung 
the native Jews, to the time after the bapiiſm Exod.19,10, Now 1 cthing 
there is not one ot his all: gations prove, that the Jews baptized native 
Jews after the giving of the Law. 1 conteſs I was unwilling to relye on 
mine own judgemear in this, or Mr, Seiden, becauſe the Dr, excepts a. 
gainſt ic (chough I thought and think ſtill Mr. Selden was in the right 
in tbis, and of any man living I imagined his knowledge in things of ti is 
una, to be moſt accurate and ample ) and theretore did write a Letter 
to my ancient ac.,uajniance Mr, Edward Pooch Protefior of the Orien- 
ul Languages in Oxford, to inform mee it L were miſtaken ; Fur 
wheihcr by teaſun of his bodily infinity, ot miilcariage of Letters, or 
eth:: cauſe, I have received as yet no anſwer, At pteſent having not 


the Books ciiced by Dr, Hammond, | recuin this anſwer, that none of che 
words ag he cices them, ſhew tha, Bapuſm was to the puſte rij y of nacive 
Jews, a tc the giviiig of the Law tx <nting the Covenant, not the 


ward: l Ad. tr, de repud, Iſrael do not enter into Covenant but by theſe 
the things, by Circumciſion, by baptizzng, and by Peace offering. Nor 
thole i Gem ad (it, Cheritboth, c. 2. Your ſathers did not enter into 
the (ovenant but by circumcij on and Baptiſm, and in 7abimotbc, 4. Rabbi 
Jaſtua ſaid, we fina of our mothers that they wer e baptized and not circum- 
dſed. Nor thoſe of Marmonides tit ui b. c. 13. by three things the 
Iſraelites entred inte the covenant , by Circumciſion, Baptiſm and 
Sacrifice, and ſoon aſter, what was done to yon, yee were initiated into 
the Covenant by Circumciſion, and Haptiſm, and Sacrifice, For 
that our of Gemara, th: very words (as the Doctor himſelf ob- 
ſerves) ſpeak ot what the Zews did ef old time, not what was 2 cuſteme 
continued among tre Jews in after times, and ſo I make no queſtion but 
the words of the Talmad ate to be underſtood, ſpegizJly when the words 
of Majmonides counted the exacteſt ot the Rabbins inthe J-wiſh cu- 
llomes, fer down thus out of Maimon. in miſ. tom, 2. in Iffaurei biah ch. 
13.S.1, — 6,11, 14, 15. do phainly ſhew this to have been the mean- 
ing of the Hebrew Drs. 281 find then in Ainſworth Annot, on Sen. 7. 
12, By three things ( ſay the Hebrew Drs. ) did Iſrael enter into the 
Cevenant, by Circumciſion, and Bapriſm, and Sacrifice, Circumciſion was 
is Egypt, as it is written, 20 unc ircumc iſ ed perſon ſhall eat thereof, [Ex- 
od. 12, 48. ] Baptiſm was in the wilderneſs before the giving of the Law: 
a it zz written, ſanctiſe them to day and to morrow, and let them waſs 


_ their clothes | Exod. 19.10, ] And $.6rifice, av it ir ſaid, And bee ſent 


Joung men of the ſons of Iſrael, which offered burnt offerings, &c. | Exod, 
24. 5, ] And ſo in all ages when an Etbnick is willing to enter into the Co- 
venant, and gather bimſelf under the wings of the Majefly of God, and take 
upon him the yoke of the Law, be muſt be Circumciſed, and Bid, and 
Cecece bring 
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bring a Satrifice, Aud if it bee a woman, ſhe muſt be baptixed and rige 
ſacyi ice; as it is Witten Numb. 15. 1 5. ] as ye are, ſo ſhall the flranger 
be. How are je? By Circumciſion, and Baptiſm, and bringing of a Satri. 
fice e So likewiſe the ſiranger throughout all generations, by Circumciſion 
and Baptiſm, and bringing a Sacrifice, Out of which words this may beg 
collected. 1. That the baprizing of IIrael whereby they entred into 
Covenant, was that Exod, 19.10, 2. That there is net in theſe paſſages 
any thip that ſhews, that the Jewiſh Baptiſm for eatring into Coye. 
nant, was of native Jews after that time, 3. That the Baptiſm through. 
out all generations, accurding to the Jews,was of trangers, 4. Thacthe 
Jewiſh baptiſm, which was the pattern of Pro lyte, baptiſm, according 
to Numb, 15. 15, was the baptiſm Exod, 19, 10, and nor any baptiſm of 
native Jews after that time, Y\ hich if true, Dr, Hammonds reaſons and 
allegations are plainly anſwered, that they prove not a ci ſome of ba 

tizing native Jews iu ſucceſhve generations, to the time of giving the 
Law at Mount Sinai. In which 1 am the ore confirmed, becauſe ſo 
learned a man as Mr. Selden I. 2, de Jure nat. c. 4. de Syn ed. E Ie. 
doth ſo exprefly ſay it, but allo, 1. Becauſe of the ſpec ch of the Rabbin 
mention d here by the Dr, and in his Leiter q 4 S. 11 who (aid, That 
they found that their fathers were circumciſed, bat not bapt ed, hat ix 
orqinarily, which the Drs, parentbejis ſeems to limit to Abrabam, Iſu, 
c. but is to be underoud of the Pa riarchs generally, and other Jewiſh 
anceſtors,who were circumciſed and nor bapiized, 2. Becauſe there is ng 
other bap iſm in all th: Old Teſtament, for entring into the Courenany 
of the Law, of originary or native Jews mentioned. Iis true there h 
mention of Exek. 16. 4, of waſhing an infant in the dy of its nativity is 


ſupple it, and in the Law many baptiſms were Heb. 9 10, for purificat. - 


ons, none for entring into Covenant, that | find bur that, 3. In the 
relation of the Sicbemites being admitied to be one people with the Jews, 
Gen. 34. 24, circa cifi«n onely was then required without bapriſm, 4, 
Wh re in the N. T the Apoſtle aſcribes to the Fathers baptiſin, he doth 
not mention baptiſm of water, but their paſſing through the Sea, aud being 
ander the cloud, 1 Cor. 10. 1, 2. for which bapt im of water had been aprer 
ro ſhew correſpondence to our Bapiiſm, if ſuch a cuſtome of baptizing 
for entring into he Covenant native Jews had been then in uſe, 5, Ur, 
Hammond himſelt, pract. Cateeh.l, 6 ſe 2. ſaith, that among he Jews 
when any Proſelzte was received in among them and entred, or initiated into 
tbeir Church, they were wont io uſe waſhings, to denote their forſa\ing or 
waſhing off from them I their ſormer prophane Heathen rad iſes, but (his 
could not he an end in the baptizing of native Jews ordinarily, forthey 
were not born in uncleanneſs, but ſancti y, according to the Hebrew 
Doors, having not been polluted with idols, and theretore the end or 
reaſon of baptizing Proſelytes not agtœing to the native Jews that bap- 
tiſm was not requiſſte to them, and ther fore uſed not ordinarily of them, 
It is true when they had gotten ſtrange Gods among them, which de filed 
them, they were required to be clean and change tbeir Garments, Gen, 35. 
2. and perhaps ſome defilemenr of the Iſraelites by idol in Egypt, might 
occaſion that command, Ex0,19,10,But there was no reaſon — in rhe 
— eee ordinary 
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ordinary entt ing of che infants of Iſtael into e Covenam, who were 
not thus de filed. C. The baptiſn of Febn Baptiſt lor remiſdon of fins was 
diſtaſtiuliro the Phariſces and Lawyers who thought themſelves pure, 
lub 7, 29, 30. therefore it is likely they uf. d nor ſuch a ba tiſm of na- 
tive Jews, as imported an acknowledgement of. ſuch deſilement as they 
wok themſclves and intantsto be tree from, 7, The Dr. (aich Leiter of 
reſol, J u. 4th. S. 18. They that were thus baptized wers ſaid to be born a. 
gain, aud t hat. as if horn of a new mother as it is oft ſaid in ihe Talmud, o 
wich our Saviour refers, when be talks of regeneration (of which ſaith 
S, Paul, bipriſm is the laver) of being born again from above of water, &c. 
Joh,3.3,5.4nd this was ſo vulgar a notion among tbe Jews that v.10.Chniſt 
wonders at Nicodemus, that be underſtood it nat: Art thou a ruler in /- 
rael and khnoweſt not theſe things? But if there were ſuch a regeneration 
by water of native Iſraelnes, which had been the pattern of the baptiſm 
of Proſc lytes, Nicademus doubtleſs had known it and anſwered others 
miſe, therefore his wonderment was that Chriſt ſhould require regene- 
ration of him by water, who was a Jew by nature (who necd no ſuch te- 
generation) and nor a ſinner of the Gentiles, and conſequen ly no ſuch 
known cuſt me ardinary of bap'izing native Jews, 8, The Dr. ibid 8. 
17. faith, hey that were bus received as Proſchtes by Baptiſm. put of 
their ſorzer relations of kinred, &c. To which [ure'y our Saviour ret, 
when be talks of leaving f uber and mother Mark 10. 29. And Tacitus the 
Hiſtot ian, acc quicquom pris imbuuntur quim exuere patriam, parexter, 
liberos, ff axes vill: bab.re ; their Proſelytes are firſt taugbt after rec ouncing 
the gods, to put off heir countrey, parents, children, brethren, 1 deſpiſe 
them. 4nd the later Jews have a ſaying, that be tha bath maried by own 
filler, o extied any the mo't inceſIuous bands, by beeurivg a Proſelyte cea- 
ſe h ta have thai near relation of bleud to ber, ana may lit with her 
& with a wife 2 which ſalſe ſurerſirufure in them is yes a *iftamony of the 
trath, whe! con it us ſalſij founded by them, And this ĩs a teſtiiony alſo of 
this, that the Je did not thus bapt ze native Jews, becauſe they never 
allowed luch inceſt. as they would have done, if they had by baptiſm te- 
gene a cd thus uative Jews, and conceived of the effect of it, as they did 
of Pro clytes baptiſm, 9 We read of the cireumcifion of Chriſt, Fobn 
Bapt iſt, Timothy, Paul, but wee read not of their baptiiio by water as 
the cuſtome of tne Jewrs was to enter into the Covenant Proſelytes; 
therefore there was not a cuſtome of baptizing narfve ewes igfants, 
19, There's nv way mentioned of j1ijating levich females by any ce- 
remony into |udaiſm, no deſcripzion in the Tabu, Gemara, Maimo. 
zider, of obſerving any ſuch thing as the Dr. ſets down Letter of reſo/, 
q. 4. ſe7, 9. concerning Proſelytes to have been u ed towards the es, 
ſuniry of the things done go the Proſelytes at their baptiſm, were ſuch 
u were proper to ſtrangers ; as namely, the baptizing into the name oi 
afrecd man or a ſervant, the limitation of the priviledges of the baptĩ 
zed, which are evidences that this 7 iſm was het uſed to native Jews, 

e Profelytes. A Valich being con(idcred, there was 
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neither unkingdneſs, nor injuſtice to Dr Hau hend or his Reader in my 


diſcourſc,and it is neceſſary for him to conſidet᷑ bettet the ae 
whic 
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which I have offered in this matter (unleſs hee will become non. fuir 
which have certainly force in them, t ough this thing were omitted by 
me, which yet was not — omitted (as bis language is) by me, nor 
the centro ſuppoſed withour —— | 
But the Dr. however refuſeth not to attend me in all my motions and 
L hope I ſhall at long running over take him. To what I fatd, Bapiiſm, 
it ſeems was acuſtome of all nations as well as the Jews, ci ing Gretius 
for it on Matth, 3. 6, and Matth, 28. 19. the Dr, anſwers,” Of the truth 
of this Obſervation I ſhall raiſe no queſſ ion, onely I wonder what be could 
fancy from thence to conclude for bu advantage, and then he tals ts on- 
jecturiog. But by my words he might have en ſily ref Ived himſelf what 
I aimed at in this, to wit, to ſhew che Jews baptiſm of parent and chil. 
dren is not undeniably proved to be thepatiern of C hriſtian baptiſm and 
Cbrifts jnſtitution of bajtiſm but a copy according to that pattern, it it bee 
true that it were derived from the ame common ſount ain, the ont of Noah 
in remembrance of the dclace, according is that famous verſe among the 
Grcehs, the Sea ſweeps away all the evils of men, to which S. Peer 4. 
ludes in making 8aptiſm the ant: type o Noahs floud, which th Dr ye; de, 
To this I added, that I knew not that Dr, H. or any o her btb ab 
leged one page in Scripture or any of the Fathers, tha: might eyince 
that the cuſtome of baptizing, or baptiziag infants, was derived trom the 
Jews initiating Proſe!ytes by baptiſm, To this, faith Dr, H I anſwer, 
1. By ashing Mr. T. whetber be be ready to pay th 8 reucrence ie tbe authoris 
ty of the Fathers, as to bee concluded by their afflr mations z 1 © which | 
ſay, Lam ready co pay that reverence to the Fathers which is weer, but 
to be concluded by their affirmations is more then is 6 , the ſame liberty 
is to be alloned mee, which learned men take uſually to diſſent trom 
them, when Scripture or rea ſon lead another way, He auh. If re be. vn. 
der why the uniſurm conſent of them that znfants are tobe baptized ſhould 
not prevail with bia Anſw,and 1 woader 1. that the Dr.(hould pretend 
an uniform conſent of the Fathers, that infants are to be baprized,when 
for the two firſt ages, there's not any juſt evidence of he conſent of one 
Father for it; in ii e third there is a diffent of / ertuRian, and inthe 4th; 
of ianeen, and the rarity of its uſe; and thac upon ſach erroneous 
grounds, as it was praticed with infant communion, which had alike 
conſent, and in ſo ridiculous a manner, as to prop»und queſtions of its 
faith and devoti n to an infant, who could not underſtand or ſpeak, and 
put in others to underrake and anſwer for an infant, who could neither 
promiſe for them wi h ut arrogant pre ſumption whar was not in theit 
wer, not profgfs their faith without apparent untruth argue it to have 
en a corruption. 2. That the uniform conſent of the Apoſtles and A- 
poſtolical men, with c hriſſ and Fobn Baptiſ in Scriptute, hould not 
more prevail with a man who makes the Scriptere his Canon, then Fa- 
thers of thoſe ages, wherein ma y errours and corruptions were tecel- 
ved, and either hatched or ſeſtered by them, but that hee ſhould not 
2 da re to practiſe the corrupt innovation of infant Beptiſm. of 


there is no inſtance in Scripture, but alſo omit the vaptiſm of 


believers, and oppoſd it, aad harden men jn-their congeits, as if the) 


(333) 
were baptized in infahey ſufficiencly, and ſor thit reaſch to bes recko> 
ned among Chriſtians, though meer ſtrangers from the knowledge or 

Riſe ot Chriſtianity, 
He adds, / be be not why doth be mention this as uſefull in this matter? 
aw. To ſhew how little eredit is to be given rs the Drs, dictatet 
withou: proof. 
The Dr, adds. © But then 2dly, it muſt be adverted that this one con- 
« tining two queſtions in ir, 1. Whether this of initiating into the Co- 
& yenant by bepriſm were a Jewiſh cuſtome > 2. Whether from thence 
© Chriſt derived this right of baprizing Chriſtians ? The former of theſe 
& was that which alone required proving, che latter being of it ſelf evi- 
& dent, without farther p obation; ſuppoſing onely that the Fathers 
Creſtified that to b. Chriſts inſtitutio of Baptiſm, whichwe find to have 
been thus agree ble to the pi actiſe cuſtomary among the Jewes, And 
this ne illuſtrates by the Hike examples of excommunication, and the 
ff. c nium,trom whence he cone vs Chriſt derived the Lords Supper 
& and cx communication by the Apoſtles. 
anſw. Foc p cſent, „mitting the inſtances of the Lords Supper, as 
d: ive fru dic Jewiſh poſt c nam, and excommunieatlon Apoſtulical 
fr Jewi ',, it hath been veeld d by me, that Chriftian baptiſm was in 
r ip. & of the rite like Jewith baptiſm of Proſcly tes, acknowledged to 
hay: been cuſtome among them tor ialtiating them( not of native ers 
xf -r the giving ot the Law) into the Covenant, and it is probable that 

J Baptift foll wed io the external aR that rice, rhough to another 
end, he ba ptizing with the baptiſm of repentance for remiiſion of fins, 
they into he obſeryance of the Law tor righteouſneſs, and other ſub- 
jede; Jobn Baptiſt 1 ews by nature, not ſo Phariſes, And as Fobn H aptiſt 
practiſed, ſo Chriſt appointed, and his Ap«ſttes praftiſed Baptiſm 
vith expreſs ment ios of the Trinity or the name of Chriſt ſome what 
dftzrencly f. om Jobi: and if the one be ſaid to be derived trom the o- 
ther by way ot accommodation, I ſhall uot contend about it, nor de 1 
de y that Chr iſt alluded to this ba ptiſm of Proſelytes, Job. 3. 3,5. in the 
manner I have expreſſed be fore, and the 20. part of this Review ſect. 16. 
Nor do I eny chat the Jewiſh, Chriſtian, and Oentile bapriſms m 
have their fir ſt riſe from Neabs deluge, but that which 1 invſt on fe, 
that the Jewiſh uſe was was not ſo conformable to the Chriſtian, as that 
it can be true that the Jewiſh was ih. pattern of the Chriſtian. As for the 
Fathers, Naxianxen, Macariue, At hans un, their words ſeem not to m0 

to make a compariſon between the Bap iim ]Jewi.h and Chriſtian tor 
initiation, botethe Chriftian and |cwiſh which was oeca ſionally renewed 
upon any legal defilement, or ofcen ici ated by the Priefts for purifica. 

tion or ſanctiſying and ſo the words of At hanaſ us cited by the Dr. In i- 
mate, which ſay, the 3d. is the Legal baptiſm which the Hebrews bad, 
Wheredy every unclean priſon (not e very one who was ſo by hatu:e,as che 
Di, 2 d, but by aceident ) wes baptiſed in water (as oft as he was deft» 
id) bad bis garment waſhed, and ſo en:red into the Camp ; Whic': was a» 
do her baptiſm then that te Dr makes the pattern of Chriſtian bap- 

dun, to wit, chat which was vnge onely uſed for initiation, and - this 
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I think the Dr, findes no mention in che Fathers, nor of the derjyaycn 
of Chriſtian baptiſm from ir, 

That which the Dr. ſaith ſect. 4. p. 18, from the Talmud, That whey 
4 Proſelytg is received be muſt be circumciſed, and then when bee is cares 
they ſhall baptiſe him iu the preſence of two wiſe men, ſayinz,Bebold be 3 *. 
an Iſraclite in ad things ; addi: g, A tlain teſumony (to the ſenſe of thaſy 
which we formerly produced) of baptiſing both Jems and Proſelyte. (for elf, 
bow could the ꝰ yoſelyte, upon receiving this, be ſaid to be a Iſraelite inal 
things ? 

"hn Two wayes; 1. Ia rcſpcR of the rite, he was circumciſed and 
baptited, as the 1ſraelifes at the giving of the Law Exod, 19, 10, ( og 
attet that time) were baptiſed ; an the Proſclyres p Rerity were then 
no: after this time of the firſt initiation into the Jewith people. 2, In 
reſpe& of priviledges and prefeſſion, as it is ſaid Eſter 8, 17, M 
the people of the Land breame Jews. Neither this then nor the other, are 
plain or obſcure teſtimonies ot bap:iſing native Jews, for ini jating into 
the Coverant af et the giving et the Law, 

I har which 1 ſaid that 1 alleged, that Mr, Selden de Syned Eb t. 
cap. 3. p. 40, 41. mentions ſome, who have conceived that tie ſewich 
baptiſm in ini:iating Proſelytes, was in imitation of Chrifts example, 
though he do not believe it; and that Schictardus conceives, they added 
a certain Baptiſm to C.rcumcilion, to difference them from Samatium, 
to (ew that notwithſtanding Dr. Hs, ſuppoſition, that the whole fa- 
brick he irames of Baptiſm, is diſcernable to be built on that bak the 
cuſtomary baptiſm among the lews, yer many will conceive it nerds 
more proof then the bare reci;al of paſſages out of ]ewiſhwriters, i; aca 
cluſicn drawn out of the premiſes in ibe firſt figure, thus; That is not fo 
diſcernable but that many will conceive it needs more proot then the 
bare recital of paſſages ou: of Jewiſh writers, which was nt ſo concei 
ved by Schicha/d, and ſome others mentioned by Mr, Si/dex. But the 
Drs, ſuppoſition was not ſo conceived by thoſe, Ergo. he Ma or reflson 
two things; 1, That experience ſhews, what ſowe others who had ug. 
der ſtanding to conceive did not conceive to be ſo, many its likely will 
not diſcern, 2. That the later Jewiſh writers ate got ſuch certain proot 
of the arcient Jews cuſtomes, but that more proot may bee juſtly requi- 
red then the bare recital of paſſages in tem, It is not unknown wat 
ſome have cxcepted againſt Ainſworths allegation. of Rabbins, and hat 
in bis 2pology for it he himſelf ſaith, Some things I note ſrom them, 1 
as approving them my ſelf abſolutely, but leaving them to the further con. 
ſideſ ati of the prudeet, Treface to bis annot on Gen, Nor is jt unulſu- 
al tor Rabbins to diſſent cre from another, and Chriſtzan writet fr0w 

!ewiſh about their cuſtome. Though I have, ns engine te draw many out gf 
two, nor were wo onely mentioned by me (for thoygh Mr. Seſden cyic 
onely Petrus Alfimfits lor the firſt; yet he cizeshirn a1. aſcribigg de thing 
to more then one, wee dFfieve c Fade Ef hang aliquot, be ) yet 
from the inſtancs df -e fuch WR h have ſo conceived, | might ra 
tionally jnfer the lixclikcod, de i would not be atis gcd wich the 
paſſa ges ot the writers cited by kim, much leſs with the inſcrence of the 
Dr, makes from thence. anc But 
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But hee tels ine, fe evidence to bow fittle purpoſe I ſaid thus much, 


1 anfoft my conteit of ſuch a cnſtome of baptiſing Proſelytes aſors Chriſt s 
aearnation- among the latter Fewes, Yet | thinke it was to much 


purpoſe notwichſtanding this my conceit, ſith thereby the ſound ation of 
the Drs. fabrick is ia ĩmated to be ſuch, as though I pull it not down o- 
thers May, 

[ ſaid, that either that cuſtome ſhould begin from Z7acobs in junction 
10 his hou hold Gen. 35.2, ot from Gods command EA., 19. 10, for 
de Iſraclites to wash their cloches afore the giving of the Law 
{though the Jewiſh Doctors allege theſe for it) I do not concc ive 
(nor as the Dr. milre- ites me becanzo:) thoſe places ſpeaking of waſh- 
ng Jews by nature, not Proſelytes, whereas the |cws baptized not 
lews by nature, as Selden de jure nat. & c. I. 2. C. 4. faith, but by pro. 
fon, 

Here, faich th: Dr are many weak parts in theſe ſew words. For 1. 
the rigintal of the came among the Jews is but an acceſſary wholly ex. 
trinſecal ohe matter in band, and in no reſpef neceſſary is be defined by 
u If the cuſlome be achnowleiged we need arh no more, for on that and 
wr on that particalay original of it, it is that we ſuper ſtruit our whole fa- 
hich, 4s far a1 belongs to infant ba tiſm, 

Anſw. Be i: ſo, yet it was no weak part to examine the original of 
that cuſtome ; not impertine nt, ſith if the © iginal come from unwritten 
nadition of Elders, it is ſomewhat the leſs likely Chriſt would make it 
the pattern of his baptiſm, who negleRed the traditions of the Elders, 
ind excepted ayainſt them, Mf. 1, 1, 3, 4. 5. 

But thee ſecondly, ſai h he, for the two original: bere ſet down and both 
mie del by him, it is a /itt/e firange that be ſhould think fit to 40 ſo, aud 
wot to ſubſtit ute any third in the place of them. 

Anſ», Neither was this any weak part, fith the originals of ſuch eu- 
ſtomes ar« ſo obſcure, that there ate few of ti em, who'e head is known, 
The Dr. 1 ſuppoſe cannot ſhew the original of the pofi canium among the 
Jews; of giving mi'k and honey to the newly baptiſed among Chriſtions, 
and yet I ſu;-poſe che Dr, counts not this a weak part Yet Mr, /oſeph 
Mede in his dtr. on Tit, 3,5. fad another original, to wit, That cu. 
flome of waſhing infants ſrom the pollution of the womb, when hey are fir 
hirs, mention:d Ez*k, 16, 4 5. and gathered from the anſwer o an Ora. 
tie in a ffory related by Plutarch in bis quaſitones Romana, ms! farre from 
the beginn / 

Hence (faith he p. 272.) the 7ews before lobn the Haptiſt came among fi 
them, werc wont by this rite to initiate ſuch, as they made Proſelytes, ( 50 
Wit ) as becomming infants again and ent ing in o a new life, and being, 
which before they had not, W vich derivation of its orjguoal ſuits better 
With the opinion of 1<genezatisn by ir, in alluſſon to wrich as a vulgar 
notion among t e es, the Dr, conceivs Chriſt ſpake Job 3. f. and the 
Jews imigined old kindred to be loſt, and this is a good evidence, chat 
they baptized not native Jews, who were not by them c !nceived to be 
born again, not to have any need as being born in ſanctity, not ia unclea- 
neſs Marth. 3. 9. Job. 8, 33. | 
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cc gdly, ſaith be, For IatobsMjuaRtion to his houſhold, G0. f. 1 f. 
ce g no where vouched by me as the original of this cuſtome among the 
Jews, but onely an jatimation given, that that other, the command 
© of God before the giving the Law, was agreeable to bat we read of 
Jacob to his houſhold, and ſo certainly it is. | 

Anſw, Be it fo, yet Jewiſh Writers and others derive it from C 
35,2, and therefore there was no weak part ſhewed in my intimation of 
my diſſent. 

« qchly, ſaith be, the command of God, Exed.19.10, inwhich Ba p- 
© rim is ſaid co be founded by the Jews, is not (as ur. T. ſuggeſti ) 
the command to che Iſraelites to waſh their clothes ( nothing bu: the 
c cuſtome of changing their garments can be founded i that ) but the 
© command co Moſes to ſanQige them ( unte the people and [ «nfie 
<< them to day and to morrow ) in the Hebrew notion of the word P'UY7 
** ſanifications, for waſhing, either the whole or ſome parts of the 
© body, as is ſhewed at large $.35., If Mr, J. did this unwittingly, he 
© may now reform his miſtake ; if wittingly, &c. | ſha I not chen hope 
«even this length of words will be ſufficient foi nis conviction, 

Anſw, Neither in this do | think | ſhewed weakneſs ..x deceit, though 
I did it wittingly, following herein Mr. Seldex, I 1 de One Eh. c.;, 
p.25, Cc, where I think he hath proved by the waſhi«g of thecloatbes is 
meant the waſhing of the whole body, and that hereby 15 exp. eſſed the 
Baptiſm whence the later Jews ſay they took the uſe ot bapizing Proſe. 
lytes, and not by the term ¶ ſaniifie them : ] which was to be done by 
Moſes not onely onee, but two days together, and ſeems to be tromv.1y, 
by bis keeping them from their wives, and perh ps ſome other ways whe. 
ther offering ſacrifice, or anointing (by which way alſo +. ces per. 
ſons are ſaid to be ſanRiked 8s E xd. 40. 13. and here the Pricits are bid 
ſandliſie themſelvts, Exod 19.22.) or ſome other wav. Lo mc it ij im- 
probable that by ſanfifyng, Exod. 19. 10. is mean bapt iſing. though I 
think it a genetal term comprehending that and ſome other as. And 
thus I hope the Reader will perceive I neither intended to diſguiſt u 
thing, nor miſguide any man. 

Laſtly, the Dr, conceives my reaſen very vain, for the Jews bapti- 
ed Jews by nature. and ii js evidenced fcom it they took the baptized 
„ Proſelyres, according to Numb.i5.:5. And ſo it is evident, that of 
© Exed,'9.10, being the original of baptiz ing native Jews, may, and 
*© muſt be the original of bap:izing the Proſelytes. 

Anſw. But neither doth it yer appear to me there is any week fart ot 
V :Rity in this reaſon, nor hath the Dr. proved the cuſtome of bat. ſiꝶ 
Jes by nature, nor do I find the evidences the Dr. brings to opp © Mt. 
Selden, or that I made any miſadventure in my few words, ſeit 5. DY. 
H. thinks reaſon not to be tied to Mr. Se!Jevs authot ity, which I teject 
when tis not for my turn whtch I grant when the Dr, gives ſuch tes, 
ſon of diſlent as I did in my rejeRion of Mr, Seldez's interpferation of 
i Cor,10.1, And for the Drs, inter pretation, nei het hath he clcaredir 
by his ſhewing my miſtake of his meaning. For neither were the native 
lews wont to be initiated by Zapriſn, nor is my ue a ſon avoided again 
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his {acerpreracion, For if the ſenſe of the Dr, bee, our Fathers were 
baptized into Moſes as native Jews are wont to be initiaced by baptiſm, 

et the Dr. erts from the Apoſtles meaning, which is, that our Fathers 
the Iſraelites were baprized into Moſes, as well (not as the Jews in af- 
ter time by their Baptiſm, but) as wee Chriſtians by Cut iſt ian Baptiſm 
1 Chriſt. Whether the Jews cuſtoms was to baptize native Jews 
after the giving the Law, hath been argued before; I proceed to my 
main poficion, and the Drs, anſwer to is, 

let down my poſit ion thus; Nor do I think ĩt true that the cuſto- 
mary uſe of the ]ews in baptiz ing Proſelytes and their children, was the 

attern of Chriſts inſtitution of Baptiſm, and the Apoſtles and firſt 
Churches practiſe. For according to the cuſtome ot the Jews, Fehn 
Retift, and Chr iſts Apoſtles ſhould have baptized no native Jews, which 
was not ſo, but of all nations as Chriſt appointed, Matth. 28. 19. To 
this the Dr, anſwers 1. by aſſerting they did baptize native Jews, To 
this the Reply is by denial of this, and teſert ing to the proof betore, 

1. Saith the Dr. Nay ſo they might, though the Iews bad baptized 
neze but Proſelytes, jor to that it would bear juſt proportion, that they ſhould 
babtize both Iews and Gentiles, in caſe both of them came in as Froſelytes 

Anſw. But this anſwer is a fallacy a little too groſs to deceive any 
man of common underſtanding, For if the |ews baptized no native Jews, 
but Proſelytes (not to Chi iſt) but to the Jewiſh people, and their bap- 
tiſm was the pattern (which was the Drs, word) of Chriſtian baptiſm, 
then Chriſt ſhould have appointed, and Tohn Baptiſt and the Apoſtles 
praiſed baptiſm to no jew, though a Proſelyte to Chriſt; For each 
ching ought to be appointed and done according to the pattern, and no 
otherwiſe, that which is otherwiſe is not according to the pattern, though 
it bear a proportion with ic, My argument was not as the Dr, makes it, 
The euſtome was to bapt ixe Proſelytgs and not natives; therefore Chrift if 
be obſerved that cuſtome was not to baptine native lews, but thus; there. 
fore if Chriſt had made their cuſtome his pattern, he weuld not have 
appointed them to be baptized, If Moſes had varied from the pattern 
ſhewed him in the Mount, he had not made it his pattern, ſo it had been 
in this, if the Jewiſh baptilm had been Chriſt and his Apoſtles pattern. 

2, Ifaid, Chriſt would not have avuucked the baptiſm of John to 
be from heaven and not from men, if it had been in imitation of, and 
conformity to the Jewiſh cuſtome, To this the Dr, ſaith, ©* Bur I won» 
der what appearance of concludency there is in that reaſon > May not 
* any thing be from heaven or by Gods appoin ment which is derived 
*from a |ewiſh cuſtome> God may appeint a ceremony known among 
men to be uſed in his ſervice, 

Aw. I grant it, but then the appointment of God is the pattern by 
which it is to be regulated, nor mens cuſtome; I do not conceive that 
tan be {aid to be from heaven or God but from men, which is derived 
ſtom, founded in and tegulated by as irs pattern, a cuſtome of men; as 
the Dr. ſaith pf the Chriſtian baptiſm, that it is derived fronq founded 
in and regulated by the yewilh, baptiſm ( not prerended to bee an inſti. 
tution of God but an humane invention) as the pattern whence it 1 
3 D d dd d d copied 
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copied out even by Chriſt, according to the Dr. Letter of reſal, qu, 4, 


24. 

3. If it had been the pattern I ſaid, it is likely ſome where or other 
ſome intimation would have been given, as the DireQory for Chriſlians 
in the uſe of Baptiſm. This, ſaith the Dr. js too frivo/ous to require g. 
ply ; ſor beſides that, the negative argument were of no force, if it — 
is pretended ; It already appears tha: there are in the Jewiſh writers mort 
then int i mation of this cuſtome, and ſome indications of it even in the 
Scripture it ſelf ;, as Joh. 3. 5, 10. And for any plainer affirmations what 
need could there be of them, wben both the matter it ſelf ſpeaheth plainly, 
that there was no need of words to thoſe that knew the Jewiſh cuſtomer, a 
the firſt writers and readers of the New Teſtament did, and when Chrifts 
ſole authority and praftiſe of bis Apoſiles were ſufficient DireFory ſor the 
C hriſtiaus in the uſe of baptiſm > 

Axſw. The Dr, might more truly have ſaid,this reaſon is too weigh. 
ry to be removed by his reply. For 1. the thing it ſelf is of very great 
moment to tender conſciences, who know of what moment it is that the 
great ſolemn ordinance of Baptiſm ſhould not be prophaned, but right. 
ly uſed, 2. Without a certain Directory, no perſon can with — 5 
Baptiſm, nor Miniſter give it. 3, The Apoſtle ſaith for want of. right 
obſerving the Lords Supper ( and there is rhe like reaſon of Bapriſm ) 
Gods — overtook the Coriuthians, 1 Cor. 11. 30. 4. Thatan 
abuſe is to be rectiſied by Chriſts appointment, 1 Coy, 11. 23. Though 
the Dr. ſay, the Lords Supper was derived and lightly changed from the 
Jewiſh obſervagce of the toſt. c nium, yet did the Apoſtle not make their 
cuſtome the Dirc&ory to 1ezulare it by, but Chriſts appointment and 
example; and therefore ſuch a negative argument is of invincible force 
in this Caſe, if it be as I pretend; there is nointimation given in Scrip - 
ture of that cuſtome as the Directory for Chriftians in rhe uſe of Bap. 
riſm, cherefore that cuſtome is not the pattern by which ir is to deregu+ 
Jared, For otherwiſe ic were very tyrannous, for Chriſt to impoſe a 
Law on mens conſciences, to praiſe a rite after a pa'tern altogether 
unknovn, and not ſo much as directed to. To ſay the firſt writers and 
readers of the New Teſtament knew the ]ewiſh cuſtomes, is nothing to 
us, unleſs they had told us whar they were, and that wee are to foll:w 
them. And if they did not tell us, they dealt unfaithfully in not doing 
that which was neceflary to bee done for our information. 5, The de- 
clarations in the Jewiſh writers cannot be our Directory unleſs we were 
direQed to them as our rule, or they were as the Canonical Scriptures 
to us. 6. The Jewiſh writers which mention this cuſtome are later wri- 
ters then the Apoſtles time, and therefore they could nor bce the Dire- 
Ctory, except we were referred to them by prognoſtication. 7. Ibe Jewish 
wricers could not be a Directory, except they could be had and read by 
thoſe that need information from them. But how few of thoſe millions 
of Chriſtians and Preachers, who have need of dire&ion in this thing, 
have hea ui much leſi have read, the Jewiſh writers, the Talmud, 60 
ra, Maimonides > 8, How uncertain are their dcterminations, even to 
thoſe that read tm, how croſs one to another, appears ſomewhat — 

Wo 0 — — * * — * - * 


* PO UC ˙ . u . mn "ln T4" $8 "7 


(339) 


what is ſaid before, 9. Their intimations of this cuſtome are but obſcure, 
and their declarations in ſundry of the points in difference wich ſo little 
evidence, that ſuch as Dr, H. and Mr, Seiden d ffer about them. 16. 
The indications in Scripture Fob, 3. 5, 10. are not ſuch but that (as hath 
been ſhewed) it may well be doubted, whether they point at the cuſtome 
of baptiziog for initiating into Covenant, or another uſage at the birth 
of jntants, 11, The matter it ſelf ſpeaketh not at ali to us who know 
not the uſage, 12, The Dr, himſel ſaith p. 8, here, It & highly wnree- 
onable t hat an inflitution of Chrifls ſuch as each Sacrament is, ſhould be 
judged of by any other rule, but eitber the words wherein the inſtitution 45 
ſet down, or by the records of the practiſt, whether of c briſt or the Apoſtles, 
theretore it is highly unreaſonable that the controverſie of infant Bap. 
tim ſnould be judged by Jewiſh writers, 13, If Chrifts /ole authority, 
aud praiſe of his Apoſiles, be ſufficient Dire ory ſor Chriftians in the uſe 
of Zatiſm, as the Dr, ſaith here, he doth very ill to make the Jewish 
cuſtome not known but by Jewiſh writers of dubious credit the pattern 
ofit, and to expound Chriſts inſtitution by it, as if the Dial were to 
be let by the clock, and not the clock by the Dial; and all the Drs, 
pains about the Jewiſh cuſtome of baptiſing is ſuper fluous, and fo one- 
tous to the reader; and his way of probation of infant Baptiſm, which he 
counts more pet fect then other ways, is found to be moſt imper fe and 
of no validity, but meerly dcluſory, 

[ added 4. The inſtitution and praiſe would have been conformable 
to il. The Dr. tels me, And ſs | ſay and bave made it cleur that it was, 
as far as to the com rover ſie in hand we ave or can bee concerned in it, Te 
which | returg, 1. That if the Jewiſh cuſtome were the pattern whence 
Chriſt copied our Baptiſm, ir was ſo in all things, or elſe it was not the 
pattern, no man calls that the pattern, which having many particuiars in 
it, is followed but in one, 2. The Dr. hath not made it appear by any 
teſtimony of dcripture or Father, but onely by his own conſident ſpee · 
ches, that ever Chriſt copied out his inſtitution of Baptiſm from the 
Jewiſh cuſtome, or if he did, it is moſt evident both from the Commiſ- 
hon Matth. 28. 19. and from all the practiſe in the New Teſtamenr, it 
be altered it in any thing he altered it in this thing ; though the Dr, 
would face us down, He bath made clear ( by no hing but his own ſay- 
ings ) that the inſlitution and praiſe of Chriſt and bis Apoſtles have 
been conformable to it, as far as io the controver ſie in hand be is or can bee 
concerned in it. Vet he hath fo much ingeruity as to add, Eut ſaith Mr. 
I. the cent ary appears, adding one main inſtance of the inconſormity, and 
14, leſſer difrarities ; The main diſparity, ſaith be, is i their baprixang no 
infants of the Gentile at their firſt converfions, whereas the Fews bapti- 
x6 oxely the Gentiles infants at their firſt proſelyting, no: the infams of 
theſe wbo were bet ined in inſancy. For tbe ſor mer of theſe be offers no man- 
ner of proof beyond bis own affi-mation, and therefort it is ſufficiens ( de. 
My it 4 be hnowes we do, and evidently begs the quaſtion in aſſuming and 
Wt offering any proof to the contrary. 

Anſw. This is refuted ſo fully by all the fore going Sections of that 
Book of mine to which be anſwers, and the confeſſions of my Antago- 
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niſts, and the ſtory of the New Teſtament all along, beſides what ix 
ſaid in this part of the Review, ſe. 52, 94, that I think the Or. hardly 
could ſay this without reluQancy of conſcience, That he denied, that at 
their firſt converſions no infants of the Gentiles were baptized by the 
Apoſtles I did not know, yea I had reaſon from his own words Leiter 
reſelat. qu. 4. S. 214 to conceive he did not deny it, foraſmuch as it any 
place did evince the baptizing of infants of Gentiles at their firſt con. 
verſion, they muſt be thoſe places As 16. 33. 1 Cor. 2. 16. Let the 
Dr. ſaich, the mention in Scripture of the Apofiles baptiging a whole bouſ. 
bold at once, Ad 16. 33. is not of it ſelf demonitrative or convincing 
becauſe that wider phraſe may poſſibly bo reſtrained to thoſe that heard ang 
believed in that family, and it 15 not certain of either of theſe, the Gaile 
or Stephanus boxſhold, that they bad any ſo young as infants in their fa, - 
mily ; therefore it is conſeſſed, that no concluding argument can be deduced 
thence. If he deny it now he aſtirmsthe contrary, and ſo is to prove it, 
which that he either hath done or ever will, 1 do not imagine, A nega. 
tive argument from Divine teſtimony in this caſe is demonſtratire, til 
the contrary be made good, 

The Dr. adds, For the ſecond, that of the Fewiſh prafiſe be pretends 
no more then what hee had before cited by reference ( but now ſets downin 
words) viz. the affirmation of Mr. Selden, But I have already ſhewed 
bow g:oundleft that affir mation of Mr. S. was, as to the native Fews chil. 
dren, who were ſtill baptized after the giving of the Law, And the ſane i 
now add for the children of thoſe Proſelytes who bad been baptized in u. 
fancy there appears not the leaft proof of this from the Zewiſh writers, who 
are the onely competent witneſſes in it. 

Anſw. If there were no more proof brought then what hath been, thut 
the Jews baptizing the infants at farſt Proſelytiſm, and the Apoſtlesno 
infancs at figſt converſion, it were proved; that the Apoſtles praiſe ef 
baptiſm was not conformable to the Jewiſh cuſtome: And for the ether 
point, Mr, Seldens aſficmation is in the judgement of fuch as kney both, 
as good as Dr, Hammonds negation, I confeſs I have not thoſe Jewiſh 
writers he refers to, nor ſome Books of Mr. Selen de ſucceſione in ben 
deſuncti, c. 26. lib. 1. de ſucceſſione in Pontificatu cap. 2, in which by his 
reference | gueſs he hach more tully handled this point, yer do I imagin, 
thu knowing the accurateneſs of the writer, any Reader will conceive 
that he had clear evidence for what he wrote, or elſe he would not have 
ſo often and ſo plainly avouched it, that the children of Proſelytes after 
the firſt dap:izing were. not baptized, but onely circumciſed according 
to the jewiſh cuſtome, 

But the Dr, ſaith, © Bux for the conrrary, I propoſe theſe two teſti- 
©* nies taken notice of by Mr. S. himſelf de Synedr. e 3. out of Gemara 
** Babylon, He wants the right of a Proſelyte for ever, unleſs he be bap- 
** tized and circumciſed, Here Baptiſm and Circamcifion are joyned to- 
** gether, as equally neceſſary to a Proſelyte and that for ever, And 
** Circumcifion there is no doubt was te be received by every male, 
ws not onely at their firſt comming to the Church of the lews, at their 
** firſt Proſelytiſm, but through all poſtetities, every child of _ 
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& lyte that was not circumciſed, became ſtraightwayes no Proſelyte : 
« And then ſurg this conjunction of Baptiſm with Circumciſion on theſe 
& terms of equality, both of perpetual neceſſity to all Proſelyte, muſt 
© needs extend the Baptiſm as well as the Circumciſion, beyond the 
« grſt Proſelytes and their immediate children, to all cheir poſteri: y that 
e ſhall come — them afterwards, for to all thoſe belonged Circumei- 
« fon, So again in the ſame place, And it he be not baptized, hee te 
« mains a Pagad or Gentile ; Here | ſhall ask whether the childe of a 
© Proſelyre who had been baptized in his infancy, were to be a Fagan 
« for ever ? I ſuppoſe it will be anſwered, no; Ard then by the force of 
« that teſtimony ot Gemara I conclude, therefore jt muſt bee ſuppoſed 
« that he was baptized, for clſe he would be a Pagan for ever. 

Anſw. It were very ſtrange that Mr, Selden ſhould in the fame cha p- 
ter in which he cites thoſe words, lib. 1. de Syned. c. 3. p. 35. aſſert p. 
18. before, and p. 41, after, that neither Jews children afier the giving the 
Law, nor Proſelytes children after their firſt Baptiſm, ſhould be baptized, 
if the words there did import the contrary, And theretore though I wane 
the book to conſider ir, yet 1 doubt not the ſenſe of the words is plain 
thus, that the Gentile who is not baptized at firit as wet as circumciſed, 
wants for ever, not onely a little while, the right of a Proſelyte, and is the 
very ſame which both Selden there p. 39. Cires our of Maimonzdes Iſſuri 
bia c 13 and Ainſw,amot,on Gen.17.12, A firanger that js circumciſed and 
not baptized, or baptized and not circumciſed, be is not a Proſelyte til be 
be hoth circumciſed and baptiſed. So that the ſenſe is not as the Dr. would, 
thar no Proſe lytes child (hall have the right of a Proſelyte, unleſs that 
child be as well ba ptiſod as circumciſed, but this, that he that at his firſt 
Proſelytiſm is one ly circumciſed and not baptiſed, ſha!l ill want tlie 
right of a Proſelyte as if he were not circamciſed at all, till he be bapti- 
ſed as well as circumciſed, And that to be the meaning, is plain cur cf the 
words that Selden cires from the ſame Book p. 3 5. a little after, where R. 
lieder opinion being that a perſon may be a Preſelyte if circumciſed thougb 
not baptiſed, becauſe ſo were their Father :; and Rabbi 7:ſhaah's that be 
was a Proſeiyte who was baptiſed and not circumciſed, becauſe ſo were their 
mother t; it is ſaid, that the wiſe men never iheleſt have pronounced, that 
if an have been baptiſed and not circumciſed, or circumciſed and not ba; ti. 
ſed, be is not a Proſelyte ti be is as well baptiſed as circumciſed ; and the 
lame is the ſenſe of the other ſpeech, So that thoſe words do not ſpeak 
of any other then the ficſt Proſelytes Baptiſm of that race, not of the po 
ſterity, nor of the con junction of Bapxiſm and Circumciſion bur at the 
firſt entrance into the Covenant; and therefore to the Ors. queſtion 1 
ſay, the poſterity of a Proſolyte were Iſraclites nor Pagans, though they 
were not baptiſed in their own perſons by yer: ue of the parent: baptiſm, 
if they were not born before ir. 

8 The Dr, proceeds thus; ©* Beſides this two things I farther add, 10 
. ſemove all poſſible force of this ſuggeſtion ; '1, that if it were granted 
: in the full latitude wherein it is propoſed, that the Jews baptized no 
ber infants of Proſelytes, but thoſe whom they had at their firſt con- 

rerſion; yet this would nothing profy Mr. r. For it were then obvi- 
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< ous to affirm, that Chriſt who imitaced the Jews in that, and fo bays. 
c ſed the children of Chriſtian Proſelyres, did make ſome ght change in 
© this, and farther then the pattern before him afforded, prized all 
© the poſterity that ſhould ſucceed them, and were born in the Church 
<< in their infancy alſo, the reaſon though not the parte:n belonging e. 
<« qually to them as to the children ef the firſt Proſelytes, and the Jcy. 
© iſh euſtome of baptizing their natives infants beeing fully home 
toit. 

Anſw, The Dr, having tied to prove the poſtericy of the Proſeſelytes 
born afcer their proſelytiſm, to have been won, to bee baptized by the 
lews, but diſtruſting it's likely it would not hold, yerthinks to uſe 4. 
nother engine, thougi it be as weak as the reſt. For 1. he ſuppoſeth, the 
Jews baptiſed native Jews infauts after the giving the Law, which is not 
true. 2. That Chriſt imitated the Jews in baptiſing Proſelyies children at firſ 
proſelytiſm, and ſo baptiſed the children of (b1iftian F roſelytes at their 
firſt converſion, which is manifeſtly falſe, 3. I bac the lewis baptiſm wa; 
the pattern before Chriſt, which is the thing in queſtion, 4. That ſome 
children are born in the Church Chriſtians, which is a miſtake, 5, That 
be made ſome light change in that of not bajtifing Proſelytes poſterity, and 
farther then the pattern beſore him afforded, baptiſed all the poſtriij that 
ſhould ſucceed them, and were born in the Church in their infouy alſq 
Waich is a palpable fal ſhood, it being certain that Chriſt baptized none, 
nor appointed the baptizing of any Chriſtians infants, and js againſt the 
Dr, For 1, if the cuſtome were changed ty Chriſt, then it was not the 
pattern, 2, The ſame proofs which ſhew a change in this, hew as much 
a change inthe other. 3. This change is ill called a light ehange, which 
made ſo large a perperual addition. 4. If the pattern did not belong e- 
qually to all the Chriftians poſterity, as to the children of the firſt Pro- 
ſelyres, then the reaſon did not belong to them, fith the pattern accord. 
ing to the Dr. is all or the main reaſon, baſis or foundation of infant 
Baptiſm with him, 6. Iris alſo falſe, that che reaſon of baptiſing the aſter 
children of Preſelytes, or the native lews infants after the giving of the 
L aw was as before, fich the realon of Baptiſm given by the Rabbins is 
the uncleanneſs of the baptized, which they deny of native Jews after the 
giving the Law, and of proſelytes peſteri:y born after their baptiſm, 
So that it may be eaſily perceived, that the Dr. hath not avoided the force 
of my objection againſt the Jews baprizing being Chriſts pattern, but 
heaped up many miſtakes, and ſme againſt himſelf. 

de 2dly, ſaith be. that it beiog by all granted, that the children which 
the Proſelytes had, at their firſt proſelytiſm were baptized among the 
** Jews; this is as evident a confutation of the Antipadobaptiſt, and ſo 
** of Mr. T. as it weuld if all their infants to all poſterity were baptized; 
<< For by that very baptiung of the infants at their firſt Proſelyriſm, it 
appears that infants may be baptized, for I hope thoſe Proſelytes in- 
* fants are infants; And if any infants may and ought co be baptized, 
*© then are all their ptetenſons deſtroyed, whoſe onely intereſt it is to 
© evince, that uo inf 'nts moſt or may be baptiſed, And I hope this will be 

ol ſome uſe to Mr, T. when he ſhall have conſidered it. af 
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aw. It is ſo, for thereby I perceive the inconfiderateneſs and va- 
ny of the Drs, writing, 1 grant the one confures me as well as the o- 
ther, that is not ar all, For what conſequence is in this, I grant the Jews 
bap:ized Proſelytet children ac firſt proſelyciſm, and this they did ac- 
cording to their cuſtome z therefore i guſt grant that ſome in ants ct 
Chriſtians may and ought to be baptized by Chriſtian baptiſm 7 Did l 
ever grant that the Jewiſh baptiſm of any infants is to be our pattern, 
or was Chriſts pattern? Yea, do T not diſpute againſt it? What a frive- 
lous rea ſon is this of ſo famous a Dr, For oy that very baptiſng of the in- 
fants at their >|} proſelytiſm, it appears that infants may be baptized, for 
1 bo;e thoſe Proſelytes infants are infants 2 Howdoth it appear that what 
the Jews did we may do? Were infants of Proſelytes to be baptized be- 
cauſe they were iĩufants? or are our infants to be baptized becauſe in- 
fants, as the Drs, reaſon iatimaces } To omit his non ſenſe of boping 
that inſants are infants, I tell hia that I have conſidered this, and that 
I finde it /n force to remove my ſuggeſtion, that my pretenſions are not 
deſtroyed, but that he hath ſhewed more futility in this paſſage, ſo ſeti- 
ouſly preſented ro my conſideration, then I ſhould eaſily have imagined 
inſuch a man as be is. 

But yet the Dr. adds, The oxely way Mr. T. bath to confirm this of the 
7ew; not baptiſing any infants of Froſelytes bern after their firſt converſion, 
and baptiſm i the reſolution of the Jews, that if a woman great with child 
became a Profelyte and wee baptized, ber child needs not baptiſm when *tis 
born, And bj bad cited S. 109, out of the Rabbixs, and ſo maced I fizd 
it ia Maimonides, tit. Iſuri bia. c. 13. But I cannot t bin that (whether 
true or falſe) ſufficient proof to inſer the concluſion; Fer the Jewiſh Drs. 
might probably thus reſolve upon this other ground, becauſe the moi ber and 
the child in ber womb, being efteemed as one perſon, the woman great with 
child being baptized, they might deem the child baptized as well as the wo. 
nan, as, not account it needfull to repeat it after the birth, which yes ( by 
the way) it ſeeems they would have done, if they had at deemed the child 
al one with the mother, and conſequently they muſt bes ſuppoſed to baptiſe 
thoſe cbildren which were begotten to the Proſelyce aſter the time of bis or 
ber firſt converſion and baptiſm, And accordingly the cbriſtian Doors in 
the Counce/ of Neoczſarea can, 6. baving reſolved the contrary to that 
Jewiſh hypotheſis, vig, That %% taroy:i N TI 579 1110p rs, 
chat the mother that bears the child differs from the child, or is not at 
all ang with it 3 4d ber confeſſion. in bap:i/m is, J. proper or particular 
iu ber ſelf, and belongs not to the cbilge in ber womb, give the (4127024 64) 
the woman that is with child, aud 35. then converted to the Faith, leave to 
be baptiſed when (pe pleaſes, ſuppoſing that the child which then ſhe carries, 


ſhall, notwithftanding ber hapti/ n, then be its ſelf baptiſed after its birth. 


Which as it is a clear anfwer to the argument deduced [rom the reſolution of 
the 7ews in that point, ſo 'tis moreover an evidence bow little of proof Mr. 
I. bad either from his own obſervation, or Mr, Seldens Teſtimonies, from 
ell which be can pr oduce no other bat this, whichin the ſound is (0 far fiom 

ning what he would have, and upon examination is ſound to conclude 


we contrary, 
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Anſw, The Dr. hath a ſtrange fancy, to think he can conclude th; 
contrary to what I infer from thoſe words of the Jewiſh Drs, that when 
they reſolve the child needs not bs baptized, theretore they were wont to 
bap.ize the children of Preſelyres born after their proſelytiſm, As if the 
Jewiſh cuſtome were contrary to their Drs. reſolution, when they fg 
it needs not, yet they ſhould do it; if ſo, how vainly doth the Dr. talk 
but a little before, hat The Jewiſh writers are the onely compe. 
tent witneſſes in this thing] and proves allalong this Chapter their 
cuſtome by cheſe very writers? 

But le:'s heed his reaſun ; the Jewiſh Drs, might reſolve it upon 
another ground, the childs being one wich the mother, and ſo the 
© biptiſm needleſs ta that child, which yet by the way (or rather out of 
the way) it ſcems they would have done, if they had nor deemed the 
c childe all one with the mother, and conſegnently o:her children muſt 
© be ſuppoſed ro be baptized, ] So the Dr. upon an imaginary proun4 
of which he brings no proof or ſhew of proof, and a conjeQure of his 
own, that ſeems to him but to none elſe, inters downright they wyſt be 
ſuppoſed to baptiſe other child/en, It muſt be fo, becauſe 2g 4 be 13 
Rabbin, Or. chair, of the irrefragabilis Magiſter noſter ; if he ſay the right 
hand is the left we muſt ſay ſu too- But yet I am Jeanne, ad ae 
and thin: I have better cards to ſhew for my inference then Dt. H. for 
his, Mr, Selden who is alſo Joannes ad oppoſitum l. 2. de jure nat, xc. c,. 
p.170, ſpeaks not doubrfully like Dr. H. when he puts in '» arentheſ 
(whether true or falſe) but cites Gt mar. Eabylen. ad Tit. Jabin cih. f. 
Fel. 38. a and Maimonides halach Iſuri bia. c. 13. Shulcan Aruch lib fore 
Pca cap. 268. b and having ſer down the ev ih DoRors reſolution, thar 
ifa woman great with childe be made a Proſelyte, and fo received by 
** baptiſm, her child needs not baptiſm; he adds, nimirum er co quod 
nlta eſt n ſeu in ſanfitale matris aut TVWNA in ejus Zudaiſma 
(nam biſce ſic utuutur docibus) Proſehyti ſeu matris conditionem induthat, 
that is, to wit becauſe in as much as it was born in the holineſs of the 
mother, or in her Judaiſm (ſor ſo they uſe theſe words) it put onthe 
<« c,ndirivn of the mother,] that is, was holy, or a Jew as the mother, 
and ſo needed not baptiſm, which plainly ſhews they counted not their 
children who were holy, or Jews born atter the parents bap.iſm to need 
baptiſm, and conſequently did nor bap'ize them, Nor doth the reſoluti. 
on of the council of Neocaſarea any whit help the Doctour. For what 
conſcquence is in this, there were ſome Chriſtians in the 4th, Cen 
fnce Chriſt, who did imagine the mothers baptiſm mighe ſerve fo} the 
child, perhaps (for that a the Pte. con jecture onely)becauſe they thoughe 
the child and mother one, therefore the Jewiſk Drs, reſolution is upon 
that ground, and to be limited to thoſe onely > And for the Drs, menti- 
on of the words of the Council, it is againſt himſelt, though imperfe&ly 
done; For r, it ſuppoſeth, the mother char bears the child differs 
cc from the child, anther confeſſion in Baptiſ ui is, i417, proper or par- 
« ricular to her ſelf, and belongs not te the childe in her womb ;] 
Therefcre according to the re ſolution of that Couneil in Bapriſm,the pa» 
rent and ckilde are not one, nor the patents confeſſion of faith _ 
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for the child, 2. It cxpreſly aſfitmeth two things which quite deſtroy 
prdobaptiſts principles, 1. That in baptiſm ſhe that bringetb ſorth com. 
wunicates nothing to the cbild brought forth, therefore the patents faith or 
baptiſm communicates no priviledge, or right of ba ptiſm to the Chi'd. 2. 
That every ones free choiſe in confeſſion is ſhewn or to be ſhewn in baptiſm , 
the efore no eluld is to be baptized according to that Councils determi: 
nation, but upon its own confeſſion out of free choiſe ſhewed or figni. 
ſied by it ſelt. But of this Canon I have ſaid ſomething befo e. Gy this which 
is ſaid i: appears how tar the Dr. hath bin from giving a clear an/wey to the 
&gument, or examining any thing (as it was fic be ſhould and that rather 
he hath ſo hand led this point, as it his ſtudy were like Protagoras in Gelli- 
1, to make a bad cauſe to ſeem good, ar Anaxagoras to prove ſhow black, 

dect. 6. The De. writes thus; This ; rand diſparity then be ing elea- 
ted ro be Mr. T. his miſtake, I ſhall not need to attend his other in- 
« ances of diſparity, this accotd which hath been alrcady mentioned 
and vindicated, being ſuſhcient to iny pretenhons, and no concern 
« ment of mine obligiug me to believe or aſtitm, that the parallel held: 
© any farther then Chriſt was pleaſe: it ſhould, and of that we ate to 
judge by what the Scrip:ures or ancient Church tels us was the pre- 
dice of him of his Apoſtles; For f. the Jews I doubt not brought in 
many chings of their own deviſing into this, as into other inſtitutions 
* of Gods, and the later Jews more, as of the Proſely tes being fo born 
again in baptiſm, that ly ing with his natural ſiſter was no inceſt, and 
the lixez And 2. Chriſt, I doubt not, changed the Jewiſh Oeconomy 
in many things, as in laying aſide Circumciſion, in commiſſionating 
« his Diſciples to baptize (and they leavirg it in the hands of the Bi- 
« ſhop, and thoſe to whom he ſhou!d commit ir.It is not lawfulto baptize 
& wichour the Biſh p, ſai h Ignatius, Ep ad Smyrn edit Ve, p. s ) where- 
«as jt was not among the Jews any part of the Pricſts oſhce, any more 
then circumciſion was; And fo in many other particulars, But what 
eis that to my pre:enfions, who affirm no more of the accordance be. 
*ewixt the Jewiſh and Chriftian practice, then either by ſome indica. 
tions in the Scrip u-e it ſelf, or by the Cltiſtizn Fathers deduRions 
© trom the Apoſtles times, appears to be meant by Chriſt, and pract iſed 
aby the Apoſtles; and then by the Jevath wiiters is as evident io have 
*tohave been in uſe among them, And this is all the return I need 
* make to hi, fourccen 1:Mer diſparities, and all that he hath at large 
*endeivo red to infer trom then, ſupp.fting and granting then all 
© to be luch. 

Anſw. Dr. H. had expreſly aſſetted the Jewiſh cuſtome cf Baptiſing 
Proſely tes, to he the ratiern, whence Chiiſlian Baptiſm was coried out, 
and what is ſet down in the N T. i. e. inthe words of ( briſt« inflitution, 
or in his or the Apoſtlet pratiſe, be calls a copy of their cuflome as the pat 
tern, Letter of reſol 4. 4.5. 24. And what was the Jewiſh cuſtome, he 
proves onely trum the Talrnd, Gemara, Miimonides, or Other Jewiſh 
writers; andſays p. 27, they are the onely competent witneſſes in it which 
if ſo, his pretenſions are made void if there de one, much more it there 
de one main one, and 14. lef:r diſparities, For ſure what is a pattern. 
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muſt de ollewed, and is in all, o- elſe it ecaſeth to be a pattern. Hal 
Moſes made that whicy was ſhewed bim in the Mount his farcelm i he had 
onely done according io it intwo, or three, or one thing and not in the 
reſt» Beſides, hom doth or can the Dr. prove the one to have been (by 
pattern to the other, but by the univerſal conformity? Lo fay, it is a 
pattern when they agree in one or two things and differ in 14, is 811 one 
as to ſay, a womans coat is the pattern of a mans doublet, becauſe the 
agree in having ſleeves, or a Temple is the pattern of a dwelling houſ 
becauſe they have both doors and windows, The Dr. therefore dath ig 
my apprehenſion pull down what he hach all this while been ereQing 
by his acknowledging both the Jews bringing in many things of their own 
levi ſing otherwiſe then Chrift appornted, and Chriſts ebangrng thei; Orc, 
my in many things, and makin: the acto dance no further then Chriſl was 
eaſed it ſhyuld bold, and of that we are to judge by what the Serytures o- 
ancient church tels us, was the praftiſe of bin or bus Apoſiles, For 1. then 
it will tellow,that intant Baptiſm cn never be proved to be from Chriſt 
or the Apoſtles, (ith it can never be proved that they praQiſed it or aps 
pointed it to be praiſed according to the Jewiſh cuſtome, 2. The Dr. 
hath mcerly abuſed hs Reader, endes vouring to poflefs him as it infant 
Baptiſm nigh be better p oved rem the Jewiſh « uſtere in their wrir. rs, 
then from the Scripture; and yet in the concluſion, the Jewiſh cuſtome is 
diſclaimed as a pattern, any farther then the Scriptures or anciem Church 
tell us was the practiſe of him or his Ap »ftles, and by pretencing tharto 
de pit ern, which is not to be followed any farther then we may judze 
by another Directory Chriſt was pleaſed it ſhould hold. | let palswta; 
the Dr ſaith, ef Cbriſtscommifſionating bis Diſciples to haptize,and thty lta- 
wing it in the hands of the Biſhop, and thoſe to whom be ſimu /d cums it it, 
az not pertinent to the preſent buſineſs, though otherwiſe many things 
int aht it:ence be gathered, to (hew that Biſhops were not ſuch in late 
dayes as they were aiciently, or they were very negligent in committigg 
this great buſine is of Baptiſm to ſo many ignorant drunken Prieſts (who 
vtren did it in their drink) which ſhould have been done by themſelves, 
end conftider what tollowes. 

But yo, ſaith the Dr. it is evident that ſome of them ae not ſuch; As 
when he ſaitb, tbe Baptiſm of males muſt be with Circumciſion and an of- 
fering. tis clear that, though 1. aa ey be laid aſide by Cbriſt, and i. 
when it was uſed it bad nothing ts do with Baptiſm, yet as to (be adjoyning 
of offering or ſacrifice, the parallel ſti bold, the prayers of the Church be. 
ing the Chriſtian ſacrifice, and thoſe in the Cbeiſtian Church ſolemnly u. 
tendant on the ad mini ſtrat ion of Baptiſm. 

Anſw, 1. If Circun ciſion when it was uſed had nothing to do with 
Bap'iſm, how could the Dr, (as he doth here ch. 1. felt. 1.) take on him 
from Circumciſion to prove (not the duety, yet) the lawſulneſ of 1n- 
fan: Baptiſm, 2. The facrifice which was required at the initiating a 
Proſelyte, was a barnt offering of a beaſt, or two Turtle Doves, or tm 
young Pigeons, both of them for a burnt offering; ſo Maimonides tit, 1/uth 
bis. c. 13. as Ainſworth mot on Gen. 17. 12, Selden de ſyned. I. 1. c. 3. 
vice him, but that is not prayer, nor is it any more agreeable 10 the 
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ewiſh cuſtome to uſe prayer without it, then ta uſe circumeifGon of the 
— Col. 2. 18. wichout the outward, or the anſwer of a good con ſei- 
ence rowards God withour baptiſm with water ; and yet the rubrick of 
the Common Prayer Book in ome Baptiſm allowed ( if time did not 
ſuffer) it to be done without ſo much as ſaying the Lords Prayer, 
The Dr. adds. So parallel to the Court of three Iſtaeli es, by the 
« confeſſion or profeſſion of whom: ( ſaith Maimenides) the infant was 
« baptized, we have now not onely the whole Chutch, in the preſenec 
« of whom tis publikely adminiſtred, and when more privately, yet in 
« the preſence of ſome Chriſtians, who ate a'rerward>, it there be any 
« doubr, to reflifie their knowledge to the Church; but more particu- 
«larly the Godfathers and Godmothets, being theaſelaes formerly 
« baptized, do repreſent the Church, and the Minifter commiſſi ne ted 
© thexero by the Biſhop, repreſents the Church alſo, meaning the Go- 
& vernors. thereof, 

Anſw. Though Baptiſin by vemen and others not commiſſionated t y 
a Biſhop have heretofore been tolerated, and been taken for currant 
Baptiſm, and the teruing the Governours of the Church the Church, be 
language not lite the Scripture, but the Canon law, and the uſe of Gol- 
fips be a yaio device, and the Miniſter cemmiſſionated by the Biſhop, 
with the Goſſi pa ſometimes ſo ignorant of the knowledge of Chriſt, that 
they are not fie to bee among Chriſtians, nor to be taken to repreſent a 
Church of Chriſt, nor do they ſtand under that notion at the uſual be. 
by ſprinkling,bur as ſureties or proxies eo the child; and in private Bap- 
tim there's none of theſe ſometimes, yer were all the Dr, ſaith yeilde d, 
this 1s not according to the Jewiſh cuſtome, which required a finde of 
coart of three Iſraelites shilfull in Law to approve it, or elſe it is vo'd, 
and ſo as Judges of the Baptiſm, of which ſore the other are nor, 

The Dr, adds; But I ſhall not proceed to ſuch ſaper fluous conſidera- 
© tions, and ſo I have no nerd of adding one word more ot reply tohis 
© 24, Chapter (as far as I ama concerned init) unicſs it bee to tell him 
that the Biſhops Canons are not the rule by which I undertake to de 
* fine, wherein che Jewiſh cuſtome muſt be the pattern, wherein not; 
* (but as he cann-t but know, if he had read the reſolution of the àtb. 
_ — the prad ĩſe of the Apoſtles of Chriſt, by the reſtifications of 
* the Fathers of the Church made known umo us, to which as [ hare 
* reaſon to yeild all authority, ſol finde the Canons and rituals as of 
* this, ſu of all other Churches in the world (no one excepted) te bear 
© perſe& accordance therewith, in this parücular of infant Baptiſm 
* (though in othet leffer particulars they differ, many among themſelvs, 
and all from the jewiſh pattern.) And this I hope is a comperenr 
ground of my action, and ſuch as may juſtiſi: ic to any Chriſtian Ar- 
* tiſt to bee acc iding to rules of right iesſon, of mee kneſs, and ſound 
* docttine, ad no work of paſſiog, or prejudice, or ſingularity, or 
„(u Mr. r. ſuggeſts ) of the Drs, own plcaſurc, as if that were the 
© murable principle of all theſe variations from the Jewiſh pattern. 

Anſw, 1. To call Cyprian, uguftine, &c, Fathers of the Church,wbich 
iselſewhere ſtiled theit mother, is ſcarce conſiſtent, 2. To yecld all au- 
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thoricy to the practile ofthe Apoſtles of Chriſt, by che teſtifications oi 
the Fathers of the Church made known ro us there is no reaſon, this it 
due onely to the holy Scripture ; they te ſti fie ſun dry things as the Apo. 
ſtle practiſe, which was not ſo, they ſptak ſo.netimes in theſe things 
confidently upon talſe reports, this would be an inlet to many luperſti. 
tions, the Canons of Councils, and Rituals of Chuiches are ſo full al 
weakneſs and blemiſhes, as that they would be counted moſt uſeleſs vi. 
tings 10 direct in faith or worſhip, did not their age make ſome men 
dote un them That all Churches accord in infant Baptiſm cannot be true 
The Common Prayer book is nor juſtifiable in the allowing that which is 
termed privat baptiſm, in the uſe of ſureties their mimical or fall anſwers 
ſaying they deſire to be baptized, when it is not ſo, I he Drs, expoſiti- 
on Letter of reſol q 4 S. 116. I believe, i. e. this child lands bound 
by theſe preſents to belreve, vc. is ſo ridicuJous ( and Auguſtines tom. 1. 
Ep. 28 ad 40ni/achum is like it) as that did nor prejudice,ot preingape. 
m ent, or ſme other like reaſon prevail with Dr. H. he would never de- 
tend it. That which the Dr, makes a competent ground of bis afien, doth 
not juſtific his tenet of infant Bapriſm to be according to rulesof reaſon 
and ſound dorine, whether he vary or not in his determinations from 
that which hee makes the partern as hee pleaſerh, or the Biſhops Ca, 
nons order, let the Reader ju« ge by what is ſaid, and that which fol. 
lowes. 

Ot this ſcore, ſaith he, tis ſomewhat ſtrange, which he thinks fic 
© ro add concerning the form of Baptiſm, in the name of the Father,and 
the Hon, and the Holy Ghoſt; In his one thing, ſaith he, whien Chriſt 
did not preſer be, nor did the Apoſtles, that we finde ſo conceive it, 
«© yer ſaith the Or. Chriſts preſctiption muſt be indiſpenſably uſed, ln 
reply to this I thall not {end mich time to evidence this form to bee 
*© Chriſt preſcription, if the bless words ac his parting from tae 
*« world, Matth. 28, „ ye the tfore, and rach or receive 10dilciple- 
sch p, all nat; ns, baptizing chem in the nene ot the Father, and the 
Son, and ine Holy Shoſt, be net a preſcription o Chriſts, and if 
the univerſal doctrine and continual pract iſe of the whole Church 
© throng) all times, be nor reftim any ſunicien ot the Apoſtles concei- 
©vingitc'us, and a competen ground of the indiſpeuſable — 
© the uſe »t it; I (hall not hope ro pet ſu ide with him, one ly [| (hal 
minde him of the words of S. {thanahus in bi Epillle to Serapion tom, 
**p. 204, He ther js no- b1p'iz2d into che me 07 all three, receives ne- 
thing, remains cmpry and im gerfect. For perfect in is in the Tr niiy, 
**no Rapiiſn perfe it ſeems bur that And if hi, will not yet ſuffice, 
© 1 ſhifl chen onely demand het her he can prad ee ſo expreſs grounds 
&« Fram Chriſt or the paſtes, or the univ rſal Church of trod through 
« all age, or ſt um ary one ancient Farker fer hi, denying Bapriſm to 
** intan's, . 

Anſw Wat grounds we can produce 'rom Chrift, ard apnſtles for 
denying infant Bapr ſm, may be len in bh; 2d Part of this Review (ef, 
5, &c. what from Fachers io this, and ſome oth. c vt mv writnigs that 
which Chrift preſcribed is indiſpenſably to be uſed, ro baptize oe the 
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Name of the Father, Son and Holy, but all the queſtion is about the ſe 
words [ I baptize thee in the Name of the Father, Sin and Holy Got 
whether C'riſt have preſcrived them to be indiſpenſably uſed; o as that 

if any (iy, I baptize thee in the name of Chriſt, or the Lord Jeſus, c1 

be thou baptized, or a+ the Gyeeks uſe ir [ Let this ſervant of Chriſt bee 
baviized | into the Name of Father, Son and Spirit, or, This pf ſon i: 
baptized by ine into the profeſſion and owning cf the Father et Chriſt 
the one ly true God, and Jcius Chriſt whom he hat ſent, and the Com- 
firier whom he ſent as his Lord and Maſter, this be nor 2grecable to 
Ci riſts preſcription, I conceive it ir, and that neither did Chriſt pre» 
ſcribt thoſe very words the Dr ſes down, bur rhe thing (oi which 67e. 
is unt in Matth. 8. 19, may be ſcen, where the Dr. may ſee, that 
to be baptized into the Name, is not all one with bapizing with the ex- 
preſs naming of each ot the ie, bu: another thing, and how the ancients 
varied in theit expreſſions, and how Jrencus lib. 3 c. 20, faith, In no- 
mine Chriſt: ſubauditur qui unxit, & ipſe qui units eſt, & ipſa #nfio in 
qua ie et,) Nor the Apoſtles when they preſcribed Baptiſin into 
the name of Chriſt, without menticning the ocher perſons, As 2. 38. 
& 10, 8, & 8. 16. Luvbard J. 4. ſent. diſt. 3. n baptizat in nomine 
Cbriſti baptizat in nomine rin, tat, qua ibi intelligitur; and this Am- 
broſe before ſpake, is lib. 1. de ſir ſanct. c 3. jiſcat, ſchol. in Matth. 28 
19 But it it not tobe thought that in theſe words, « brift coamands Mi- 
fers o Paſiors of the Church, that en baptizing they ſhou'd pronounce theſe 
words, baprige thee into the Name of the Father, &c. For vet ber do the 
words of Chyift (> {ound > nor may this be concluded ſ om them by neceſſary 
co ſequence, But he oxely commands, that they baptize in the Name of the 
Farber * c, which may be done, although thoſe word: be not (ronounced in 
bap"ix/4g And therefore tha which | !aid, needed not bee fomewhar 
ſtr auge it the Dr. And for the words of the Drs. Praftic.l catecb 16.5. 
2. the werds do ſhew what [ faid the Dr. conteſſed, to have been 
no imiſ-re porting of his words; who did not ay, be affirmed the putting 
under water ( uſtd by the primitive Church to be appointed by Chriſt, ex 
* tluſe ciy to ſrrinkling, bur i) at by Chviſts appointment the baptized was to 
be dipt in wa es, i. e. according to the primii ive ancient cuſtome to bee put 
under water, nd ſajd expreſſly he allowed of ſprinklicg, and yer varied 
frum ihc win pattern which requir d immerfion ;, and from Chrifts 
apphinimen, (which though he propourded 4 jundtively, yet! knew 
it cold ot be fo under ſtood ) and from the primitive cuſtome, and yet 
in 2nvther thing nt ſo preſcribed, will have it to be jndiſpenſably uſed, 
which ſhews his variableneſs f 
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SECT, XCVII. 


Much. 28, 19. Infants are excluded from being ſubj ect: of Baptiſm, t. 
withſtanding Dr. Hammonds pretcuſt ons 


TO what Dr, H. Deſence of infants Baptiſm ch. 2 fel. r. ſaith, 1 reply. 
r. That his writing fer the Common Prayer Book, is evidence of a. 
ſetibing more then was meet to the Canons of Prelates, (ith the Can. 
mon Prayer Book ſtood as well by the Prelaies Canons, as the Act of 
Parliament, and thoſe that are for the one are for the moſt part tor the 
other, 2, It appears to me that he hath offended much againſt the $,, 
crament of Bapriſin, in his Defence of infant Baptiſn, the uſe of ſute- 
ties, ſprinkling in Read of Baptiſm according to the Commen Prayer 
Bo , all which are mentioned before, 3. This co me is a ligne tht the 
Dr. aſcribes too much to the Canon which enjoyned ſubſcripgon and 
conformity to the Cemmon Prayer Book, in that he hath oppoſed, a 
much I think as any man of his rank, the reformation of theſe and ſuch 
Ather faults as were in it. 4, If there were a Catecbeſis in the term ade- 
gition, then my uſe of it proves not my fignification that the Dr, gid 
produce Ma'th, 28. 19. as 4 proof of hi po/ tion: yer when [ conſider how 
the Dr, Letter of reſol. q. 4. ſe. 14, 25. doth make the Fewiſh baptiſm 
the pattern whence the Chriſtian is copied out, and faith ; Chriflian bap- 
riſm bath nothing in tbe Copy to exclude Chriſtians children, which copy i 
ſet down in the N. T. i e. in the words of inflitution, and theſe words 5 
25, are no other then thoſe Matth. 28. 19, which he endeayoars to prove 
not onely not to exclude, but alſo to include Qu iſtiam children, as he 
ſpeaks S. 111. Chriſts baptiſm being founded in the Jews cuſtome of bajli. 
ging of Proſelytes, and tbe cuſlome among them being known 10 be tha, to 
bapiixe the Proſelytes and their children, the indefinite command of bijti« 
ging all nations, was all that was needſull to comprebend the children al/ 
of thoſe that received the faith of Cbrif, T do ſtill conceive be did allege 
Matth. 28. 19. as a proof of his poſition, though not by it ſelf, yet with 
his imagined pa:tern of the Jewiſh cuſtome, and that though be would 
not openly, yet by his comending ſo much for the e.uivalency of Dilci. 
ple and Proſelyte, and the extent uf tue term Proſelyte, and bis acknow- 
ledge ment of theſe wor ds to be the copy inthe N. I. he did tacite ly yeeld, 

that if thoſe words Matth. 18.14, include not infants unde r the diſcip! 
then there is ſomething in the V. T. which excludes infants from Bap- 
tiſm Nor js ke at all relicved by what he ſaich, that whatever were the 
notion of Diſcipling there, yet bee could not deem inſants thereby excluded 
from Baptiſm, whom by another medium, via. be Apoſtolical prafice bee 
ſuppoſed to be admitted to it by Chriſts inſtitution; for that very medium 
is to prove it to have been Chriſls ipſticurion, and Matth. 28. 19, com- 
prehends the words of inſtiturion, and is the copy of the original, and 
cherefore & s tacitely implied, that it infants be nor proved to _ 
ed 
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Jed Maith, 28. 19. there is ſameth in ag: inſt jaſant Ropiiſa in the N. 
r. nor is it tue that , which is net included, is not picfently excluded, 
for in all ſuch inſtitutions or appointments, what is not included i: rt. 
ſently exelu ed. Our Lord argues Matth. 19,5, 6. 1wo ſhall bee one 

therefore more then two are excluded; the Apoſtle 1 Cor, 11. 23, 
thus Ch iſt appointed the Lords Supper, therefore no other wiſe, wine 
is appointed therefore water is excluded, eating is preſcribed there ſore 
reſervation is excluded, let the ſelf-examiner eat, therefore infanrs ex- 
cluded ; the Dr, hinſelt apt ixing in the name of the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt ,preſcribed Mat. 2.3.19 therefore that from indiſpenſably tobe uſed It 
he Dr, would look on ſuch a deſpicable piece, he might ſee this further 
proved in that Book a part whereot hee anſwers, Review part. 2. ſect. 5. 
i ace he may finde enough in Jewels Sermon at Pauls Croſs 1560, and in 
all ſorts of Proteflant wrizers, which by reducing things to the primi. 
tive inſtitution, excluile other things added by men as abules, But the 
Dr, tels me, be that ſaith wan i a living creature, doth not thereby deny an 
Angel tobe ſo.ulſo ; rue, bu: this is impertinent, vth this js a propo- 
fitzon not a co nmand ; and as inpertinent is the other, when Chriſt give: 
bis P. ſciples po ter to heal diſeaſes, Matth. 10. f. be cannot be deemed to 
with beld from them power of raiſing the dead, for that we ſee comprehen 
ded in their Commit on V.8, torth s is not an inſtan e of an Ir Rtiturion 
et what they ſhould do, bur a relation of what CHRIS T gave 
them, 

To my arguing from peT:ges of the DoRors Letter of reſel, 9. 4. 8. 
55, 92,94. pract. cit J. 6.5, 2. that intants are not baptized occor dit g 
to Chci?s inſtitution, and Baptiſm no Sacrament to them, he tels me; 
1, That Chrilts inflitution of Vaptiſm was not (nor it ever affirmed by iu 
tobe) ſet down in thoſe words of Matth. 28. that having been long beſore 
init uted end practiſed, as appears by plain words, Job. A. i. 2, Where. 
to l anſwcr ; . Thie firſt is not true, for in his Letter ſreſel 9. 48 24. 
he men jon e, tbe co; y Baptiſm [et down inthe N. T.. e. in the m ds 
of inſtitution, which S. 25. ſhews are thoſe Matth. 28, 19, and S 29 ha 
ving as he thinks avvided the exclufion of infants, from the command 
Mat /b. 28. 9. he ſaith, Nothing is diſcernable in Chrifts inſlitution of 
Paptiſm, which can exclude infant children of Chriſtian: from it, and 2. 
gain he rermas them, that inflitution of Baptiſm for all nations, 2. His 
teaſon ii as frivolous, For though it were inſtituted before, yet it was 
ſer down Matth. 28. 19. as tbe inſtitution of the Lords Supper was 
before the E piſtle to the Corintbians, yet is ſer down 1 Cor. 11, 22. 

* Secondly, ſaith hee, that though Chriſts will and inſtitution toc 
© baptizing infants be not ſo manifeſtly ex pre ſt in thoſe words, Mattb. 
* 18.19. as ſhall be able by the bare force of the words roconyince any 
* gain-ſayer, without any other way of evidence or proof added to it, 
Jet by the Apoſtles praRiſe of baptizing infants ( appearing to us by 
* other means) it is moſt evident that they who cerrainly did not mi. 
1 take Chriſts meaning, did thus underſtand and extend his inſtitutlon 
b and commiſhien. The truth of this is there made more evident $. 30, 
ec. I ſhall net here repeat it. 

Anſw. 


(852 ) 

Anſw, 1, It is to be obſerved, that here the Dr, makes Chrifts will 
inſticution, and commillion, to be expreſt in choſe words Matth 28. 1g, 
and yet in the next words betore he ſaid, Chriſts inſtitution of Baptiſm 
was not (nor is ever affirmed by bum to be) ſet down in theſe words Mary, 
28. 19, Quo teneam node ? 2. That he acknowledgeth Cbrifts will and 
influution for baptizing infants, is no: ſo maniſeſtij expreſt in thoſe wordt 
March. 28. 19, as ſhall be able by the bare ſarce if ihe words ts convinces. 
ay gain-ſayer, Now ſure il nur there, nowhere, As for his other progy 
trom other places, ic is ſo fully proved here to be vain, that it the Dr 
do not, others will ſec it to be .o. 

Yet he adds, Secondly that the infant wien be is to bee ba tixed, doth 
though not by his own voice pcrſonaky.yet by he lawſull proxies, which the 
Church accepteth in his ſtead, profeſt the believing in three, the Faiber,Son, 
and Holy C 90ſt, deliver himſelf up to three, &c. 

Anſw, How comes any mango bee a childs proxy, who doth not 
make hin ſo> By Wat law becomes he a lawtul proxy > Where did 
God allo him to become a proxy or ſuicty for an infant > How dares 

any take upon him t be a {urety of the Covenant, which i. Chriſts ot. 
fice Heb, 7, 22 > With what face can any Chriſtian ſay the child b:ljeys 
or defires io be baptiz. d, when the child at that very inſtant, by in cry. 
ing ſhews its unwillingneſs therets? How dares any undertake it ſhall 
believe, when it is no: in his power to give fai h, and ſo many do net 
believe, but oppoſe the faith, who are thus baptized > What wartant 
hath any parent, or (as Mr, Fax er terms the Goſſips) proparent, io pro» 
tefs the faith of Chriſt in behalt of an infant, and to detire Chriſtian 
baptiſm for it? What is the Church the Dodtoutr means, that ac. 
cepis a proxies profeſſion in ſtead of the childe 2 Who gave them 
or that perſon the name of the Church > What Commiſſion, 
whence have the Church power to exchange and commute ones prof:(. 
gon for anothers > Who gave the Minifter authority to alter Chriſts 
inſtitution, and to accept of that which Chriſt never appointed in ſtead 
ot chat which Chriſt appoinred?lr is undoubredly a moſt high preſump. 
tion, derogatory to Chriſts peculiar ollice, forbidden Matth. 23.8, tor 
any Miniſter, or Biſhop, or Council, or Congregation, who are 21 to 
be ſubject to Chriſt, and to follow his preſcriptions, to take on them in 
ſtead of che pet ſuns own pruteſſion before Baptiſm to accept of anothett, 
24 1 proxy, parent, or proparent his conteiſion, inſtead of the baptized 
pet ons protefiion ? Th-ugh 1 marvail not that Dr, Hammond a man 
Prelatical, cho too much tavours corruptions in Fathers, Counci s, and 
Pcelares, diſguiſi g them under the name of the Church, which is 3 pre- 
rence for many ſuperſti ions, ſhould thus determine: yer | wonder how 
Mr. Bixter and thoſe who have oppoled the ule of the Croſs in Baptiſm, 
and other abuſes of Papiſts and Prelates, ſhould having proved in his 
1d, Diſþutation of right 10 Sacraments, that none but Prote'iors of ſaving 
faith and repentance are to be baptized, yer without the leaſt proof or 
(hadow of proof, but a parenrs or proparents pro eſſion inſtead of an in» 
fancs, and without any inſtitution or praiſe in the New Teſtament, 
dare to teach and accordingly to pra-Tiſe in and ro require 
parents 
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ents br others to profeſs the faith to that end, and in their ſtead, Juſt 
zeal to the glory of od and hond ur of Chriſt, and bis truth, makes me 
thus earneſt ; no man can juſtly blame me in iuveighing againſt, it not 
the hypocrifie of ſuch men, yet certainly the iniquity of them who op » 
oſe humane inventions in one thing and not in anotner, and the wit - 
kedneſs of them who cither by Coaſiſto: ĩal ſentences excommunicare 75 
Heretiques, or by exciting Magiſtrates 8gainſt them per ſecue, or in 
reaching ex6laim, or otherwiſe oppoſe thoſe that will nor yeeldeo ſuch 
corruption, though obtruded under the name of the Church. : 

I had (aid, yea if the poſitive will of Chriſt be the reaſon of Fapriſm, 
they uſurp upon Chriſts —_ who baptize ocherwiſe the:, Ctrit 
bath appointed, and then if the precept of Chriſt doth nor nec farily 
i:fer i. fant Baptiſm (which the Dr.jingenuon ſly acknuwledgerh) it duth 
by manifeſt conſequence deny it, (ich hee furbids that to be done other. 
wiſe then he hath appointed when he hath determined how it ſhould be 
done, The Dr. when heeſaith above, the word: I baptize into the Name 
of the Father. Son, and Ghoſt ] mult be indiſperſably uſed; me think by 
the fame reaſon ſhould conceive Chrifts inſtitu ion ſhould bee vnale- 
tably uſed in bap:izing thoE onely whem he hath appointed to be bap- 
tized; Hereupon che Dr, faith thus. 

« Fothss the grounds of anſwer have been already laid alſo, vix that 

© they that baptize intants, baptize no otherwiſe then Chrilt 2 p- 
« pointed, and the Apoſtles appear to have underſtood his appointment, 
« By Chriſts appointment not meaning particularly his words Matth, 29, 
« but his will, otherwiſe made known to bis Diſciples, when and in bat 
« words ſoever it was that he inſtituted baptiſin, which muſt be long be. 
« fore this, even be fore bis Apoſtles took on them to baptize any,which 
« yer they did in great abundance, Job. 4. 1. And of this appointment 
«or jaſtirurion ot Baptiſia by Chriſt it is moſt true. that if that pre- 
«cept of Ch-iſt, whereby hee firſt inſticured Baptiſm, did not indeed 
« comprenend, and ſo neceffarily infer infant Baptiſm, and was ſo un- 
tc det ſtaood to do by the Apoſtle, it ſhal conſequently be deemed to deny 
« ir, Bat then here ia lies a greatfallacy, when from another appoint- 
ment of Chriſt, vix. that Matth, 28. which I acknowledge nor to in- 
* fer infant Bap:iſm neceſſarily, he aſſumes in univerſum, and reports 
«ir as my confeſſion, that Chriſts Precept ( indefinirely taken, 
and ſo extending to all Chrifts Precepts at any 1jime) doth not neceſ- 
* farily infer infant Bap:iſm. Which js that grand illogical fault in diſ- 
de urſe of inferring an inde hnite or univerſal coneluſion from particu- 
lat premiſes, As for the compariſon which he makes betwixt the in« 
* diſpenſable uſe of the words of Baptiſm Matth, 28. and the as unalte- 
table obſer vation of Chr iſts inſtitution in reſpeR of the Perſons to be 
© baptized, I willingly grant it, onthe condition premiſed, that he ml. 
© ſtake not the text Marth 28. to be the words of that inſſiturion. v hei e. 
in Chriſt defined who are to be baptized. Thoſe words ar; a Commiſ- 
* fiom to the Apoſtles to go Preachro or Diſciple all Nations, and thus 
* far extends to pojnt out the perſons, wy, that they ſhould (s Diſciple 
*ſo) baptize Gentiles as well as Jaws; 1 at they are expre fs for 
N the 
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"© the form of Baptiſm, that it ſhould be in the name of the Father, the 
© $on, and the Holy Ghoſt, but they are not any kinde of direction to 
that other matter of receiving and admitting infants Or not infants, 
That I ſuppoſe ſufficiently notified to them before, beth by the com- 
mon pra ctiſe of their anceſtois inthe Jewiſh Religion by the vulgar 
notion of Baptiſm, whileſt it was familiarly uſed among the Jewes, 
both to their n ad cheir Proſelytes children, and alfo by Chriſt 
' ſpecial ditection (though the Goſpels, wbich expreſs not at all the 
** words of the fi: ſt inſtitution of Baptiſm do no ſer that down) ia the 
time ot his Preaching among them, ſome while betore that paſſage of 
* ſtory relaied, 0h. 4.1, &c, From both of theſe, I ſuppoſe the Apa. 
** ſtles learnt i (and not from Matth. 28.) and we learn it onely from 
* the Apoſtles, as thall hereafcer appear, 

Anw. hat the Apoſtles learnt infant Baptiſm from Chriſt, or Dr. 
Hammond tom the Apoſtles, hath not been mad- appear as yet. What 
he hath produced from ! ertullian and the Greek Fathers, from 1 Cor. 7. 
14 and from the Jewiſh caſtome, hath been already examined and ſhews 
cd rob inſutſicient to that end. His grants are, that if Chriſt did not 
inſtirue at Grſt anjan's Baptiſm, nor the Ap2ſtles ſo underſtood it, it 
mould conſequenily b: deemed to deny it 3 and if he did otherwiſe ap- 
point it, thza intants are excluded; and what is Matth, 28. 19, pre- 
icrived, is indiſpenſably to be uſed ; but he ſuppoſcth a fore going infti- 
wtjoa comprehending infant Baptiſm, notified otherwiſe then by Mat, 
23. 19, that Matth. 28, 19, determines nei her pro nor cen: for nor 
eg1iaſt iatants Baptiſm, that I infer jlogically, becauſe not in Matth. 
28. 19, inſtitated, therefore no where elſe, And I de acknowledge! 
di ſo conceive, that the Dr. having made that the copy, and confefſing 
i ant Bap il zt to be neceſſarily inferred thence , and that wee muſt do 
10 other wiſe then Chriſt appoints he muſt racicely deny infant Baptiſm; 
and this jnterence of mine is logical, Wha? the Dr. ſaih to the ccntrary 
do h not avoid it. For 1, it is not true tat Matth. 28, 19, the words are 
gt ay kinde / direftion to this matter of receiving and admitting inſants 
or not iuſuntt. For 1, it expreſfeth who are to bee baptized, when it 
laith, baptiſing them, now them muſt refer either to a nations wich. 
out any other ci: comſcription, and then he muſt appoint them to bap- 
rize every man in the world, believer or nor, But that is ab urd, Ergo, 
Or [them] muſt refer to | Diſciples) included in the Verb ¶ Diſcipit ut 
make Diſciples | bur if ſo, no! onely the Genti es as well as Jewes are 
pointed out, but allo the qualification of them, whom they ſhould bap+ 
rize, they are tu be Diſc-ples, new infants ate diſciples and not diſci- 
ples, there's no middle term between contradiRory terms, therefore 
there muſt be ſome dire t ion to baptize infants or not infants. 2, Theſe 
words ate the copy of the fattern as the Dr. ſaith «bi ſuvd, therefore if 
theſe words have no direRion for infant Bap:iſm, the pattern had not; 
For the Copy and Pattern do agree with cach other, as the Decree and 
the Copy of it out of the Court. © 

2. It is not true that this is not the firſt inſtitution wee are to 
have direGions from in our praRiſe, who baptize Gentiles, For = 
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1 no inſtirution concerning baptizing the Gentiles before that Matth. 
28, 19, and therefore hence muſt be direction ſor baptizing ot not our 
infanes, there being no inſſitution precedent as concerning them, Nor 
did the Apoſtles follow ary other, as is proved in the 2d. part of this 
review ſelf. 5. 

3, It is falſe, thut the ſormey in/litutiou did comprebend infant Ba- 
tiſm, The con ray is prove, 1, From the place which ſets down th. ir 
practiſe, Joh. 4. 1. it is there ſaid, they made Diſciples ard baptiſed 
Wh:nce | argue, 1. T hoſe onely whom the Apes bapti-ed, Chriſt 
app inted to be baptized; But they baptized not in ans, ergo Chriſt did 
not then appuint th: m to baptize the n. | he major is out ot doubt their 
practiſe onely ſhewiny Cht iſts inſtitution, | he minor is proved, 1. 
They bapr'z« i none but whom they made Diſciples, but they mide no 
intants Diſc:ples, as will de proved in tat which follows, and may bee 
further thus proved, Such perions were made diſciples by Chriſt ar d his 
Diſciples, as were made diſciples by John, But he made no intanrs d .- 
ciples, as mi ht be pr oved by the deſcriprions and as of Johns diſciples 
in the Golpels, Matth 9,14, & 11,2, & 14,12. Luk, 7. 8. Job. 1 
35, 37. Cc. 2 The Dilciples baptized in the fame manner and fett 28 
Jobi did his difciples, bur Zobu baptized penicent perſons who were nec 
intanes, Marth. 3. 6 all the rcople who were baptiſed by him, are ſaid to 
ben hum and to jwuſtifie God, uh. 7, 29, but theſe were not infants, Er.s, 
3, Dr Ha» mond ſaith Letter of reſo! 9. 4.S. :5, To make diſciples, Joh. 
4. 1. aud baptiſe, is all one wi b daſcijle baytiſing, Marth, 2. 19. Bur 
iz thi accordinꝑ to the Dr, there is not any kinde of dire7ion to that Mat- 
ter of receiving and admitting infants or not infants, thereture Fob, 4.1, is 
no mention ot their baptizing infants, and ſo no infan s baptized by 
them, 2. If Chriſt had inſticuted jofant Baptiſm, doubt/efſs lee would 
have pointed it, and ;the Diſciples ptactiſed ic on thoſe mentioned 
Match. 10. 13, 14. 17. Math 1. 17, 14 1, 16. Lug 13, 19, 16, 17, 
But he did not appoint nor they praiſe baptiſm wn tem, for it is ſaid 
Matth. 9.15, that when be had put his bands oa them be d parted thence, 
Which ſhews no more was done to hem then was before fer down, where» 
0: none was heir bap:izing , Ergo 

4. [: is falſe, that direct ion to baptiſe infants was [i fficrently voti fed to 
the 1pofites by Cbrift, For 1. the common praft:/e of ih: Jews could not 
noi ie it wo them, C'riſt no where appointing then eo baptize accord- 
ing to the Jewiſh manacr, ner did they, For they vaprized rither after 
Jobar manner, Job. 4. 1. bur that was got as the Jens, as appeares by 
their exceptin2 againſt and te je cting his EPaptiſm Luk 30. 2. The 
vulger not ion f Baptiſm did not no'ifient, Fire, re noten of baptiſm 
did not expreſs, one fort or other, yea they uied to baptize crher things 
Marg 7. 3, 4. beſides perſons, 2, It the vul-2r notion of Baptiſm did 
notihe infant Baptiſm, then i: did notife it MH th. 28 19, where it is 
expreſſed. gut the Dr. ſaich, thoſe words are not any kinde of dire in to 
that matier of receiving and admitting infants or noi mfants, Eigo, 3, 
The ſpecial direction of ( he iſt dil not noirfie ir, it ir dia, let ur be thewed, 
To ſay the Goſpels expreſs not at all the words of the fi ft inſtit ution of ap- 
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m nor do ſet thit down, is againſt the Dr. For It is an high preſumg. 
tion in any man iO aſſert ſuch a ſpecial direction of Chriſt, as neither 
the Golpelts nor other ſacred writings ſee down, and if this may bee 
done, Apocriphal traditions may bee vented, as Papiſts and o;her; 
have done, telling us aſt that CHRIST did and ſaid is not wit. 
ren, John 20. 30. Beſides, Chriſt gave no other ſpecial ditection to 
the Apoſtles towards the Jewes about Baptiſm, afere that was done 
which wee read John 4 1, then hee did te them rewards the Gen:iles 
Math, 28. 19, For that was 4 Copy of the Pattern, Bur he did nor 
there appoint infant Baptiſm as the Dr. ac«nowledgeth, Ergo. From 
all which I infer, that Chriſt gave ro other direct ion about Bap. 
tiſm, then what is expreſſed Matth. 28. 19. and that there hee gave 
dice ct ions about in'ants bapizing or not baptizing, and that the 
preſrciprion there is to bee indiſbenſably uſed, not onely about the 
form of words in baptiſm, but alſs about the 17 h m we may 
bap:ize ; and that infants are excluded ſhall bee proved in that 
which foltlowes, Nor is this a pratuſ9/y ox:19i271-, as the Dr, termes 
it, but ſuch a juſt diſſet tation as couchech the main of the caule, and 
ſhewes the Doctors uſurpation on Chrifls preragative, in deferding 
uch Baptiſm as is vtherwiſe ther Chi iſt appvinted,nor hath he brought 
one proot for what he faith, bee b1tb made evident that Marth, 38. 1g, 
was not the inſtitution of Paptiſm. nor ay intimution on eutber ſide whetver 
inſavis ſhould be baptized or, but contradicted bimſcli, and maniteſtly 
perverted the Scripture, 

Seck ». The Dt. ſaithro my exception that though wals)iro); 
18 well r: ndred Ware Diſcaples, yer ua 79 Artie 7657 18 not well 
2araph ated by veceive into Diſcipleſhip all Nations baptiziig them, 
Fot by this the making Diſcip'es is made the ſame with 1cceiving into 
D:(cipleſbip or receiving Diſciples, and Baptiſm the ceremony of xecei. 
ving inte Diſcipleſhip, which is as truly the ac ot the bap:ized, thereby 
ptoteſſiag or ayouching his Diſcipleſhip ] thus. Here ie another ſubs 
tilty of a refined nature, making 2 difference betwixt making Diſ.i- 
«© ples, and receiving inte Diſcipleſhip or receiving Diſcipfes: As if 
© th:ſe to weve not perfectly ſynonymous, and by me evidently u- 
i ſed, as uch. I ſhall not diſpute of words,when the marrer js clear,and 
«when it is equally to my purpoſe which phraſe is uſed, whether ma. 
king or receiving Diſciples, 

Anſw, bither phraſe would not have been equally ro the DoJors 
parpoſe, making Diſciples not being applicable to infanrs, as perhaps 
it may be thought receiving Diſciples may, but whether either ſerve 
the Boctors turn or no, and however the Dr. uſe them, or cenfure my 
drginRion of them, yet I rake his confounding them to bee a gro's 
miſtake, and ſuch as perverts the text, and ſhould have been proved 
by him, afore he thus uſed it, And againſt it | chu argue, 1. Thoſe 
termes are nor perfe ily ſynonymens, whereof the one inports that 
which may bee without che other, this I think none will deny. 
But making Diſciples may bee without receiving them. This is me- 
nifeſt. For a perſon is not a Diſciple aſote he 53 made, but ho is —— 
a Uld- 
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2 Diſciple before he is received, therefore the one may bee without the 
other, 2. The agents may be divers in making and receiving Diſci- 
ples, 4 woman may make a Diſciple, but not receive him, 3. Ihe 
meanes is diſteren , the making Diſciples is by reaching, as thall bce 
thewed in that which followes, and is an act of diligence z the receiving 
u admiſſion by authority. 4, Making imports an action, receiving ra- 
ther a paſſion, 5. Making Diſciples doth pieſuppofe a privation of jr, 
1 perhap averſcneſs trom it; teceivmg pteſuppoſe th a habit attaine q, 
and a 1 ling offer, 6. The making Diſciples may be to arether, but 
receiving Uiiciples is to bee aſcribed to the maſter to whom tacy ate 
P iciples, as w himſelf receiving them, 7. Dr, Hammond ac«now- 
ledgeth Aa Jie, to import the ſame with e ua J bn 1. 
Letter of reſol, 9.4. S 25, but Zeb» 4. 1, it cannot bee reudeted ve 
(eve Di{ciple-, therefore nei het Matth 28 19, *. Neicher Nat 
14,19 nt any where olle bach any ir 41 fAl-cor [ knew,rendered [Yeserve 
Diſciples | burn. aa, Narbe Diſciples, and mike it as the Dr. the phraſe 
walle! to Jobn 4, 1, aud theretore it is fingular and ablurd to fender 
it here ret ei vt Diſcipier, 

Secondly, lait he, When hee affirms of Baptiſm which I make 
« the ceremony of the Apoſtles receiving them that *ti« as true y the a5; 
« of the bap iz ed, this is no [ub iy, but grofs and viſible enor gh. For 
« certainly Bar tiſm in he active ſenſe ( 24 it is plain unde ſtan it 
ein that place where | paraphraſe Go and make Dilciples and Gap- 
Grtize)\s not eat! the baptized but of the Bapriſt, I he eommirg to 
& Bapriſm indeed aud the undertaking the vo, and mating the pro- 
« ſeſſion, is the act of the baptized, either pet ſona ly or by his pro. 
«xy, which in reputation of Law and in acceptation of the Church, 
«j,hisalſo, bur Rill baptiſm, or (to remove all p'ihble miſtake } 
« bap:izing *- e Matth, 28. 19, in an act of the Heptizer onely, 
* and ſo ti Ceremony of reeciving into Diſcipleſhip, xhonloevet they 
© thus duely baptize. I hape I need ſay no more of this. 

Anſw, | (aid not baptizing, but Baptiſm the Ceremony (not es the 
Dr, miſ recites my words, of receivers inio Diſcipleſhip, but} ot reccivirg 
into diſcipleſhip is 2s truely the al „f the baptized, thereby p a- 
ſeſſing or ayouching hs diſcipleſhip as of the Baptizer, and theretore 
the bap:1zed is not meerly paſlive in ic, nor an infant doth unde: 
go it, And I prove it thus, 1, Beptiſm is a duty of the bapt.z-6 
24 well as of the baptizer, as may bee proved from 4d, 2.38. wbere 
the Apoſtle exhorts them to repent and bee baptized every one of them. 
in thd Nam? of ( briſt Feſws for the yemiſſion of ſins, Now that which 
Ama idex2orted to as his duty, i« his own a1. Ergo. It any ſay it js 
bat 'nme in the paſſive voice, hee may underſtand that Lak 1. 
38. 64/1; though ic bee the ſame ſenſe and voice, ye: notes the 
23ivn of the baptized, 2. It is manifeſt alſo from the command ta 
Paul, AAs. 22. 16. that baptiſm is the act of the baptized For firſt, ix 
is a thing commanded to bee done by hin, 2. It is in the middle 
voice, CarH, which though I deny not to have a paſſive fig- 
liicatian, yet here, as Um as cannot have any other then 
* dive 


— —— 
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ati /e ſignification becauſe of the accuſative cauſe following, ſo Neither 
can the other, both being injoyned as duties, and the waſhing aws 
{ins being not meant of torgiveneſs of them but turning from them“ 
baptiſm being the ſigne of his repentance, and both being to be joyned 
together, Als 2. 38, and ti etefore Bapriſn being called, the baptiſy 
of repentance, Mark 1.4. Act. 19.4. 3. artig into the Name of the 
Father, Su and Holy Gboft, notes the ag oft c baptized as will as the 
ba; tizer, and thi is tully taught by Ur. Hammond himlelf tra ic cn 
lib. 6 fett. 2, where he ſaith | / baptixc thee into the Name of the Faber 
and of the Son and of the Holy Ghoſt | being preſcnibed by Chriſt to hys Dif. 
ciples muſt indiſpenſably be uſed, and the meaning of them i double, 1,09 
the Minzfters pari, that what he dot» hee doth nor! of birnſcl', but in the 
Name or power of , Or by Commuſjrou from the bleſſed Ti mity ( which by 
the way, I am ſure none can iy withuu apparent t lhod when they 
baptize infants, much leſs when hey onely tprinkle them.) 2. Ang 
more eſpecially in reſpeſt of the pe ſun baptiſed 1, That be achnowledsy; 
theſe three, a, d by de ſi ung baptiſm mak: s profeſſion of that acknowledgment 
which is in c the ſum of the whole e. 2. That as he athnowledyes 
theſe three, ſo he delivers bimſciſ ts them, as to the three principles or ay, 
that of faith or Chriſtian eien, and acknowledges no other as ſuth ( us 
to be baptiſed in the uame of Paul, ſignifies ro ſay, 1 am of Pau), i. e. to pin 
#y ſaith on him in oppo. tion to has and at other to receive for infa. 
libletruth wh aſoever is taught by any of theſe and no birg elſe, 3, That be 
delivers bimſelſ up to be ruled as an obedient ſert ant by the divefions of 
this great mafler, a willing Diſciple of this bleſſed Trimty, and ſo the 
Greek phraſe into the name aoth import; ard the/e three af, of the 
baptiſed together, mate up bis part by way of condition 7equirid of hin 
make him ca able of that grace, which the Miniſter from God thus Conte); 
4087 and enſures unt bam Be ſiues which it notes the calling on the Name 
of the Father by the Son, through the hi ly Spitit, as As 11. 16. ſheus, 
where Paul is bid tobe baptized or bapt iʒt himſe it. cin on the named 
the Lord, when baptized ; and this I have proved to be meant t em Lak, 
2. 21. ardother waves Review fart. 2. /eft. 5, pg . v0, 91. So that 
3s well Cor rather more )) the ce emvony ot rh» baptized, 2 
2ptizer, Wiich micht be proves ſtom tho e texts u ich ſpczk 
th ule of ue, as Rom, 6. 3, 4. Col, 2. G al. 3. 96 87, 1 C07, 2. 
13. i» a!] anjchang ſundry more ihe 2 of the b3 t-2:d s noted, who 
th thereby Ggnifie bu baptiſm inte hIUns death, bug ie by bartiſm 
into death, and ms viſing to newueſt of life, purting 01 chrift, eng ito 
ene gov, &c. wich 1 have cleered more fully in the lame p'zce jag 6, 
&7 8, %. Andrvis, the Dr faith ti bey, i moe efjecially meant by 
ba;ti/iaginto the Name of the Father, Sou and Holy iu Frenetire i: 
tes their act as las the adminiſtrators, 4, It baptiiin were rot as 
truely the alt of the baptized as the boptizet t en it thovid be tu. bap- 
tion, if the baptizet did dip with ut an concurrent a met che bap ized, 
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„e haugh he wee forced to it, and 2painſt bis will pus unde water, 
and this were wartamably done by the baptizer, For he ſhould do what 
: pre{crived, Zut this is abſur, nei her School men nor any other al. 
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on ſuch biptiſm, vide Th, Aquin. ſum. part, 3. Ju. 68. art. 7, 16. The 
$pemards drivin, the Indians into the water forcibly for baptiſm, and 
their going in thus under water is excepted againſt as neither rightly 
done, nor true ha ptiſm. Therefore certainly baptizing preſcribed Mat, 
. 19, doth co »prehend not onely the act of the adminiſtratcur, buc 
zIſo:he act of the baptized, in yeilding io it and concurring with it. 
When Pe:er Ads 10. 48. commanded Cornelius and thoſe with him 10 be 
baptiſed in the name of the Lord, there were three acts concurrent, 1. The 
Apoſtles command, by way of author ity appointing ir to be done, 2.0 
the adminiſtratour by way ef Miniftry, 3. Of the baptized by way e 

\ {{bmiffion and putting bimfelt under water, Yet hee is no thereby a 
meer Sebaptiſt, as it js reported ſome heretofore have been, bur is part- 
y paſſive in conſent, and ſ bmiſſion to whar the baptizer do, and par t- 
ly ative in concurring with him, So that my ſpeech is cleered (rom be. 
ine g of, 2s th Dr would. ; 

Dr. H. adds. His ſccond branch of exception is to thoſe words of mine, 
wherein 1 ſay tha the making or receiving Diſtiples, ſatpoſeth not any trete 
dent inn lion, but lo wholly on it as ſubſeq tent Againſt this | gave 
reaſons et diflent thus. 1. Thar which is expreſt in Matthew by, Go ye 
thereſo:e and mae Diſciples all Nation, is in Mark, Go ye into all the 
world and preach the Goſrel to every luing creature; which cs, huw 
they (houl 4 diſciple al nations; now they who are made Diſciples by 
preaching the Goſpel, are made diſciples by precedent inſtruction, Er. 
, the making or receiving diſciples Matth. 28. 19. ſuppoſeth prece- 
dent inftruRion, 

gut ro t i; (ſaichrhe Dr.) 1 anſwer; 1. That the words in 1 
© areno otherwiſe patalle l to thoſe in Matibew, then as an Epitome is 
© parallel to a la ger diſcoui ſe, ſuch we know S. A4 for the moſt part 
i, an abbreviation of S. Matthews (;ofpel, as in many others, ſo in 
© this particuler; ſome palſiges indeed there are in S. Mark in this 
* place, which are not i S. Matthew, as (hall anon be ſhewed, but in 
* the particular now betore us, 5, Mark is according to wont more con- 
* ciſe: there is no mention in him ct baptizing in the Name of the Fa. 
* ther, and of the Son, and of the Holy hoſt, nor conſequently of 
* diſcipling, of which that was the ceremony , as in S. Matthew 
there is, 

Anſw This doth rather confirm my major then oppoſe it. For if 
Mark expreſs the ſa ve mie briefly and Matthew more L.ygely in this par- 
licular, and there js no other expreſſion in Mark beſides. Go ye into all the 
world and preach the Goſpel to every creature, which anſwe sto Matthews 
words, Go make Diſcirles all nations: then what js expreſt in Nahe. 
in the ſame with that „hie is axprefſt in Mark, And indeed rhe time, 
occaſion, and exprefiions d fo plainly evince this, that almuſt all edi. 
tions and rranflitivns (which ule Marginaſ references) and commenta 
tors [ haye (cen, expound the one bv rhe other. 

, Secondly, laich the DS. Thar Chi iſts 2ppo int nent x00 Tlew £Us 
"494M Y, to preach the Goſpel, 10 '., Mark, doth no way infer he 
* precedent inſtruction of evecy fingle per jon chat was received to bap. 
** riſm . 
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„ tiſin: the phraſe ſignifies to proclaim or promulgate the happy ty. 
dings brought into the world by Chriſt, grace, and mercy, and «er. 
© nal felicity coall that ſhould come into him, and take his yoke u 
them, and leain of him. And upon the publiſhing of this to all the 
« world to every creature, i e. to the Gentiles univerſally as well as the 
© Tews, I ſuppole ti very poſlible, that many of them ſhhuld make all 
© ſpeed ta come uno C:rift, and come our at the Apoſtles prenehi 

© they and their whole houſholds together ( 742r.d'in, the Oracle 
© commanded in Hemer) andco bring their infant Children, as the 
© uſed to do, that became Proſelyres to the Jews, and then the Apoſtle, 
* knowing their Maſters minde tot receiving of infants, and that(as from 
„the inſtitution I ſuppoſe them foce- inſtructed) to baptiſm, receiye 
them all, and (as many as interpoſed no voluntary hinderance) bap, 
« tjize them; and having taken them into the Scheol of Chriſt, make 
god proviſion tor the future inſtruction of them, as ſoon as ever they 
ce ſhould be capible of ic, That thus ir was, I pretend not (ſtill) to de. 
£ duce from theſe words Mat tb. 28. but to infer from ano her medium, 
«the practiſe of the Apoſtles otherwiſe notified to us: All that [an 
non to manifeſt is, that this paſſage hath nothing contrary to out hy- 
„ potheſis, but is perfectly reconcileable with i, and this is done by 
© the ſcheme thus laid: And ſo tis moſt viſible how no force there is 
in this firſt reaſon of exception. . 

Anſw, It is mot viſible that the Dr. was in a dream when he wrote 
this; 1. Becauſe he talks of an inſtitution (which is one ly i vagined by 
bim) receiving infants, and as many as interpoſed no voluntary bi- 
deravce to baptixe them (not excepting infidels children, contrary to hit 
own interpretation of 1 Cor,7,14, which declares them wneleen hat is,not 
to be baptiz-d in the Drs. ſenſe ) and to take infants into the School of 
Cbr47, as if the School of Chriſt were to nurſe up infants, for that was 
all could be done to them, and te mae good ro d i ſten for the ſuture in- 
fruTion of them, as ſoon as ever they ſhould be capable of it, Whichix ſo 
ridiculous a conceir, as no waking man me thinks ſhould fancy it, For 
What pro ui ſion could the Apoſt es, who were to ge and preach the Goſpel 
to every creature, make for the ſut ure inſtruſtion of them, as ſnon at ever 
they ſhould be capable i:, who were not to ſtay till they were able 16 
peak, or receive any commands from them ? 2. The Dr. at if he f#rgot 
his meter in hand, ſaith; A that be was then to manifeſt, war that ibi 
vaſſage Marth, 28. 19, bath nothing contrary to by hypotheſs , but is per. 
fe ij recorcileable to it; whereas his buſineſs was to anſwer my argy- 
ment againſt his palition, that the making or receiving Diſciple» Marth, 
28 19, ſuppeſet h not any precedent iniiruction, bt looks wholly on it & 
ſubſequent, 3. The Des. anſwer, that Chrifts apprintment to preach the 
Goſpel in $. Mack, doth no way iafer the p ecedent inſlrufion e. 
very ſngle perſon tbat was received to Baptiſm, might be true, yet his 
poſition falſe, that the making Diſciples Matth. 28.19, ſuppoſeth not a 
ny precedent inſtruction but loves wholly on it as ſubſequent, 4. His rev 
ſon why to preach the G el in S. Mat k, dot h no way infer the precedent in- 
truT:on of every ſingleperſon that was received to baptiſm, (hems his talk 
to 
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to have been incoherenr, like the talk of a man in a dream; For wha: 
conſequence is in this, The phraſe fignifies,&@. Ergo, To preach the Go- 
hel in S. Mark, doth no way infer the po ecedent inftirution of every ſingle 
rerſon that was recerved to Faytiſm > Might nat all this be true, that the 
pbraſe ſo ſignifies, they ſo publiſh, the thing ſet down be poſſible, the - 
Ales know Chriſts minde, as the Dr, imagines, and yet to preach the Go 
el in S. Mark, inſer the jrecedent inſtruction of every xgle perſon that was 
recerved to Faptiſm > So that in all this whi-h the Dr faith, there i no 
anſwer to my argumevut, But the truth is, by the Drs, own grants my 
argument js m de good, For if preaching the Guipel be inſtruction, 
and this be the way of making Diſciples, which arc not deni dz then 
it muſt 11ceds go before mak in or . eceiviy Diſciples, lich the mc ancs 
in order of actual bring, muſt be before the effect, and fo the Urs, po- 
ſtion fa ſe That the making or receiving Diſciples ſuppoſeth not ay pre. 
cedent inſt uc lion, Matth. 8. 19. but lorkhs wholly on i a» ſubſcquett A- 
gain, it atore baptiz ng they were to pub O the Ge/ to al ike herd, 
to every creature, i. e. to the Gentiles univ.rſally as well the fews, then 
afore any ſingle perſon was received to Baptiſin, inftrucwyy n wa: to be 
precedent, un'eſs there were any fingle perſon whic!, was not com pt i- 
ſed under all che world, every creature, Gentiles univerſally as weil as 
Jews: Tea the terms [ every crealure and all nations | comprehend every 
perſon that was to be baptized, and more; but they were cvery one to 
be made Filciples, and that by preaching the Goſpel to them, afore 
they were to be bapt zed; Matth. 28. 19, Mark 16, 15, therefore in- 
ſtruction ot every ſingle perſon was to be precedent to his recep ion to 
baptiſn, Hereto agree the words of Athanaſius, Hicrom and crhers, ci- 
ted by me, Review fart, 2. /eft. 5. p. 86, 87, 

rhe 2d, ſaith the Dr, followes, that ſuc') as the making Diſciples w +, 
Job. 4. l. ſuch is the wak ing Diſciples 37a:tb, 28, 19 For by the Drs. 
conteſſion they are all one, But that was by preaching, as is plain con- 
cerning Fobn, Matth. 3. 1, 2, 5,6. and concerning the Apoſtles, Mat. 
10. 5, 6, 7, Ergo, hence 3. | further a gued, that way the Apoſtles 
were to Diſciple all nations, by which they were to diſciple the lojt ſheep 
of the bouſe of Iſrael, but that was by preaching, Ergo, diſcipling ſup- 
poſeth precedent inſtruction, 

Ho this, ſaith the Dr, | anſwer, that the aceount laſt given is ful- 
«ly ſ.risfa&oty to this exc'p ion allo; For ſuppoſing the Apoſtles to 
* publich whereſocyer they came the d , the good news that 
* was come into the worid by Chriſt, and the hearers not one ly to 
come in themſel es, but to bring heir wi-ole families, and ſo their 
* infant children with them, there 1s no difficulty to imagine, that they 
* had thus made proclamation, received all, and made all diſciples, 
* young and old, that either came or were brought, and ſo it being the 
* inſteu;aent to draw the parents themſelves, and to -nove them to 
* bring cheir children co diſcipleſhip, it is ſtill very viſible how chil- 
dien ſhould be diſcipled, and conſe. uently bap:ized by them, Bap. 
* tiſm being the conſtane ceremony of diſcipling. And though I am nor 
* able co affirm how it was actually in John Baptiſu, yet this 1 may ſay, 
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chat as far 28 can be diſcerned or inferred from the ;hiafe in either 
place ( watuTcug and walnras 70 y ) thus it very puſhibly might be 
** poth in Johns and the Ap9 les baptizing. 

Anſw, lc is ſo far fem being ſaiistatory, that there is neither per. 
tinency nor truth in this anſwer, Fot the Dr, anſwers, as it the thing [ 
proved were not, that making diſciples preſuppoſe th inſtruRion, be. 
cauſe it is by preaching, but that j tants might be made diſciples,though 
max ing diſciples b by preaching z which is indeed nor to anſwer to the 
argument, but to a conſe ary deducible from the coneluſion of jr,which 
though ic were not inter ed nor conſzquent, yet the conc luſion might be 
true that diſcipling preſuppoſerh ſome precedent inſt ruct ion, and is nur 
wholly ſubſc quent to it. Nor is itttue. For 1, ſuppoling the Apoſtles 
moald do ac he ſpeaks, and the hearers come in a» hee imogines, yer 
there u difficulty to imagine, tha: they that had thus made proclamution ve. 
cei ved all, and made all diſcaples, young and old, that either came or were 
bro got un others , \ ecjally conſidering how John received none wee 
read ot bur ſuc'1 as conte ſled heit (ins, and the whole prople that were 
baptized of him juſtified God, Luk 7, 9. believed him, Match. 21. 31. 
o hers nr, and the Ap»ſtles are ſaid o make ditciples ate they bapti- 
zed, Fob, 4 t. and atv e they bap'ized required repen:ance, AF, 2. 38, 
thoſe who were baptized gladly recerved the word, v.41. . It beting 
granted that they made diſciples by preaching, preacbing being be inſru« 
unt to diaw theparents themſelves, and to move them to bring their chil. 
area to diſcipliſhip, yet it is not very viſible how child en ſhould bee diſci. 
led; For tond -ffenion or chn:eit, might me ve them to do that upon 
preaching, ich yet might not take effect, nor be recei ed by the Apo- 
les. 4. Nor is Baptiſm conſequent on ſuch a dei pleſhip, by offer ot von 
vt p tent, wit out profeſſion of the party to be bap ized, there being 
n inſtłution for it, which is ih: onely rule about dap izing. 5. Neither 
i: itirue, that Baptiſm is the ce iſtant ceremony s diſcipling, though it be 
pr ante d to be the ceremony of diſciples, a perſon is fi: ſt a di'cipleafore 
bap/ized, Joh. 4 1. they firſt mave diſciples then bipiized them. 6, lt 
is n true, that as far 25 can be diſcerned or inferred {rom the phraſe in ei. 
'ber place ( valwſeviy aud vaInlas mui it might not ve y poſſibly be 
both in Johns and in the Apoſtle; baptixing as the Dy, imagins, fith (if 
tete be degrees of poſſibility) it is not very poſſible they ſhould make 
any oth r diſciples and baptize them, then ſuck as the Evangeliſts ſtory 
re lates they did. 

But the Dr. te's us. 1, For John, ti tue indeed that bis Baptiſm at- 
tended his preaching, yet doth it not thence neceſſarily follow that none 
were baptiſed by bim, but thoſe who particularly beard and obeyed bis 
preaching ; For 1, wby might not thoſe that beard it, divulge it to others, 
and bring them before they beard him to deſire to bee baptiſed, and 
_ their confeſſing their fins, and prefeſing amendment, hee baptiſe 
ivem ? 

Anſw. Not likely before he had preached ſonewhar to them, however 


if his preaching were brought to them by others, they were not baptized 
afore infiſuſtion, 
cc 3, Why 
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« z,, Why might not tl oſe that heaid it, ot heard of it, give tha; 
« heed to it, as to bring all that were dear to them ot what age [1ever, 
« by chat means to ſecure them from the wrath to come ; when Neal 
« preacht repentance to the old world, and upon the decree of ſendir g 
« the flood upꝰn the world of the ungodly, called a'l ro come into the 
« Ark to him to eſcape the deluge, ſuppoſe others bebdes Noabs ſami- 
« ly h d hearkened to his preaching, or ſuppsſe hee znd bis ſons had 
« had infant children, can we imagine they would have let: their in- 
fins to that certain ruine, and not have taken them into the Ark 
« withthem > And Johns baptiſm was anſwerable to that Ark, in re. 
« ſpect of that approaching ruiae on the Jews, ſtiled the kingd e of 
« heayea v 1, and that evidenced to be a bloudy kingdome, explicated 
« by cating into the fre v. 10. And can we imagine the Jews that be- 
« lieved Zobn, and came to his Baptifm, did not bring th. fe children 
« with them to fave them from the predicted evils and then | profeſs 
« nor to ſee any reaſon to render it incredible that Johm Bat ſhould 
« thus receive and baptize thoſe infants (though the Scripture affirm. 
ig nothing of it, and tradition, as far as I know, as litele, | ſhall 
«neuh'r aſhrm nor beleive any thing.) This only is certain, that a- 
e mong the jew» of that time, infant children were known to be Capa- 
« ble of entring into covenant with God after this manner, and of be.ng 
« par:akers of the bene fit of the Covenant by that means, And one 
« thing more I ay add, that Chriſt himſelf, who was by his fin!eſneſs, 
« un ualiſied for the repeniance which John preachr, as the infants 
« were by their incapacities,did yer come and was received to oba: Bap- 
« tiſm, v. 13. and then in caſe intants were brought, why might not 
they be received alſo > 

An/w. Becauſe it was not appointed to them, And this is areaſon 
( which the Dr. h re if he will) ta render it incredible that John 
ſhoul4 receive and baptzxe infants, though infants of Proſelytes born a+ 
fore their Proſelytiſiy were by Jews baptized, who bapiized upona far 
different reaſon, to wit, the pollution through idolt, which did adhere 
to the Gentiles nativity, to waſh away that, and to engage them to the 
obſervance of Moſes Law for righteouſlneis ; whereas 7obn Baptiſt bap. 
tized with the b ipt3ſm of repent ance for remiſſion of ſins, even native Jews, 
ditectinꝑ then to the Lamb of God who was to take away the ſin of the 
world, and that he might be known was to be b»prized ot him. We cin 
therefore eaſily imagine, that the Jews that believed ob and came to 
bis Baptiſm, did not b. ing infant children with them to ſave them from 
predifred evils, becauſe wee reade that they t at were baprized of him 
conſeſſed their ſins, Mat tb. 3. 5. 6. juſtified God, Luk 7. 29. Nor was 
Baptiſm appointed to them as to Proſelytes infants, nor do wee reade 
tar John Baptiſt gave any inkling of his minde to have infants 
brought, And t i a ſigne to me that the Dr, is confident chat hee can 
Jeade men ina firing, who adventures ro 'uggeſt ſuch things as he con. 
teffech the Scripture affirms nothing of it, and tradition as litile, as far 
es be hnows, and neither affirms ne- heleives any thing in it, and onely up. 
on a upp that infatu c ildren would have been brought ir" 
Gegeg? * Noabs 
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Noabs Ark if men had beleived Naab, and John: Baptiſm was as Vonbe 
Ark ftiled the Kingdome of heaven, whereas )obns and chriſts Baptiſm are 
not made anſwerable to Nozbs Ark in reſpeR of the bare outward 
tiſm, nor is it tiled the King dome of beaven, but the anſwer of interrs. 
- gation of a good conſtience towards God by the reſ[urrefion of 1eſus Cbriſ 

1 Pet. 3. 21. and the preaching, belciving of the Gol throughout the 
world, Mar, 1,14, 15. which they who were baptized vere to entertain 
and not infants, and therefore not to be baptjzed till they did. And nee 
may with better re:ſon, then the Dr, gives of his fancy, conceive Gods 
p:ovidence rather ordered there ſhould be no infants in Noabs Ark that 
we might not fancy intants baptiſmrhience, then that we ſhould as this 
Dr. or doatard ſuppoſfeth, 

Vet again, ſaith he, Then 2. for much as couc e ned the Apoſtles Mar. 
10. Firſt "ty there evident that thty were ſexs 10 the loſt ſheep indefinitely, 
and ſure that pbraſe comprebends the lambs alſo, the in ſaat children bei 
loſt in Adam as well as the grown men, by the addition of their actual 10 
original ſu? 4nd then why ſhould we doubt but the poſiles miſſion extex. 
ded to them alſs > 

Anſw. Becauſe we reade of no ſuch thing done or appointed to be 
done, nor do we kn:w that ba ptiſm was appointed to bee a remedy cf 
originakſin, though ſome of the Ancients talk ſo beſides the Scrip- 
ture. 

The Dr, adds. And 2. for their preaching, it is juſt as as ohn 
© was, to warn them ro beware of the imminent deſttuction, that vindi. 
** cative act of Gods kingdome, v. 7, that all that ſh: uld give eat and 
« ** heed them, nigltt haſten to get out of that danger by reformation and 
new life; and the ruine being impendent to the young as well as old, 
© even the whole nation, why ſhould not the infant children be reſcued 
** trom that by their Parents care in bringing them ro ptiſm, and times 
ly ingaging them to flye from the wratn to come, as ſoon as they 
** ſhonldcome to underſtanding, injoying in the mean time the benc ft 
*© of others charity 3 

Anſw. It was fit they ſhould enjoy the benefir of others charity in 
cheir Prayers, and ſupply of uch tungs as wette meet for them, o which 
fort the Apoſtics Baptiſm was not, nor vid they underſtand it was Chriſts 
minde that they were ſenr to baptizc wiem, for then they had baptized 
them, and not T1ebuk'd thoſe that brought them to Chriſt, Maith, 9. 13, 
Nor by biinging them to Baptiſm were children reſcued from the wrath 
to come, but by reformation and new life, 

Tbirdly, ſaith he, after their preaching theueh there be no mention of 
ba tiʒinę (and ſo it was not fit to be produced to our preſent baſineſt ) yel o. 
ther things ae appointed to be done, wherein in ſants were concerned as well 
as Others, as bealing of diſeaſes, &c, and if being incapable of receiving be- 
nefit from pr eaching ſhould be deemed an obſtacle to their being baptixed, 
why ſhould it x0t to their receiving cures ? 

Anſw, Becauſe that they inighe be baptized, it was neceflary they 
ſhould be made diſciples by preaching, not ſo that they mig u be curtd 
at diſeaſes, Nay I may add, ſaith the Dr, How ſhould be dead in = 
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place(who ſure were as uncapable of under landing as the tendereſt infants ) 

he capable of being raiſed by thoſe Apoſtles, which yet is there affirmed of 
v. 8 


m, v. 8. 
4 w. An11 may add, chat after this rate of reaſon, if mere capacity 
of ourward Baptiſm, and the charge of Chriſt to the Apoſtles to do acts 
of power on any thing, without making ir a diſciple by preaching to it 
as the Dr. here fancieth of infants) fir it for Baptiſm, then the dead are 
io be baptized, which was praiſed of old, and the giving them the Eu- 
chariſt, as appears by the prohibirion of ir in the third Synod of Carthage 
Canon & and Balſamous note thereon, But the Dr. it ſeems thought it ht 
jn this reply to me, to write hit came next ro hand, whether it were 
fit tobe produced to be preſent buſineſs or not, of which fort alſo is that 
which he talks in anſwer to my third reaſon, of preaching to the nations, 
and recetving all that came in tothe d:ſcipleſhip, whether on their own legs, 
or in others amt, whole families at once, the parents, and upon their under - 
taking their infant childrea alſo, which perhaps the Dr. might write ear- 
ly in the morning ot late at nieht, between ſlee ping and waking, it is fo 
like a dream, 

I be Dr, goes on thus, © His fourth proof is taken from the uſe and 
ce notation of rhe word, which is ſo to teach as that they learn, and ſo. 
« ſaith he, is uſ:d Matth 13.52, ahne, is rendred | inftruted ] 
eh, our laſt tranſlators, and can no otherwiſe be rendi ed then | made a 
« gjſciple by teaching ſo AS 14. 31, it is (aid, Having preached che 
« Goſpel to that City, 4, 44a91{:vozy es, baving taught or mide many 
« diſciples, For the notation of the word we have forinerly faid ſufiici. 
«ent, that i ſignifies to receive ad diſcipulatum, as into a School of 
6 ſpiricual in *cuRtion, way/ny Tory, to make 2 diſciple, and ſuch he 
ei made, 40 by any motive or means either comes or i brought into 
« the ſchool, this indeed in order to teaching in the Maſter, ard to lrar. 
« ning in the Scholler, and the one ſo to teach, as that the other learn, 
hut this ſub equi nt to his be ing made a diſciple, the youth wee knoy 
centers jnco the School, is admitted into the Colledge and Univerſity, 
« before ne learns a word there, the inſtruction or learning is fill lJoobe 
« ypon as future, at his entring into diſcipleſhip. 

Anſw, How vain!y doth the Dr. talk of his former ſufficient ſaying, 
when he neither fermerly nor now, give one inſtance in che New Teſta- 
ment or any other Author wherein uanwvr is as much to receive ad 
diſcipulatum, nor any Tran flator or Lexicographer that ſv renders it 
Matth. 28. 19. or elſewhere ! uadn]wsir te diſciple, Matth. 28. 19, is 
confeſt by the Dr, to bee 411 one with «1 04 * * e171 to make diſciples, 
Job, 4 1. Now ſure the Dr. might well rake his Readers for dunſes, if 
they could not viſtingniſh between making diſciples and receiving ad 
diſcipulatum, to he made diſciples, entring into a [choo} tha: they might 
learn, and being made a diſciple, which alwayes notes learning of 
ſomething an:eceden:, Nor js any termed a diſciple, ar leaſt not in the 
New Teſtament till be han learned ſome of his Teachers doRrine 3 
None were the diſcipl-s of the Phariſces, Zobn Baptiſt, the Seducers, 47s 
20, 30, till they learned ſome of their teachers leſſons, nor do I think in 
the 
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the Jewiſh writer ate any termed the diſciples of their Rabbine, gr laid 
to be diſciples till they learned, The terming youths (chollers at their 
firſt entring is nothi”g to the purpoſe, fich neither is a diſciple and 3 
icholler all one, the one being from learning, the other trom vacation 
from ocher imployment that he may learn, Nor is the uſe of words in 
our Univer ſities and Schools, any rule whereby to expound the uſe of 
word, in the N. T. but Scrip ure is to be expounded by the uſe in Scrip. 
tute, which the Dr. in vain attempts to evade thus, 

And this is all .he imporcarce of the word wa%):v yy Match 13, 
© 52, onely ſome accidental differences may bee obſerved, tis in the 
S paſſiveand in the Aoriſt in the preter te ſe, Tas yetuwwartvs uu 
6 T-v3is de g U N , every Scribe which is or hath 
been entted as a diſciple unto the kingdome of heaven, who fince bit 
*. entrance hath been inſtructed, and (as real paſliv.s import) received 
© influence, been really affecied and changed by diſcipleſhip, R-11 no 
* way ſuppoſing that he was inſtructed in the Icarning or myſteries 
of the ding ome of heaven, before he was thus admitted a diſciple to 
© ir ; Atter his admiiſion, there is no deubt but he doth ( or ought 10) 
„learn, nay being here yeauue].vs wane bei,  Sciibe diſcipled, a 
©: grown man and learned amung the Jews, before he came to Chriſt, l 
doubt not but ſume knewledge he had of it before he entred himſelf a 
5 diſciple (ſee baprizing of in ants p. 199, ) bu: this not by foree of tle 
© word wuz9i)cuuly, for ſtill a diſciple he may be before he learns, and 
© js theretore obliged to learn, becauſe he hath aſſumed and undertaten 
©* 10 do ſo, either per ſonally, or by others ſuſception, by bis comming, 
< or being brought to be a diſciple. 

Anſw, Were not the Dr, a very bold paraphraſt, he would never 
have dared to ſay, that tha # all the im ortance of che word ue 
Matth. 13.52, to be entred into a ſchool for a ſubſequent inſiruFion with. 
0 it any precedent, which is or bath hren entred as « diſciple into the ting 
dome of heaven, who ſince bis entrance bath been infiru#ed, but this not 
by force of the word, ua biſſeueus for flill a diſcizle be may be before he learny. 
Hath the Dr. the face to fay that the words might be ſo underfioed E- 
very Scribe that is or hath been entred as 4 diſciple unto the hingdome of 
heaven is lthe unto a man that is an boufbolder, which bo ingeth ſorth out of 
bz. treaſure things new and old > Doth not our Lord Chriſt jnfer this 28 
a conſequent of their hearing,and underſtanding of the parables where, 
in he had inſtruted them in the foregoing part of the Chapter? Is there 
any Tranſlator or Co nmenrator afore him that hath thus ex pounded in? 
The vulgar Hie/one, | igurine, reade dofius, learned. Bega, edoiim, 
well learned. Hierome expounds it thus, Iuſtru i erant Apoſtoli, ſcribe 
& notarii ſalvatoris, qua verbaillins & pr acepta fignabant in tabuli core 
dis carnalibus regnorum c leflium ſacramentis. Grotins annot. in locum, 
Dodter. inquit , bene parat us atque erudite ad tradenda præctp a rogue » 

leſtis. Yea the Dr, himſelt here explains ye- uu vs 1th [eulers thus, 4 
ſenibe diſcizled, a grown man and learned among the Jews, beſore be came 
to cbhri ; though he doth greſly abuſe the rexi by making as it the ſeribe 
"cre taken for one ſs termed among the Jews afore he came to Ch. is, 
whereas 
* 
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whereas the term is uſed of Chriſtian teachers, a luſively to that elde? 
of men among the Jews termed Scribes, in which ſenle Chriſt (ich, he 
would ſend them n'iſe men and Scribes, Matth. 11. 34. Which is 1 
11. 49. Apoſtles, and that text Chryſoſtome in his Homily on Matth. 13, 
$3, makes like to it, and Grotius annot, in locum, propre? autem Tois 
gaudi ve ſpoadent ii qui in Ecleſts chriſtiana didi ſunt Jil does 

0 „ quod nomen in Actis & Eil Pauli aliquoties legit, u ονẽ 
DHο⁰ Pſal. 58. 6. and Prov, 30. 14. It is no betiet then a whimzy 
which the Dr. here ven's, as if the force of che word ua 0, nored 
nor learning but admiſſion to ſchool, when the ve y uſe vi the word 
notes in this place one well learned; and to aſſert a man may bee a dil- 
ciple b<tore he learns, being oncly ebliged to learn, by his own or o- 
ther ſuſcer tion, by his comming or being brought to be a diſciple, vl en 
the very derivat ion is trom j:u:\tnray bAth learned. 

The Dr. ſaith fat her. So in the other place Ad 14. 21. uay)cu- 
« gay]e5 4218s | ignihes no more then having received or injtjared,y e. 
« (1 luppulc) by thi ri; h. of baptiſm, made and baptized many di ci- 
« ples, whe 1rhough it be there ſer down az a conſequ. nt of the Apo- 
elles preaching the Guſpel in hat Ciry(for or1erwile it were not jma- 
« 9;nable that they ſhu d rect ive any diſciples there, they muſt fi ſt 
« proclaim admiſſi an to all that come, betore any enn be expected ei- 
ther to come or to be br oug!1t to them) yer may it very realonably be 
« exiended to mote pet ſuns then thoſe that underſtood their pieaching, 
vi to the infant children of cheir Proſelytes brought to them by their 
« parents, and dedicated to Chriſt. | 

Anſw, This text was produced to prove that the Dis. poſition was 
falſe when he ſaid, That the making or receiving diſciples ſuppoſub not 
ay precedent inſlruttion, but looks wholly on it as ſubſequent, ſith the 
word notes teaching as our Tranſlators, the FVulgar, Eraſmus, readc it, 
and the way of making diſciples is expreſly made in the text, the prea- 
ching of the Goſpel, The Dr. ſaith, it figmfies no more then having reces.. 
ved or initzated i. e. ( beſup:oſeih ) by Baptiſms, but this none elſe ſaich, 
and that it may be reaſonably extended io infunts, but he gives no reaſon, 
nor anſwers the objeRions to tlie contrary, but he keeps his wont of yain 
ctaciłkng. 

* Thus invailid (ſaith be of me ) are his attempts from the notation 
e ofthe word, and by conſequence his inference from thence (which is 
© ſer dowa as his fifth prot ) chat thereby ic may appear how. the Apo- 
© iles under Rood the precept af Chriſt to preach the Goſpel to perſons 
© and thereby make ibem diſciples, For alihough the praiſe of the A» 
© poſtles be indeed the meanes by which we may diſcern how they un- 
* d:rſtood Chrift+ precepr ( and thuſe two places cited by Mr. T. from 
Matth. 13. and 47s 14, do no way belong to that, they tell us not 


whether they received infancs to Baptiſm or net) yet I may very 
«well ward my ſelf from any inconvenience, which this uſe of the 
word aher in other places can threaten, it being alrzady vindi- 
ned from all neceſſity that it ſuould be confirmed cogrown men, and 
© got communicaced to infants alſo, | 
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Anſw. How well the Dr. hath vindicated the uſe of the word lb 
Tevry ſrom all neceſſity that it ſhould be confined to grown men, may ap 
from that which goes before, in which it may be ſeen that be bath nei. 
ther brought one place to ſhew that ever it was applied to an jinfany 
nor anſwered one object ion to the contrary, And me thinks he here 6. 
verthrowes himſelf, He had ſaid before, that AS 14, »1. vathlcugay)s 
ixavss } ſignifies no more then ba: ing received, or initiated, i, e. (1 (up, 
poſe) by this rite of Baptiſm made and baptized many diſciples,yer he faith 
here, thoſetwo places cited by Mr. . from Matth. 13. and Ad 14, & 
ne way belong to that, they tell us not whether they received infants ty 
Baptiſm or not, how then can they be reaſonably extended o them » How 
is the word vindicated ſrom all neceſſity that it ſhould be confined to 2r0wn 
men? Are not theſe croſs capers» ? Again, if cheſe texts tel! us not whe. 
ther they received infants to Baptiſm, or not, it is brcauſe the word 
luer cu j, is not meant of infants, or becauſe it imports precedent 
inſtenct ion, or Chriſts precept Matib, 28.19. was not meant of infants, 
or the Apoſtles practiſe was not to baptize infants, or the word A- 
Tevery fignifies more then receiving or initiating by ba ptiſm or ſome 
other reaſon; hat ever it be it will overthrow the Des. ſuppoſition, that 
the diſcipling Matth, 28, 19, did not exclude infants, 1 would further 
ask, whether the Dr. imagins that the verb a ro diſciple,be as 
much as to baptize?If be ſay it is, then I would know how he can acquir 
the words Fob. 4. 1. where he confeſſeth, tbat making diſciples is the 
ſame with diſcipling, Matth. 28. 19, and then the meaning muſt be, he 
baptized and baptized, and Matth. 28. 19. 75 baptizing, from in, 
ept tautology 2 If he ſay it is more, then it is falſe, that As 14. 21, it 
antes no more, and if it _ more, let him tell us what it is except 
reaching, that we may practiſe it according to the command Matth. 18, 
19. If chat be ir, let him ſhew how that's extended to infants, if he can- 
not, then the Apoſtles praiſe ex preſſed As 14. 21. is to be ſo under. 
ſtaod; and the Apoſtles practiſe * indeed the meanes to diſcern 
how they underſtood C' rifts precept, by that we may diſcern that the 
Apoſtles under ſtood the diſcipling Matth. 28. 19. of no other then ma. 
king diſciples by preaching the Goſpel ro each, and thereby reaching 
them, and conſequently infants are excluded, which I was to demon- 
rare, 

I added a ſix ch proof thus, A diſciple and a beljever appear to be the 
ſame, by comparing Matth. 18, 19. with Mark 16. 1 5,16. Forms the 
way of making diſciples is nore fully expteſſed by preaching the Go- 
ſpel; fo the Diſciple to be baprizcd is expreſſed by | the believer] which 
is put before bap iſm. | | 

To this, ſaith the Dr. I anſwer, t. That that paſſage in St. Mark, 
He that beleiveth and is baptized ſhall be ſaved, and he that belciveth 
© not ſhall be damned, and ſo on to the end of the Goſpel is ( as even 
© now I intimated) ad ied by thut Evangeliſt, co the words, as they 
« are ſer down in Matthew, and ſo being an gddition, cannot bee 
© looked on as exadly parallel to the words in Matthew, Go and = 
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« ple all nations baptizing them -» And this we alſo know is ordinary 
« for one Evangeliſt to ſet dun more fully „hat js omitted or more 
« ſhortly ſer down in the other, and 8. Math chat in echer things w2s 
« willing to abbreviate St, Matibew, doth now vifbly inlarge ; And 
« ſo the compariſon cannot regularly be made betwixt theſe two Evan. 
« gelifts words, ſomething being aboreviated in Mark, which was more 
« at large in Matthew, and ſomething more concilcly ſet down in Mat- 
« thew, and more largely in Mary. And then what nece ſi ty is there, 
that Hark not mentioning diſeipling but believing, and Matthew 
emen ioning diſcipling but not bel eving, the diſcipled and believers 
« ſhould be deemed the ſame. 1 is true indeed of grown mien, none can in 
« reaſon be admitted diſciples, which are nut al ſo believers ( the ground 
« of which I have ſet dewn in the reſo! of the guanrep, 199.) but of infar t 
« children this is not true, tor thoſe, though they cannot come, may 
« yer be brought, and though not upon their own conſe ſſion, yer by the 
« ſuſce ption of others, made capable of the Churches charity, and ſo 
« may be diſciples without actual or perſonal belief. | 
Anſw. Though the words are not exactly paralle), yer they being 
of the ſame matter at the ſame time, the one interpret the other, and then 
any man may eafily perceive, diſcigling all nations, to be the jam e with 
pre:ching tbe Goſpel to every creature, and thereby making diſciples, and 
haptizzng them, that is diſciples, to anſwer to be that believes and is bap- 
tized, and accordingly all along the Acts of the Apoſtles, diſciples aud 
believers are the ſame, and betore Baptiſm be lic ving is required, and 
they that were baptized were firſt ſ. ĩd to believe, and fo generally Com. 
mentatours expound the words as ſynenymcyus, ner doth the Scripture 
make one qualification to Baptiſm for inſants, and another for grown 
men, nor any where term infants diſciples; and if nexc of grown men 
c in reaſon be admitted diſciples, which are not alſo belicvers, con ent 10 
be diſciples of Cbrift, chen infants by their ſuſce ption and bricging, are 
not made nor to be admitted diſcipl-s of Chriſt, without aRual or per. 
ſonal belieſ there being no ſuch diſtin ion ef diſciples in Chriſts words, 
nor any ſuch appointment of bapijzing diſciples by ſuch bringing or 
ſuſee ption; but in ſuch att ions there is ꝑteat fin of raſhneſs in thoſe that 
undertake, of prophaneneſs in thoſe that bt ig and admit nor is there 
any true charity, but errour, arrogance, and folly in the Church, which 
ſhall thus preſume to put one kinde of oiſciples ancied by themſelves in 
Read of another appoint: d by Chriſt, who is the onely inſtitutor of Bap- 
tiſm, and ſo the onely r:gularor of it, and ihe tern ¶ diſciple] in grown 
men, being the ſame with ¶believer nor any other termed a diſciple but 
a belie ver, it is clear none are diſcipled, and conſequently none are to 
a according to Maith, 28, 19, but actual and perſonal be- 
ic vers 
But the Dr. kath not yet done, but adds, © Nay z dly, if Mr. T. his 
* argument had power to infer it, twere that which I might ſafely a- 
* vouch, that infants may be compreh.nded under the ſtile mc:v cy , 
© they that b«licye and ate bap ned; ſo even now we had i in the ex- 
* preſs words of Chriſt, the little ones (and 5. Lake ſpecifies chem to 
Hhhhhh be 
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be geen little infants ) that believe on him; I. e. juſt as they are fad 
©: elſewhere to come unto him, when they are as uncapable for want of 
<« bodily ſtrength of perſonal comming, as for want of ſtrengch of mind 
cc or judgement of perſona! believing, and yet in reſpe& of others brin- 
* ging them to Chriſt (and ſo to the Church in baptiſm ) they are by 
<« Chriſt bimſclt ſaid to do both of theſe, to come in one place, and to 
© believe in the other. 

Anſw. Commirg imporrs onely a local motion to a place os per. 
ſon, and may be by cither a perſons or things motion from an inward 
or outward principle in elder or younger perſons, he that is carried ing 
coach, or on horſcback, or by barge, is ſaidto come to London or home, 
as well as he that gres on foot ; but believing is an immanent act, which 
neither js, not can be ano. hers att then the perſons, nor by any others 
motion then his own, nor from any othet principle without his own un. 
derſtanding. No where are infants in age termed believers, one of theſe 
liiile ones, Matth. 18. 6, cannve be meant of little ones in age, for it 
ſuppoſeth then more li tle ones in age then preſent, whereas there was 
bit one preſent v. 2. and then it would be a very great (in to offend a 
little one in age; but the vo ds following v. 10, 14. fhew the term 
litile oxes to be meant of thoſe Chriſtians who were apt to be deſpiled, 
and liable te going aſtray. 

But it infants were meant Matth. 18, 6, yet it is falſe which the Dr. 
faith, © That he might ſafcly avouch that infants may be comprehended 
** under the ſtile . ee, they that believe and are baptized, for it 
followes in the Drs, own words; © Bur then 3dly, I willingly acknow- 
*© ledge that the word believe] in Mark, belongs peculiarly to the 
grown men and women who are called by the preaching of the Guſpel, 
ot whom though it bre ſaid, that believing and being baptized they 
** ſhall bz ſaved, and not believing they ſhall be damned, yet it no way 
*©followes, that none but ſuch as thus perſonally believed, ſhould be 
© baptized, or that being baptized they ſhould not be ſaved ; but loſe 
all che benefit of their Baptiſm, ] So that the Dr, yeilding that Mak 
16.16. is meant of grown per/ons peculiarly, he could not ſafely avouch 
( unleſs an untruth might be ſately avouch«d) that infants may be com. 
prebended under the file 71 55:av(+s, they that believe and are baptized, 
which is onely Mark 16,16. and then it follows hence that none are to be 
counted dilciples bur belie vers, nor any to be baptized bur luch, The be- 
ne fit of Bap iſm to infants T think is none, ſure not ſalvation without 
faith in a@ vr ſced, or ſomething equivolent, 

It followes in the Dr, © The latter part of the werds is conſiderable, 
He that believeth not ſhall be damned, infidelity is pitcht on as the 
*© ching peculiarly that incurs the certain damnation, 3, e. the voluntary 
© reſiſting the faith when ir is preached convincingly to them, and of 
„that none are capable, but thoſe that are arrived to years of under- 
** ſtanding ; which as it is an indication that that v and thoſe that follow 
in S. Mark of believers caſting our devils, &c. v. 17, 18, belong to 
adult i peculiarly, ſo ic no way hinders, but S. Matthews words being 
different from them, and ſuppoſed to be precedent to them in Chriſts 
| | delivery, 
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« delivery, may comprehend inſants alſo, as ſuch who are capable of en. 
ning into dilcipleſbip, and of being brought and preſented to the A- 
« poſtles by be lie ving 0 This being the way whereby che faith of 
«the parents may be ſignally hengßcial e che child, in bringing him 
« thus early into the School, and ſo to the benediftion of Chriſt, the 
« parents together with the infant children, as among the Jewes ſo a. 
« gong Chiiians, entt ing together into Covenant with God, 

Anſw, I did ever conceive and ſo do others, and me thinks the Dr. 
ſhould conceive ſo too, that the commiſſion Marki6.15,16. ig the ſame, 
though with ſome variation of werds, but not of matter, With that 
Matth, 28. 19. and it ſo, the Dr, hach granted and proved enough here 
to ſhew that belic ves Mark 16.16, arc onely adi capable of ander flan. 
ding, and ſo none other diſciples to be haptized Matth. 28, 9. which 
js that [ was to prove; and necd therefore adde no more to refure his 
tale crambe of his Jewiſh pattern, but ſhall conſider what he ſaich for 
his poſi.ion of making diſciples without precedent inſtrutjon, 

Dr. Hammond Defence of infants baptiſm ch. x, ſect᷑. 2. p. 41, Writes 
thus z I ſay chat the making or receiving diſeiples, ſupp>icch not any 
« grecedent inſtruct ion, but looks wholly en it as ſublequene, This { 
« there concluded not from the bare negative,becauſe there was no pre- 
« cedent mention of ſuch inſtruction, where diſcipling and baptiz ing 
© were both mentioned, bur becauſe in that place on which the Anti-2- 
« dobapriſt ſo much relies, Matth. 28. 19.3the [ J ee teaching 
© js expreſly mentioned after CE baptizing, and ſo is in tca« 
«ſon to be deemed, and lookt on, as ſubſequent ro both, and ſo the 
receiving ad diſcipulatum, refer to that then furure inſtruction, p. 49. 
In this matter Mr. T. is willing to finde a difference betwixt teaching 
them to obſer ve all things whatſoever Chriſt hath commanded them, 
« Matth, 28. 20. and the preaching of the Goſpel in S. Mark : think - 
© ing dy chat means to avoid the importunity of that tent in Matibew, 
« which evidently ſets baptiſm before inſtructing. But this can avail him 
nothing. For it by the Goſpel in Mark we underſtand the whole Go. 
e ſpel, as in reaſon we muſt, for that is ;t which muſt be preacher to e- 
yet y creatute (the Gentile wor!d) then is that dire&ly all one with 
© reaching chem to obſerve whatſoever he hath comnanded ; But if by 
« preaching the Goſpel we mean no more then,as Mt. T. here faith, that 
* Jeſus is the Chriſt, 3. e. the propoling him as a Maſter, and calling a'l 

© to come to him as diſciples, then this being ſuppoſed precedent to 

mens comming to diſcipleſhip,or bringing their intan:s toc (for with. 

« out this they cannot be expected to come the mſelves, or to bring their 

„ infancs ) all che ic is left ro follow baptiſn, and ſo all particular 

« Chriſtian inftruRian is ſubſequent, not precedent to baptiſm, an ef. 

«fect of theit diſcipleſhip, aucending it no way neceſſary to prepare for 

«ir, which js the mmoſf zx ie. Ja,, which from that circum» 

« ftance of that text I undertook to demonſtrate. 

Anſw. That the Dr, ſaich not true in this, is manifeſt from his 
words, which were, nut 2: here, that all particular chriſtian inſtruct ion 
beſides the propoſing Chriſi as a maſicr, and calliig all ts come to him as 
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diſciples is ſubſequent, bu: this letter of reſol. q. 4. S. 25. having ſaid 
aſl — 4 — duly expreft by our Engliſh, teach, but — diſcipte 
o receive into ' diſtipliſhip all nations, baptizing them in the name, gc 
making this ſerm of Baptiſm their ceremony of receiving them; He adds 
where the bapt: xing being immediately annexed to the making or recti vin 
diſciples, and the 1eceiving diſciples not ſuppoſing any precedent inſlyufign 
but looking wholly on it as ſubſequent, all that are thus brought and recti. 
ved ad uiſcipulatum, to be ſor the future imfliruTed and in n in the 
Chriſtian faith, may ſurely bee vecei ved by baptiſm, the cer eme which z 
there preſcribed by Chriſt, with which to reces ve diſci les, From which 
words it is evident he made waJv7cvoeTrs, withour teaching to import 
the rec-iving of diiciples, even infants brough by others, and no: onely 
all pzrricular Chriſtian inſtruction ſubſe uent ro baptiſm, but eyen 
inſtruction and inſtitution in the Chriſtian faith, and the receiving diſ. 
ciples ſuppoſing no: any precedent inſttuction, but loc king wholly on it 
as ſubſequent z which if he now retract and acknowledge that wa57 ts 
d imports more then bare admiſſion of dilcip'es, and includes Prez. 
ching of the Goſpel that Jeſus is the Chriſt, i. e. propofing hin as a 
maſter, and calling all to come ro him as difciples, and this precedent 
to baptiſm, then is ſome inſtruRion in the faith neceſſarily precedent, 
and teaching by thus preaching the Goſpel included in patreu;ars, 
make diſciples, and none appointed to be baptized but they that are 
thus made diſciples, and lo no infants, and thus it will avail me ſome- 
thing which I noted, | 

As for what he ſaith, that in reaſon wemuſt under and Mark 16.15 
the whole Goſpel, and that then is that duet iy all one with teaching them 
to obſerve whatſoever be bath commanded. Neither is it true, that in rea · 
ſon we muſt under ſtand the whole Goſpel, bur ſo much ar leaſt as the 
Apoſtles were wont to preach to perſons afore they baptized them ( for 
they beſt un er ſtood Chriſts Commiſſion Mark 16. 15. ) which may be 
ſeen in't1eſe and ſuch like places, As 2. 36, &c, & 8. 12, 35, 57,0 
10, 36, &, & 16. 31, 32, 17. 18, & & 18. 5. 1Co.15, 3,4, 
&c. 

Nor it ir were true doth it follow, that then that „ direfly all one 
with teaching then to obſcyve whatſoever bee bath commanded. For 1, 
I no where finde agenda things ro be obſerved by us, termed the Goſpel, 
bur credenda ti ings to be believed Rom. 1. 16, 17. & 2. 16, 1 Cor. 15, 
3, 4. Gal, 3. 8. 2 Tie. 2. 8 and accordingly no whe:e is the Go'pel 
propounded in the imperative, as a thing to he done by us, but in the in · 
dicauve mood, as a thing to be believed and 2ccordingly wee are com- 
manded Mark'1, 15, to believe the G0 fel, and thus it is meant Mark 
16. 15. For atter it is appointed to the Ape ſtles to preach the Goſpel, t 
is preſently added v. 16. Hee that believeth, ro wit the Goſpel prea - 
ched, and i bantixed,: ſhall be ſaved. 2. If it were ſo that the ſpel did 
contain agenda, commands tobe obferyed by us, yet to reach the Goſpe! 
could not be direly all one with teaching them to obſerve all things what- 
ſoever Chyift bath commanded, for Baptiſm is a command of Chriſt, 
yer is not any part of the ſubſequent inſtruction after baptiſm, which is 
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meant by Chriſt in thoſe worde, and yet if — is to be accounted part 
of the Goſpel. So that it is evident, that the iind ion I made between 
teaching the Goſpel and other commands was right, and that the Dr by 
making all the reaching Matth. 28, 19, ſubſequent to Baptiſm, hath per- 
yerted the order ot Chriſt, and abuſed the text for the countenance of 
his errour of infant Baptiſm's conſiſtency with Chriſts appointment, 
Matth. 28, 19. Aarkis6, 15, 16. 

The Dr. adds, p.41. A4 to this ſenſe I there made it manifeſt, that 
the definition of Baptiſm, 1 Per, 3. 21, did refer that Baptiſm is 
ire ua ſething 10 God, as to the Oracle to erquire for the whole ſuture 
liſe no way pre 16quiring 4a infirufton, but comming to Chriſt and the 
Church, to receive it and obey it ſor the ſuture ( and that done in ſome ſort 
by thoſe chat ve brougbt when they are not able ts come, and by the charity 
of the . burch recesved there.) 

Aw. There is neither a definition of Baptiſm 1 Pet, 3. 21. nor any 
thing like it, nor doth the dritt of the ſpeech lead to ſuch a conce i. 
Thar it i nora definition of Ba ptiſm may appeit by the propei ties of a 
definition, for a definition ſets down what a thing is, and is reciprocal 
wich the thing defined, bur the genus of Baptiſm cannor bee anſwer, or 
interrogation, or ſtipulaiton Baptiſm actively taken being an act ot 
hands, paſlively of the whole body, anſwer, interrogation er ſtipulati- 
on, if by words of the tongue, it of the conſcience of rhe minde, nor any 
difference f om prayer, or yow, or ſuch like act. Nor is there any thi. g 
like it, there being no exprethon of the nature of baptiſm inthe Church, 
but the uſe before God, nor is the intent to ſhew What Baptiſm is in it 
ſelf, bur when it fa es, and the ſp-cch is 2 comparative exptefſion, lie 
that in the ſame Chapter v. 3, 4. Matth. 12. 7. and other the like; in 
which the meaning is, that baptiſm ſaves not when there is onely 4 
putting away of the fili bineß of the fleſh, but when there is with it alſo the 
anſwer, interrogation, or flipxlation of a good conſcience towards God, o 
that he predication is not formal but connextve, not ſhewing what 1 is, 
but hat it is accompanied with when it ſaves. Nor is the Drs, ſenſe 
true. For ſuch ſeeking to (od as he ſpeaks of by baptiſm, when a child 
is brought by others to learn, and by the Churches charity received, 
doth not fave as the anſwer of a cad conſcience rowards God is ſaid to 
do, nor is the anſwer, interrogation, or ſt ĩpulation of a goo. conſcience 
towards God without actual inſtruction, there is no man that makes an 
anſwer, or promiſes or makes an intertogation wichour ſome precedent 
inſtruct ion. whoſe act ſoever it bee there muſt bee ſome knowledge of 
God and Chriſt, afore there js ſecking or enquiry and addreſs to him; 
nor is there any intimation of any ones bringing and the Church 1e- 
ceiving, nor any propcunding any q eſtion to learn, bur it the alluſion 
be to the uſe of the old queſtions and anſwers, abrenuncias ? abrenuncio. 


\Credis > credo. Spondes > ſhondeo ; as Fext annot, in locum and others 


conceive: Or the term no:e an anſwer or ſtivula- ion as Bexa, or inter. 
rogation as the Vulgar H. atio, or confeſſion 25 the Syriack, or examina« 
tion and proving (which as Heinſus Exercit. in locum conceives, is inti» 
mared as pre-requiſite io baptiſm as well as the Lords Supper) it is evi- 
denily 
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dently another thing, then Dr. Hammonds tendring 2 child, ot a man; 
own offer of himſelt to be entred into a ſchool that he might learn, 1 ;, 
in my apprehenſion an act ot plcrophocy ot faith, through the reſurre. 
ct ion of Chriſt from the dead, the ſame or near thee demand of the 4. 
poſtle Rom. 8. 33, 34. Not ſuch a low act which comes ſo many ge, 
grees (h rc of ſaving taith, as the Drs, enquiry or addreſs as ts an Org, 
cle for furure inſtruction, by a mans own preſenting himſelf or his chilg 
to the Church for Baptiſm is, which is ſo c2i!diſh a conceir, ay l ſhould 
think (ſhould haruly have comen into the head of ſuch a man, did it not 
hippen co him, as to men that talk wich chill ten, to talk aza child But 
he adds more of the ſa e tit when be bitch. 

And ibu ſa ther alluſtratcd as by the manaer of childrens brought by be. 
rents ts ſchool, without either 4nowledge of le:ters, 67 choiſe, or jo much 
as 0 ſh F inſirut:on, ſo by the manner of Chriſts diſciples being received of 
bim, particularly of Philip Job. 1. 44, who was called and vectived into 
a:ſcipliſhip as ſoon as ever Chrift met with him, i. e. before be was at 40 
inſtruted ij hin ; and ſo alſo by the tory of tbe Jews, Exod, 19. 8, why 
undertook to obey al the commandements of God, which bee ſhould give 
which yet were no! then, but af'er given tbem, v. 20, which are clear c. 
vidences, that theſe may be received into diſcipleſhip, which have not yer 
bad precedent inſtruction. againſt thu all that be bath to pretend is ſet down 
by him in theſe words, Let putting to ſchool be as early as the Dr. will 
imagine, yet none is put to ſchool till he doth know his teacher, and ſo 
none is Chr iſt, diſciple in Scripture language till be know Jeſus to bee 
Ci iſt, and cake him for his Lord, which infants being not capable of, 
they are not diſciples, not to be baptized according to Chriſts appoint. 
ment. To this I anſwer, 1. That the example which | bad uſedof chil. 
dren being brought to ſchoo! by the care of their parents, was deſigned to 
ſhew xo more then this, that they may be delzvered up ts be ſcholers, who 
as yet know nothing of what they are to learn, nor ha ve actual willinguiſ is 
acquire knowledge, and conſequently t bat entrance inte diſci leſhip teien 
onely 10 ſubſequent, ſuppoſes vet any precedent in truction And this is 
competently evidenced by that example, though it were ſuppoſed of the 
child that goes to ſcbool, that be knowes biz teache/, this bare knowledge of 
the perſon 6f bis teacher, being none of the documents which hee comes 18 
learn, but the good letters that are proſeſt and taught in the ſchool, nor in 
deed is it imaginable why a blind child wh js brought to ſcbool, or put ty 
an inſtruſter, ard ſs cannit bee deemed is fh the maler beſore aſſut 
tude bath acquainted him with him, ſhould not yet bee ſaid, with as ful 
propriety o/ ſpeech, to come to ſchool, as be that uſeth his own eyes as well 
as ſeet to dive7 him thiiber. 

Anſw, No child is ever entred a ſcholler without ſeme ſuch docu- 
ment as this, you muſt heatken to your maſter, which js ſome precedent 
inſtrution , and though he be a blind or a lame child, or both, he that 
puts him to ſchool gives him ſome item who js his maſter, and to what 
end he is brought to hin (whereot none is done to an infant) and though 
theſe be not the documents which he comes to ſchool to learn, yet they 
ate documents which he is taught atore he comes to ſchool, 5 
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The Dr. adds, Aly. It is as true, that children that are brought t 
« ſchool do not alwa) es knew their maſters before their entrance, no. 
«net by the moſt ſuperficial knowledge ; many are brought to publike 
« ſchools, who never ſo much as ſaw their maſters ull they are by their 
« parents delivered up into their power and diſcipline; if this bee not 
« pla in enough, then change the fimilitude from the Schoolmaſtet to 
« the parent or guardian, or the very nurſe, every one of theſe are to 
& feed, and nourith, and as he ſhall be capable, to infiru$ the child, and 
«ſo dorh Chriſt in a ſpiritual ſenſe, whoſoever is intruſted (by be- 
« ing brought ) to him in baptiſm. And we ki.ow God and natuie doth 
« thus bring a child to the parent, to the nurſe or guardian, when the 
chi ld knowes none oi theſe, ner underſtands any more of all theſe 
« granſaction, then che infant doth at the font conceive what is dune to 
« jt there, And ſo ſtill chis evidenceth the vanity ef this ai. ſwer concer. 
« ning the Childs knowing his teacher, 

Anuſw, It doth indeed evidence the venity of this Drs. anſwer, who 
being to ew how the words of Chriſt Matth. 28, 19. do not exclude 
julants from bapriſm, (ich they are firſt 10 be made diſciples, afore they 
are to be baptized whom hea ppoints to be baptized, having firſt tur. 
ned the pr ce pt of making diſci les, into receiving of perſons to be diſci. 
pled, and making them diſciples by preaching the Goſpel ta them, into 
preaching ic to orhers who may bt ing th m ro ſchool, and being urged 
with this that none are brought to {civol till he know his teacher, hath 
no beitet ſhift then here he uſeth roavyid ir, For bee it that ſome are 
haugbt to ſchool that have not a ſupe! ficial kuowledge of their maſier, as 
having never ſeen him, yer they ate not brough till they be told they 
aretogoto a maſt/r, nor entred into the ſchool (v ich was the Dt; no- 
tion of making Diſciples, Mattb, 28, 19, ) till he have ſome knc wledge 
who is to be his teacher. As for his other ſhift by changing the Gmili- 
tude, it is worſe, for theteby he quits the cauſe, the precept being nut 
Math, 28. 19, ſetts nurſe, but make diſciples, and there fore though it 
de true, that a father, guardian or nurſe, ate to rec: ive a child that knows 
none of them, and are to feed, now iſh and inſtruct it as it is c pobſe, 
and it is a good office to bring an infant to ſuch perſons to ſuch ends, 
yet is ic neither agreeable to uſe nor reaſon, but rather the part of a 
frantique man out of his wi's, to bring an infant to be admitted into a 
ſchool to be taught, or matriculated in the Univerſity, nor doth Chriſt 
appoint ſuch to be admitted as Ciſciples to him; nor is it true which 
this Dr, ſaith, that Chriſt doth in a Firitual ſenſe ſeed, nouriſh and ix- 
fu? whoſoever i intruſted ( by being brought) to him in bapt;'m ; nor 
do | think bur that the infant knowes more the nur ſe, and the (bringing 
of it to that end, then the infant doth at the ſont conccive what is done to 
it there, So that hichereo the Dr, hath not avoided this objectior, that 
though it were granted him (which yet is not true) that making diſci- 
ples, Matth. 28. fo. is no more then receive to diſcipleſhip or ti ſchool, 
er intants are excluded, who are by none received to d ſe ple ſiip , ur en- 
tred into ſchools. But the Dr, hach one more liit at this block which 
thus lies in his way, 
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gut then, ſaich he, 3dly. This ſo inperfeR ſuperficial knowledge 
of the teacher, is in no wiſe worth contidering in inis matter; For | 
** ſhall demand, doth ſuch very imperfect knowledge of Chriſt, as 8 
ſchgol boy hath of his teacher, the firſt hour e comes into the ſchool] 
qu lifie him for diſcipleſhipto © hriſt or no It it do, then bis Coun. 
try men and Kinſmen, betore he revealed hielt o be the Meſſub 
and the Phariſees, which believed not his nirac'es were ſufficienti 
** qualiti;d, and then tis evident that thoſe might be admitted to diſci. 
pleſhip, which were not believers, and ſo ali Mr F. his hypotheſes 
arc deſtroyed, and then intants may be diſciple: and baptized though 
they be not beljevers, 

Axſw. This is very Doctor- like arguing, to pat a queſtion and then 
make the anſwer abſurd if ir be aſfit mative, but thew nv abſurdity in jr 
if it be made negatively, as indeed it is, Which | ſhoul not have men. 
tioned, but that he twits me (chough unjuſtly) in che beginning of the 
next Section, with ſetting down a firſt reaſon without a ſecond I anſwer 
then to his queſtion negatively, and yet ſuch impericR ſuperkicial know. 
l:d.c of a teacher, is worth confidering in this matter, to ſhew that no 
intant wh» hath not ſo much knowledge of Chrift as ſuch a (chool boy 
of his maſter, is ta bee termed Chr ſts diſciple or admitted ts dif. 
cipleſhip. And yer if I hid anſwered affirmatively, I think none of my 
hy pothe ſes had been deſttoyed; For ſuch imperte& knowledge of the 
ma tcr might be with faith in him, as able to teac him and willing to 
do him good, and ſo a Chriſtian who hath bur ſuch imperteR kngw].dge 
of Chriſt as a ſchool. boy of his maſter the firſt hour he comes to ſcho l, 
my be a belieyer, and know him to be the Meſſiab afore be bee bapu- 
zed, and not, as his Kinſnen, Country men, or Pinriſces, an unbe- 
lic ver. 

Vet the Dr. tels us, As for that wh ch he bere interpoſes | the now in 
Feſus to be Chriſt, and taking him for his Lord | this bears wo , ropertion 
w:th the childs bare knowing of bis maſter, but is far above it, equal tobi 
making it bu; own choiſe to have this maſter, rather then auy otber, and ro- 
mi ſing exact obedience to him, which is much more then 1s to bee ſound ia 
moſt young ſchollers, or indeed in any that are brought by cbei pavents of 
guardians, who alone are the perſons who bear propertion with the gnfant! 
brought by others to baptiſm. 1 

Anſw. I his might have been omitted, but that the Dr, was willing 
to writ: ſomething though it be i ypertinent, ſith it oppoſeth nat me; 
who ſaid not that the knowing Jeſus to be Chriſt and taking kim tor his 
Lord, bears any even proportion with the childs bare knowing bis ma- 
ſter, br onely ſaid as none is put to ſchool till he doth k., lis tea. 
cher, ſo none in Scripture language is Chriſts diſciple till hee know 
Chriſt, not juſt (© i nperſectly as a ſchool-boy, Ard vet chin x rhere 
are ſome young ſchollers brought by parents or guardians, who make 
choiſe themſelves of their maſter, aud promiſe exact ovediznce to 
him, EP 

ſhe Dr. concludes this Se&jon thus, © So that this r:aloning of 
his, is ſoon ſalved by diſtinguiſhing of diſcip'cs, that they are wow 
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« ſuch as come, or ſuch as are brought to School, Proſelytes of theit 
« own ehoĩſe, or children under the care of others; of the former ſort 
« there are none bur ſuch as have ſome rude imper ſect knowledge ot 
« Chriſt, upon which they make this choiſe, and witheut it would not 
« probably be expected to make ir; But for children which as minors 
in their guardians hands, have no will of their own, there is no ne. 
« ct ſſity they ſhould have knowledge ro move their will, they may ve- 
© ry reaſonably bee ated by the will of others, and by their chatity bee 
« made parcakers of thoſe priviledges which are communicated+rom 
« Chriſt in his Church to all true members thereof, and to that end be 
« diſcipled and baptized, entred by this ceremony into the Church of 
God, where inſtruct ĩon is to be had as ſoon as they are capable of ir, 
«andin the mean while partake of thoſe o:her advantages, of which 
their condition is capable, 

Auſw. When the Dr, hath proved out of Scripture, that there is any 
ſuch ſore of Diſciples of Chriſt as he here deſcribes, wko come not but 
are brought to ſchool by others, I hall acknowledge he hath ſa ved my 
reaſoning 3; till then I rake this for vain babling, and conceive it little 
better then to ſpeak of a diſciple who hath no will of his own, nor know. 
ledge ro move it then to ſpeak of a man that js irrational, and io ſay 
they may very reaſonably be ad ed by the will of others, who ate nct fo 
by their own, is in my apprehenſion all one as to ſay, they way very tea- 
ſonably be ated, who are ated 33 bruits, The inſtance of Philip, Job. 
1, 44. ſet vs not the Drs, turn, for though he were called and 1eceived 
into diſcipleſhip as ſoon as ever Chriſt met with him, yet not afore 
Chriſt ſpake co him, and bid him follow him, which in plies ſome in- 
ſtruct ion by him, and therefore it i> falſe that the Dr. ſaith, he was re. 
ceived inio diſcipleſhip defore he was ar all inſtruted by Chriſt, nor 
doth that of the Jews Exod, 19, 8, ho did then anſwer as diſciples, but 
as ſervants, or perſons that covenanred, 

But the Dr, hath yet one more ſtring to bis bowe, though the reſt be 
erackr, Lefily, ſaith he, I conci/uded that the making or receiving diſci- 
ples, ſuppoſeth not any precedent inflirution by the nature of Proſelztiſm, 
which as it js all one with entring into Gods Covenant, and (in tbe cbri. 
flian ſenſe) with coming to Chriſt and being vecei ed into diſcipleſhip, ſo 
tu that which children are known to be capable of, not onely b that text 
Deut. 29. o. but by the cuſiome of baptizin; infant Proſelytes among the 
Jews, and by Chriſls command to ſuffer ibem to come unte him whenſeever 
they were thus browg bt, 

Hereto | ſaid, that it is not true, that a Diſciple and a Proſelyte ate 
perfectly all one. For a Proſelyte notes one that is by birth an alien 
from the Commonwealth of Iſael, and comes to ſrael to own their 
God, and bee part of their policy, not to bee raught, bur ro enjoy 

riyiladg es with other Jews, whether civil or eccleſiaſtical. Bur a diſ- 
ciple of Chriſt is one that owns Chriſt for his reacher and Lord, one ly 
for ſpiritual bene fits. 
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iy:e denotes a comming from ſome other nation (as a diſciple doth nat) 4d. 
ding, that this diffe, ence had no place in this matter, where the diſc; 
are Seciſied to be recerved from all nations; beſides this, 1 ſay, it canna 
be unknown to Mr, T. that I ſpeak of Proſelytes in ſuch a notion as ig 6. 
qually competible to al of what nation ſoever they are, that enter imo co. 
venant with God, 

Anſw, Wo but he that writts at randeme, would aſſert that a Dif. 
eiple and Proſcly te are perfectly all one, and yet acknowledge this ac. 
cidental difference, that this 13 no reaſon of difterence, and yer ſay, thay 
a P:ofelyte denores a cemming fiem ſome other nation ( asa diſcipłe 
doth not) that this is bur an accidental difference, and yet in his own 
deſcription make this very difference, and when he exprefleth the He. 
brew word tor Proſclyte, Qill terms him Na ſtranger, that this diffe. 
rence had no place in this matter, when his inference is from Proſelhtes 
hb were ſtrange:s to the Jews, to prove Diſciples and Proſelytes the 
ſame, and to tell me I muſt know his uſe of a word, which hee neither 
ſh<ws that he or any elſe have ſo uſed, But the Dr. adds, 

© Thus do we finde a Proſelyte defined, Heb, 11. 6. by] ö vg. 
© 747 -(42"G- Tr 9:0 he that commeth to God, thus doth a Jew when he 
© enters into Covenant of obedience to him, and thus did a Gentile 
© when he undertouk the whole Law of the Jewes, and was therefore 
Am and NR 1 a Proſelyte of the Covenant, and a Proſe. 
* Iyte of their righteouſneſs, and ſuch is every one whether Jew or 
* Gentile that con meth to Chriit, and as the two former of theſe were 
* made partakers of priviledges by this means, particularly allowed 
** treely to enter into the Congregation,and infants as well as grown 
men were thus among them admitted into Covenant; fo it is not ima. 
ginable why it ſhould not hold of the Chriſtian Proſelytes alſo, nor 
-- why the Chriſtian infants thus received into Covenant by Chriſt, after 
the ſame manner as Jewiſh and Gentile infants were among the anci- 
© ent people of God, i. e. by Baptiſm, ſhould not as propetly bee cal. 
led Proſelytes of Chriſt, though they neither c me from any other 
nation, nor ever aſſociate themſelves with 1/raelites according to the 
e fleſh, 

Anſw. If the notion of a Proſclyre were according to Heb,11.6,I ſhould 
agree that a diſciple of Chriſt and a Proſcly:e were the ſame z For ſuch 
a Proſelyte is one that is a believer, as the words ſhew ; But without 
Faith it is impoſſible to pleaſe God; For be that commeth to God muſt be- 
lieve that be is, and that he is a rewarder of them that diligently ſee bin. 
All ſuch Proſelyces of Chriſt I doubt not are admitted into Covenant, 
to. be b iptized, to partake of priviledges in the Chriſtian Church whe. 
ther they be Jewes or Gen:iles, according to that 1 Coy, 12, 13. and 
when jntants are proved to be ſuch, there will be no queſtion about 
their Bap:iſm, though not by reaſon of the Jewiſh cuſtome, yet by 
vertue of Chriſts inftitut}on to baprize diſciples and believers on him. 
But that infants of Chriſtians are thus received inte Covenant by Chrif 
after the ſame manner as Jewiſh and Gentile infauts were among the anci- 
ent feople of God, i. e. by Baptiſm, or chat afore they believe they heals 


— 


— A * * 


* 


(879) 
be called Proſeltetef Cbrifs, or, that every one whether Jew or Gentile 
that commeth te Chriſt, is as a Gentile when bee under: 00% the whole Law 

the Jewet, and wes lbireſore a proſelyte of their Covenant and a profe- 
tte of ibeir righteouſneft, or that a Chriſtian believer is either termed 
in Scripture a Proſelyte, or any Jew is to be ſo termed properly is not to 
be imagined, all theſe things being the meer dreams ot the Dr, ſuitable 
to his fancy of infant Baptiſm inſtituted among Chriſtians a. ter the Jews 
zh pattern. 

ſhe Dr, proceeds thus; © And whereas he ſaith of the Proſelytes 
&« comming to the Ifraelires, that they came not to be taught but to en- 
« joy priviledges, cannot divine what motive be had to affirm it, for 
« ſure the infant child that was baptiz:d, and ſo received into the Con- 
« oregation of Iſrael did come to learn the Jewith religion, iato which 
« he was thus er ly initiated, and that was one ſpecial priviledge (the 
« reſt of the Heathen baving not knowledge of theſe Lawes ) the imme» 
« diate end of his proſelytiſm, yet not excluding thoſe other ends 
« of injoying all other priviledges both Civil and Ecclebaftical 
« chereby, 

Anſw, The infant had no end but ſuch as the parent, who was in. 
deed the Proſelyte, had, and the parents end was not to be taught, ſor 
hee was taught the Fewiſh religion before, and at bis Baptiſm, the pte · 
cepts of Moſes be ing recued to him while he ſtood in the water, by the 
Eiders at whoſe command he was baptized, and admiced into the Few. 
iſþ policy, atore which admiſſion he was to undertake the obſei yance of 
them, the proper and immediate end of his proſelytiſm, was his injoy- 
ing thoſe priviledges which native Jewes had as one of that body, which 
ſhews that the admiſſion of a Proſelyte was not into a ſchool to learn, 
and therefore the notion of Preſelytiſm not like the notion of receiving 
to diſcipleſhip, which the Dr, fancies to be meant Matth. :8. 19, and to 
be the ſame with ad miſſion co Proſelytiſm; to ſhew the millake of which 
was the motive why I ſet chis difference between a Proſclyte and a Diſ- 
ciple of Chriſt, as the Dr. might cafily have di ined, it hee had been 
minded to do ſo. 

The Dr. ſaith of me, And when he adds, but a Diſciple of Chtrid 
is one that owns Chriſt for his teacher and Lord, onely for ſpiritual be- 
* nefics, I might as well acknowledge it, and ak why then an infant 
« who hath need of thoſe ſpiritual benefits, as foon as he is born ſhould 
not be haſtened to a participation of them. 

Anw. L «now no realon why hee (hould not, nor do I know any 
reaſon why he ſhould be bap:ized, nor how by it an infant may be la- 
ſtened ta the participation of ſpiricual or other benefits, but know rea» 
ſon why an infant ſhould not bee baptized, becauſe Baptiſm is thereby 
profaned, and the infant 8tterwards uſually hardened through pernici- 
-_ preſumprion, as if he were thereby made a Chriſtian, The Dr. faith 
alſo. 

© But it is farther evident, that ſpiritual benefits beeing firſt and 
* 1 de ſigned, other even ſecular advantages, may very laws 
*tally bee reſpected, and reaped by them that are thus early brought 
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ven, whether as Diſciples or Proſelyres to Chriſt, | 

Anſw. Thar by Baptiſm infants are brought in as Diſciples or Proje, 
lytes to Chriſt, or attain any advantages ſpiritual or ſecular I (gw 
nor, ſure l am none are lawfully teſpected in the uſe of infant Bapriſm, 
being wholly beſides Chriſts minde, and if the end of Proſelytiſm wa, 
(as maniteſtly it was) {or tar different purpoſes from that of a Diſei. 
ple of Chriſt, the Proſelyte and Diſciple of Chriſt are not perte&ly 
one, Which 1 was to demonſtrate, : 

Vet again, ſaith the Dr. Two ſage obſervations he here adderh, 
<« That there is no mention of the Diſcip!es of the Prieſts, but of (he 
« Phariſees and Sadduces, and I can verily well geant it, who ſpeak 
© not of any lower kinde of Diſciples, bur either of God among the 
e Jewes, or of Chriſt, among us Chriftians, thoſe being the onely 
<« Diſcipleſhip, to hich they were admitted by the Ceremony of Bap. 
<« tiſm, the Diſciples of the Pariſces and Sadduces being but a ſubdiz 
«.yifionand notificꝛtion of ſeveral Sects among the Jewes, as there are 
« different denominations of Chriftians (the more the pity ) which 
divide unicy, but uſe not new Baptiſin to diſcriminate them, I am fure 
© contradict the Apoſtle if they do. e 

Anſw, How ſage the Drs, obſervations of making oy = as all 
one with receiving to diſcipleſhip, of baptiz ing atter the Jewiſh pat. 
tern, &6, are is ſeen before, This obſeryation ie not denied by the Dr, 
nor any thing ſaid by him to evacuate the uſe 1 imend:d'to make of it, 
to (hew that te be a diſciple, doth not no e the comming to God to enjoy 
benefits, as the Dr, made the notion of a Proſelyre to import, for then 

et ſans ſhould be termed difciples of the Prieſts, which is not ſo, but to 
— and ſo the diſciples of Phar iſees were thoſe who learned their o· 
pinions, That which the Dr, ſaith is not true, that by Baptiſm perſons 
were admitted to diſcipleſpip, nor that diſciples of the Phariſees and gal- 
duces were but a ſubdiviſion under Diſciples of God er Cbriſ}, tor their 
diſciples were no diſciples of God or Chriſt, nor pertinent to the avoid. 
ing the uſe of my obſervation, * Tis true there are different denuminati- 
ons of Chriſtians (tbe more the pity) which divide unity, and of them! 
know none fo grear as that of the Prelatiſts, who will neither hear the 
Preacher who preacheth the faith of Chriſt, nor joyn in prayer unleſs 
the Common Prayer Book be ufed, nor own them as Presbyrers whe 
were not ordained by a Biſhop diſtinct from a Presbyrer, nor joyn with 
that ſociery as a Church lawfully conſtituted where there is not Epiſeo. 
pal government, which I rake to be a manifeſtly unjuſt ſchiſm and re- 
cuſancy, I know none that uſe new Baptiſm, but Pædobaptiſts, who 
therein contradiRt Chriſts inſtitution and the Apoſtles pra d iſe. Piſto- 
baptiſts or baptizers of Believers of age, upon their profeſſion of faith, 
uſe the old Baptifm which Chriſt appointed and the Apoſtles pract iſed, 
not to diſcriminate them ſrom others, but to do their duty, and to ſupply 
a defect in infant ſprinkling, 

The Dr, faith, His ſecond obſervation is, that the Holy Gboſt doth 
not ab any time call Chriſtians Chriſts Preſelytes, but his Diſciples, that, 
faith he, we might not confound the notions of theſe termes. But 1 * 
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1. That thoſe Texts that expreft the Chriſtians entring into diſcipleſhi 
comming — bim ( of 3 — are good ſlere) do in effect Fol py 
proſelytes, for a Proſeiyte is a Greet noun, derived immediately from the 
Fab nrorigy;fmy, to come unto, 

Anſw. 1. I think this not ttue, fith the texts which expreſs the com. 
ming to Chriſt, do mean by it believing in him, as Job. 6. 3 5. ſhews, but 
chat is not in effect to call them Proſelytes in the Drs, ſenſe, ner is the 
notion of a commer unto and a diſciple all one, fith a perſon may come 
io a perſon, yea to learn, and never yet be his diſciple, 

And ſecondly, ſaith the Dr, that if this word whether in it ſelf, or 
in the Verb from whence it comes, bad never been uſed inthe V. T. yet 
would it not thence ſollom, that we might not confound tte notions of Preſe. 
lytes and Diſciples, 

Anſ.Nor do I make it any demonſtrative argument but probable, as ic 
is probable, that the Holy Ghoſt calls not the Chriſtian ſociety the Sy- 
nagogue,nor the preachers of the Goſpel ier Priefts,chat we may not 
confound them. I have often given a firm reaſon, why inſants capable of 
coming to Chriſt, bleſſed by him, and affirmed to be quali fied for the Kingdom 
of beaven, ſhould be denied water to be baptized, even this, that neither 
Chriſt appointed it, nor the Apoſtles baptized them, though he did the 
other to them. The Chriſtian Church or Miniſter might not deny bap- 
tiſm to infants, if they were qualified as Cornelius and the Gentiles that 
came with him were As 10. 48, 47. & 11.18, What I ſaid of inſans 
being unquali fied for Baptiſm, til by bearing they own C brit as their Aa- 
ner, is tully proved in the 2d. part of this Review, ſect. 3, &c. and it is 
therefore too too boldly ſaid by the Dr. that it is a begging of the queſſiun 
without the leaft tender of proof. Whether or in what manner the 
little ones mentioned Deut. 29. 10. did enter into Covenant, is ſo fully 
diſcuſſed before Sef#.44,45,61,66,67, chiefly this laſt, that I need here 
add no more. Either in one of thoſe Sections or ſome where before in 
this part of the Review, I have proved from the Text and Commenta- 
tors, that thoſe that were not with them that day, v. 15, weie unborn, 
chiefly in that v. 2. Moſes called unto all Iſrael, and they are ſaid v. 10. 
4 to fand there that day, and therefore I might more juſtly wonder 
(though it be no wonder that the Dr, thus abuſeth me) that hee ſhould 
have the face to ſay, I impoſe on the Reader. 

He tels me, there is no mention of any af of the Fathers engaging then 
wider a curſe or oath, but onely of Gods oath which be maketh to them, v. 
12, But he might have ſcen v. 14. theſe words, Neither do I make with 
Jes onely this Covenant and this Oath, but with bim a/ſo that i not bere 
With us th day, which 1 know not how it ſhould be meant of any other 
then the unborn, for none bur they of 1/yael were then abſent, and en- 
tering into an cath and curſe as they did Nebew. 10.29. 

And for what hee adds, If they had thus adjured or laid oath or 
curſe upon their children, yet would this make ne difference betwixt 
their and our — 4 Covenant, we by the oath of Baptiſm which 
© i8 laid on the child( by him to be performed when he comes to ability, 

«unleſs he will forſelt all the benefits of his Baptiſm) do in omannge 
** adjure 
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ce adjure our infants, though while they remain ſuch, they hcar U 
c |j:rle as the Jewiſh ntants did. 

gut ſute there is a great difference between the folemn adjuration of 
Moſes and all del binding their poſterity and recorded in the book of 
the Law, and the obſcure charge of an ignora..t officiating Prieſt to 
three Goſſips, whereof ſome ate ſo ignorant, that they know net whar 
the Chriſtian faith is at a Font, which hee terms tlie oath of Bapiiſm 
which is ſeldome ci:her heeded or remembred by any preſent, a 

And whereas he ſaith, my rejedting bis inferezce, that by parity of reg. 
ſon infants may be entred into diſcipleſhip and baptized, to be a denymg the 
coxcluſron when the premiſes cannot be denied; It is not true, for the con- 
ſequence is plainly devied, and the reaſon is given of that denial, and 
each branch proved in the Book before ſef.5,&c, And therefore I ſhall 
ſay no more to this ſe&ion, i being pity (to uſe the Drs, words) to loſe 
time on ſuch trifling conceits empty of all proof, as this Dr, hath dict. 
red for infant Baptiſm, He ſaid better Prat. cas, 1. 5. S. 1, The Apofilet 
powers were to preach and bupti e thoſe that received ibeir doctrine. 
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SECT. XCVI11. 


The teftlimonies of Cyprian, Auguſtin, and other Latin Fathers ſor Inſaut 
Fantiſm, are ſhewed to have come from their miſtakes , and the evi 
dences why the antiquity of Infant Baptiſm ſhould not be deemed ſuch 
as is pretended, are vindicated, 


Now return to the examination of the Teſtimonies brought out 

of the reſt of the Latin Fathers beſides Tertulan tor infant Bap. 
tiſm, whereof Cyprian was the chief, and bis teſtimony js thus ur. 
ged by Dr. Hammond Defence of infant Baptiſm, chap. 4. ſect. 2. f. gy, 
* In the midſt ofthis third Age, An. chr. 248, was S. Cyprian made Bp. 
© of Carthage, and ten years after he ſuffered martyrdome, i. e, 158 
years after the Age of the Apoſtles, In the year 257 he late in Coun- 
te cel with 66 Biſhops ( ſee Juflellus in his pretace to the African Ca- 
6c nons p. 21. ) and their Decrees by way of $ynodical Epiſtle are to be 
< ſeen in his Ep. 58. ad Fidum fratrem, which is now among his werks, 
<< Pamecl. edit, p. 80. The Councel was in anſwer to ſome queſtions about 
e Baptiſm,and accordingly he there ſets down his own opinion, together 
<« wich the Deerees © that Coutccl of 66 Biſheps which were affembled 
<*« with him; And ſothis, as it is 2n ancient, ſo it is more then a ſingle 
<< reftimony, chat of a whole Courcel added to ir; and yet ſarther to en- 
© creaſe the authority of it, 8 4 Cires this Epiſtle more then once, 
< and ſets it down almoſt entire as « teſtimony of great weight againſ 
© hereticks ; and fo tis cxed by S. Hierem alſo, l. 3. dial. cons, Feleg. 
ein this Epiſtle the queſtion being propoſed by Fidus, whether infants 
might be baptiz cd the ſecond or third day, or whether as in Circum- 
< cifion the cighth day were not to be expeRed, he animers in the E 
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« of the Councel, uni ver judicavimus, tuns the reſolutiop or ſentence 
« of all, aui bominum nato miſcricerdium Dei & gratiam denigandam, 
« har the mercy and grace of God was not to be denied to any human 
ce bjcth, to any child, though never ſo zoung (by that phraſe [| mercy 
« and grace of God] evidently meaning Baptiſm, the right of convey. 
«ing them to the baptized) adding, that tis not to be thought that this 
« orace which is given to the bap ized, is given to them in a Fencer or 
« jeſs degree in teſpect of che age of the receivers; and that God as he 
accepts not the perſun, ſo nor the age of any, confirming this by the 
«words of S. Peter AFR, ro, that none was to be called common or un- 
« clean, and that it any were to be kep: from Baptiſm, it ſhould rather 
« he thoſe of full age, who have committed the greater fins, and that 
e ſeeing men when they come to the faith are not prohibited ba p. 
«tiſin, how much more cught not the infant to be forbidden, who be- 
© ing new born, hath no ſin upon him, but that which by his birth 
« from Adam he hath cen:rated as oon, he was born, who therefore 
« ſhould more eaſily bie admitted to pardon, becuuſe they ate not his 
&« own bat others (ins which ate then remiited to him, concluding that as 
none were by the decree of that Counccl to be refuſed baptiſm, ſo this 
« was the rather to be obſerved,and retained about infants and neu- born 
« children, I hus much and more was the ſentence of that ancient Fa- 
« ther, and that Councel, and as the occafion of 4hat deter m nation was 
© not any Antipædobaptiſt doctt ine (there had no ſuch then ſo much as 
« lyokt into the Church, that we can hear of) but a conceit of one, that 
« ;t ſhould be defert d io the eigth day, which was as much infancy as 
«the firſt (and ſo both parties were e ually contrary to the Anti ædo- 
« baptiſts intereſts, the condemned, as well as the Judges ) ſo that it 
« ;s no new doctrine that was then decreed, or peculiar to S. Cyprian 
& (who had one ſingulat opinion in the matter ot baptiſm) appeais al- 
eo by the concurrence of the whole Councel that convened with him, 
and by the expreſs words of St, Auguſt, Ep. 28. ad Hieronym. Blefled 
** Cyprian not making any new decree, but keeping the faith of tha 
© Church moſt firm, decreed with a ſet number of his fellow Biſhops, 
© that a child new born might ficly be baptized, Which ſhe ws it the re- 
ce ſolution of that Father alſo, that baptizing cf infants was the faith of 
the Church before Cyprians time, not onely the opinion, but the faith, 
which gives it the authority of Chriſt and his Apoſtles. 

Anſw. | have been willing to ſer down theſe words at large ſich none 
urgeth this authority more fully, though Mr. . Dr. H. Mr. B, &c. 
do all alledge ir, and it is the chicteſt ol all the reſtimonies Auguſtin pro- 
duced tor intant Baptiſm, and therefore was tranſlated by me into En- 
gliſh, and printed at the end of my precurſor, Concerning which act, 
Mr, B. præſeſt. mor, p. 401. ſaith thus, It ſeems to me God ordered My. 
T, to tranſlate Cyprians Epiſile to the diſgrace of bis cauſe with tht vul. 
ga! themſelves,..For none can be ſo blinde as not to ſee in it the antiquity of 
inſant Baptiſm, which is all that we urge it for, But it the cauſe I main- 
1810 be diſgraced by tranſlating that Epiſtle, 1 ſhall rake it as a ſign that 
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of the ancient : Sure me thinks none of the vulgar, much lefs the ler; 
ned, ſhould be ſo blinde as not to diſcern, that infant Baptiſm waz an 
errour, which was maintained by the prime aſſertors, upon ſuch ya;n 
rea ſon as are in that Epiſtle which are not excuſed by what Mr, B ſaith, 
That the arguments are onely for capfutation of the object ion concerning in. 
ſents uncleanneſt before the eighth day,and not to give the grounds that war. 
ranted infant Baptiſm 3 For the truth is, both are done together, and 
the beſt grounds they bad for it are ſer down by them, which will ap- 
pear to be ſo frivolous by examination of them, that notwithſtanding all 
the credit Dr, Hammond endeavours to gain to it, yet men of mean uns 
derſtandings, I doubt not, will by reading of it diſcern how ill that 
Councel did ia that determination, Nor doth Ir any whit be ter the mat. 
ter to ſay, that it was not Cyprian alone, but alſo a whole Coun. 
cel of 66 Biſhops which did thus agree with him, For in like manner 
did the ſame Cypriax, with a more famous Councel | See Ejpift, tn The 
baia, ponep, Quir. Janu. Steph, ] at the ſame place, determine the rebap- 
tiz ing of the baptized by Hereticks, with better ſhew of Scripture and 
reaſon then in his Epiſtle to Fidia, and alledged Apoſtolical authority 
as much as in this, and yet he is deſerted therein noti onely by (he Bi- 
ſhops of Rome that were then, but alſo by Auguſtin, and the African and 
other Churches, Beſides his maintaining the perfuſion of the Clinici, in 
his Epiſtle to Magnus l. 4. Epiſt. 7, bis maintaining the neceſſity if nate 
with tbe wine in the Lords Supper, as the Lords tradition, I. 2. Epift. 3. ad 
Cæcilium, with other things, do ſufficiently diſcover the weakneſs of cy. 
pri an, and the Biſhops of thoſe times in their dererminations, and the 
lightineſs of their reaſons, which no intelligent Divine ſhould now 
urge, and therefore me thinks ſhould nor adhere to their praiſe or te. 
nents, grounded on ſuch frivolous reaſons, Nor in this matter is A 
guftins or Hieroms auchority ſuch, as that we ſhould relye upon their ap. 
probatjons and ſpeeches, their corruptions in this point, and in other 
points ſhewing their miſtakes both in matters of doQrine,and fact, ſome 
whereof are before noted ſection 88, and more will bee in that which 
followes, 7 
As for what Mr, B. ſaith, That the antiquity of infant Baptiſme is «ll 
that be with others urge Cyprian for, \ reply, be and others need not to 
have done that ſith | acknowledge it to have been as ancient as Cyprien, 
not 2s it is now; but 1. in the practiſe, uſed onely in caſe of imagined 
neceſſity, to fave an infant in apparent danger of im vinent death from 
periſhing, as the words of Tert lian de bapt, 6. 18. and Greg. NaN. 
orat. 40, de ſan?, bapt. and ſuadry relations ſhew to have been the pra- 
Aiſe, Now in this if Pro eſtant dlvines have rejected antiquity, and deny 
ſuch infaneBaptiſm as they practiſed, deter miniug that there js nor fuchs 
neceſſity of baprizing infants for that teaſon, nor thatthe y are to be bap - 
tized with private Baptiſn upon ſuch a fear, and accordingly declining 
it as ſuperſtirious, they thereby juſtike us from their crimination of in- 
novation in deſerting the Fathers, when they themſelves do it in the 
ſame thing as well az we, And if Mr. Baxter ( as hee doth plain Scrißt. 
proof, l. 2. c. 15. . 153.) except againftTeriulians reaſons as pours — 
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therefore reje& his advice, why ſhould not we re ject Cyprians 2nd his 
Collegues determination, which was built on as poor, if not poorer ica- 
ſons then TertuHians. 

2. In the Do&rines taught: For they taught, that by Baptzſm the 
grace and mercy of God was given, 1bat without Baptiſm infants muſt pe- 
rſh, that every one that is born of mankind is to be bapt ixed, in which Mr, 
Baxter and other Proteſtants do diſſert them: Now it they diſclaim 
their Doctrine in that which led them to their infant Baptiſm, we have 
no reaſon to be bound to their authority, Nor is the Dofrine the leaſt 
matter to be conſidered, or the reaſons of their determination imperti- 
nent to a tight judgement of theit praiſe, For as in other con tovet ſies 
between us and Papiſts, as about Menkiſh profeſhon, Len: faſt, Prayer 
for the dead, &c, che main thing conſidered, is, how far the Ancients 
ptactiſed theſe, and up:n what grounds, as may be ſeen ju wfhers axſwer 
io the Jeſuites challenge, and other learned Proteſtants wriungs, fo it js 
in tis; By which we may diſcern, that the Fathers practiſe of infant 
Baptiſm was upon the ſame grounds wity thoſe of the Papiſts, which we 
r ject; and therefore the Fathers teſtimonies do indeed diſgrace the 
cauſe of infant Baptiſm, and plainly ſhe upon what «erroneous cpinior s 
it came in; and if prejudice did not dazle their eys, learned and gocly 
Proteſtants would rather ſuſpe& and judge infant Baptiſm a ccrrupruen, 
then alledge their determination for their juſtification, And for wher 
js alledged, that Auguſt. Ep.28. ad Hierony. ſaid, that Cyprian did not 
make any new decree, but gert the ſaith of the Church moſt firm, ic is n ni- 
feſt, that the faith Auguſt ine means was that infants bad original ſin, and 
without Baptiſm muft periſh, which in like manner he taught about the 
Lords Supper (which was given to infants in Cyprian time, as bis Ser. 
non de lapſis ſhews ) J. 1. de pece. merit, & remiſ, c. 24. 1.1, adv. Julian, 
c. 2. contra 2 Epiſt, Pelag. l. 4. c 4, Now as we and the Romaniſts have 
rejected infant Communion, though as ancient as infant Baptiſm, or 
very near as ancient, ſo ſhould infant Baptiſm be re jed ed as upon the 
like miſtake brought into the Church, The like might be ſaid of the ex- 
orciling, or exufflation, tl at is, blowing away or puſting out the Devil, 
of which Auguſline ſpeaks ſo much as uſed with Baptiſm to jnfants, the 
anointing with oy], giving milk and honey, cloathing with white gar- 
ments mentioned by Tertullian as cemmon in his time before Cyprian, 
which yet are left by us netwithſtanding he make them in his JI. agaza(t 
Marcion, lib. de Corona milits, Apoſiolical traditions, Out of Which and 
many more inſtances this may bee colleGed, chat the Fathers te- 
ſtimony of the uſe of their time, or of Apoſtulical craditions, is not t 
be received without examining their reaſons, ro which in this hing how 
little credit or heed is to be given, will appear by the exceptions I have 
made in my Examen, and ſhall now vindicate from what Mr, A. friend, 
and Dr, Homes ſay to them. 

The firſt was, that in Tertullian: time infant Baptiſm was not defined, 
fith he diſſwades it, De Bapt. c. 18. Scult, med. paty, part 1,1.7, c. 42. 
Tertullianus | de Bapt. cos duntaxat baptizandos cenſer, qui Chyiſlum noſe 
preverint, The anſwers are, 1. that be was ſor inſani Baptiſm, as ap- 
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pars by his book De anima, c. 39. But this is refelled before, 2, That 
be mentions it as theu in uſe. Ret. It is true, but not allowed, 3, That 
be akowed it in caſe of neceſſity, Ret. This is againſt thoſe that deny the 
uſe of it for that reaſon in that caſe, 4. That be diſſwaded onely the Bay. 
tiſm ef enfants of infidels, ſith they onely were in need of ſureties, and likely 
10 fail in anſwe ing the engagement for them, Ref, This is not likely, i. 
Its not likely ſuch were brought in the times of perſecution, nor that 
there were any Chriſtians who would become ſureties tor them, 2. lt 
was uſual then, as the cuſtome hath been ſince, to have ſuretics at Bap« 
tiſm of infan s of believers, and alſo at the Baptiſin ot the aged, as isga- 
thered out of Tertul. de Corona militis, Inde ſuſcepti, which i ſpoken of 
the ged. 2, The words of Teriullian ſhew he argued 2:amſt the Bap- 
tiſm of any little ones in r«ſpe ct of theirage, 4. His reaſons (be they 
what th: y will) re agai ſt the Baptiſm at any little ones, with exprels 
diret ion four them to come nat till tt ey were ot age to underſtand, Ye. 
nant ergo dum adol-ſcunt, veniant dim diſcunt, dum quo veniant docen. 
tus, fi unt Chiiflian, cum Cbriſlum noſſe potuerint, That is, Let them come 
t erefore when they be grown up, let them come when they learn, when they 
a/ e taugbt whereſore they come, let them be made ( briſliam when they ſhall 
be able to know Chriſt, Which makes jt certain he meant this even of 
believers infant's, whom he preſumed would be taught ro know Chriſt, 
and that ,niipadobaptiſt dotirine bad then lockt into the Church, though 
Dr. Hammond ſay otherwilz, 

he :d. Exception was, uguſtines and Hieroms relying on this Coun, 
cel, ſhewed their darkneſs, 

anſw. Mr. A. p.38. of hi» Deſence Though Auguſtine approved Cy. 
prians judgement, yet be relied not u on bu reaſons to make good infant 
Biptiſm; this to him is no nem doftrine , be bad another eye upon the 
ronflant and ſure faith of the Church, which in that point be followed 
fatbfully, 

Ref. It appears by the words of Auguſtine, ep 28. ad Hieronm. where 
he alledgeth this very hing tor infant Baptiſn | that Cyprian ſaid not 
that the fleſh, but the ſoul unhadtixed ſhould be loſt tat he relied on his 
rea ons; and the like is apparent, where he and Hierome ſer down his 
word+, and argue from them. tem. 7. 1.3, de pecc mer, & remiſ. c cen. 
tra Julian l. 1. c. where Augeſiine hath theſe words, Sed Cyprian dieit 
ie parvulum nilt ſuerit baptixa us, quamvy ei non tropria demittantar, 
ſed aliena fectata. But Cy;rian ſaith, a little one periſueth unleſ ve be bap- 
red, although not bis own but anothers ſins are ſor given him. 

My 3d. Excep ion was; That Fidus ſtarred the queſtion out of a Juda- 
iz1ng conceir, tbat the law of Circumciſion which was not to be till the 
9% day. was tobe conſidered, and that the ſoot ſtep of an infant being in 
the . days of by birth ig not clean; which ſhew a relique of Judaiſm 
in him. 

To this it is ſaid, 1, That Cyprian did not concur with him, nor the 
Councel. 

Refat, 1. However it appears that the Baptiſm of infants was then 
pract iſed upon the ſuperſtitious conceit as if we were to do in Baptiſm 
as 
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gs the Jews did in Cirłumeiſion. 2. Nor doth Cyprian appear by hi 
Ep,7. 1.4. and elſewhere to be free from thinking the ceremonial Law 
to direct us about Baptiſm, 

2. That other learned men, ay Athanaſius, Nazianz, Auguſt, Chry ſo- 
tome, reaſoned from Circumciſion to Baptiſm, 

Reſut. No doubt of it, for as in the controverſie about Eaſter, ſo in 
other things they appeared too much to jmitate the Jewiſh ceremonies, 
by which the ſimplicity of the Chr ĩſtian ſervice was altered, 

My 4th, Exception was, That the reſolution of chi, Counc:1l wit the 
ſpring- head of intant Baptiſm, 

Anſw, Before that time Baptiſm of inſants was in uſe. 

Reſut. Let it was not determined be tore, but diflwaded, nor was 295 
authority of any Couneel which was as a ſyting head to n, whence it con- 
tinued a ſtream afore that, nor doth Auguſtine in his allegati ns tor it, 
fad any higher ſpring of it then Cyprian and his Councel 

My 5th, and Chiet Exception was, Tiat the Councel determined the 
baptizing of infants upon theſe errours, which are now re je ted by Pro- 
teſtar ts as Popiſh 3 1. That they thought baptix ing giving Gods grace, ard 
the dexying it denying Gods grace; 2. They thoxgbt the ſouls to be log, 
which were not baptixed; 3. That therefore not onely infants of believes, 
hut all infants were to be baptized. 

Mr, M. achnowledgeth the two fiſt te be rightly gathered from the 
words of the E piſile, but that be alſo urged that Barti/m come: in ftrad of 
Cirenmcſion, and if ſome arguments were uſtd by the Ancients which were 
not good, the truth is not to verejeTed, when ſome o ber are. 

Ref, 1. Th. Council determined infant Bap:iſm on no other »rgu+ 
ment, 2. If infant Bap:iſm could be proved by other arguments, I ſhould 
yeeld to it; however the cre it and authority of this Councel is taken 
away by reaſon of the falſhod of the grounds of their determination. 

290. For the 3d. inſerince, though be lays it down in general terms, that 
none ave to be bindered from comming to Chriſk: Tet what be ſaith ought 
to be unde» flood of the Church, becauſe be ſpeaks of ſuch as Ged bath clean- 

ſed or purificd who were common. 

Ref. 1. The words are as expreſs as may be, H all judged that the mercy 
aud grace of God is to be denied, ( by not baptizing them) malls bominam 
nato, to none born of men, as much as in us lies, if it may be, nulla anima 
perdendaeft, no ſoul ig to be loft ſor want ot Baptiſm, 2. he very words 
Mr, M alledgeth for a reſtrig ion t the Church are againſt it, they 
ate thus. Sed putamus omnem omnino beminen admit tendum ad gratiam 
cbriſti, cum & Petrus in Ad ibus Apoſtolorum loquat ar & dicat: Dominus 
nibi dixis neminem communem dicendum & immundum. Bat we think 
every man altogether ſhould be admitted is thegrateof Chriſt, when Peter 
alſo in the Afts of the Apofiles ſpeaks and ſaith, The Lord bath ſaid to me 
that vo man ſhould be termed common and unclean ; Which is meant of all 
men, not onely of the Church, And this enough to anſwer Dr. Homes, 
who in his animad ver ſion s, p. 1j 8. finds not that paſſage in Cyprian which 
Talledge, and p. 139. ſaich, Cyprian dstb not ſay, infants periſh if they be 


not baptized, though Auguſtine exprefly faith the contrary, and p.1 37. 
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takes on him to defend the ſayings of thar Councel, as having M0 trrour 
or burt to ſay that Baptiſm gives grace infirumentally, and that without 
Warrant wiltingly 10 deny Baptiſm is to deny Gods grace. But Proteſtant 
write:s generally (as Auſtin before ) judge the words to have a further 
ſenſe, and the words of the Epiſtle plainly ſhew that they held by the ve- 
ry Baptiſm infants had remiftion of fin and were ſaved, and withour it 
were loſt, and to deny them Baptiſm was to deny them Gods grace, 
That which he ſaith of me,v,139, That I would not have it, ibat Cyprian 
doth at all put in 01 iginal hn among bis arguments for baptixung of mfants, 
is not ttue; Lonely denyed that he put it in, in the mannet Mr, A. con- 
cei ved. 

What l ſaid of the abſurdity and nakedneſs of that Epiſtle, hath no 
more immodeſty then is common to Writers Proteſtant and Papiſts, 
who charge Fothers and ancient Counc« Iz wich errours, blemithes, and 
cf. cimes with harder cenſures; it I had given that E; iſtle a 1arter cen. 
ſu e | had done right, that | ſpake was ſoft enough, conſidering the great 
hurt which hath come to the Church of God by that Epiſtle, which de. 
tet mined childrens baptiſm by childiſh reaſons, 

Next to ian of the Latine Fathers, are recited Ambroſe and Hie. 
rome, and Paulinus by Or. Hammond, whoſe words with Augaſlines, and 
ſuch Councels az were in their tines in the 4 h. and 5th, Century, I 
ſhall torbeat to recice, it being acknowledged that in thoſe ages it was 
ptadtiſed, ang by reaſon of Auguſtines eſteem Baptiſm of infants was 
practiſed in following Ages almoſt withont controul; and in proceſs of 
time, that which was betore Augufiines dayes a ratity, became ſo ire» 
quent, as that it almoſt ſwallowed up the righ: Bap iſm, which appears 
trom the words of walafridus Strabo, placed by ber at the year $40, 
in his Book de rebus Eccleſiaſtiers, 6.26, who is termed by Mr, George 
Gilleſpie in his Aarons red bloſſoming, p. 667. a diligent ſearcher of the 
antiexts which were before bin, and of the eld Eccleſiaſtical rites, which 
with other obſeryations tending to reduce the teſtimony of Auguſtine to 
i's juſt weight, are ſer down in my Examen, par. 1 ect. 8. and arc now to 
be vindicated by me from what Mr, Marſhal and others reply. 

Dr. Homes, p. 58, cxccpts againſt what I ſaid, that it was Awuguſtines 
authority that carried infants Baptiſm in the following Ages al noſt with- 
out control; and 1, he asks, © What carried it 3 00. or 400, years be- 
fore? For all that time i: was frequenr, ] Bur this is not true, t 
ever proved by Dr. Homes. Chamier, pauſtr. cath, tom 4. l. 5. c. 1. 
5. 19. ſaith truly, who ſeeth not that the cuſtome of the ſcrutiny of the ba- 
tiſed was in that time, when ſcarce the thouſandth perſon was baptiſed a. 
fore be came to age, and was diligently exerciſed in Catechiſm. Dr. Ham- 
mond in his frat. Catech. I. 1. S. 3. p.23. All men were inſtrufed in the 
fundamentals of faith anciently before they were permitted tobe baptiſed, 

e. They that were carried by Auguſtine, were not carried by the 
authority of the man, but by the Scriptures and reaſons he urges. 
Which I grant; bur thoſe Scriptures and reaſens had never carried in- 
— Baptiſm, if the name of the man had not been more prevalent then 

is reaſons, 
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« 3, Ir cannot be ſaid that Auguſtines authority did in his time carry 
infant Baptiſm in a manner without control, ſeeing he had ſo much 
« bickering with the Pelagians about ir, who under ſome notion did con- 
« againſt it, as we ſhewed before.] Bur by his leave it might be ſo ſaid, 
ard that truly, firh in the bickerings againſt the Pelagians, Auguſtines 
authority grew; yea, Hierome in the end of his 3d. Dialogue againſt Pela. 
ant, in the words cited by Dr, Homer, p.149. doth himſelf refer the 
Reader to Auguſtines works about baptiz ing infants, as the ehief prop 
of that cuſtome, However, that which I ſaid is maniteſt'y true, that at. 
tet his tine, in the following Ages, Arguſtizes authority carried the ba p- 
tiſm of infants almoſt without control. 

Dr. Homes further excep's againſt my alledging walaſridus Strabo, 
and ſaich, 1 Strabo is againſt me, 1. in ſaying in the firſt times, Baptiſm 
was wont to be confirmed by impeſetion of bands, But the Dr, wrongs me 
in ſaying 1 deny it Exercit, ſe. 14, who onely ſay it was a part or ap- 
p:ndix of Baptiſm, as chamier (aid pauſir.cath.tom.4.1.4.c.11 ſef 14 Re, 
not as among the Papiſts or Prelatiſts uſed many years after baptiſa, 
But of this enough is ſaid Review part, 2. ſeff. 23. 

2, About Athanafius, that in Athsnaftus bis time, to bis knowledge 
there was baptiſm of little children. But how is this againſt wee, 'wio 
doubted not concerning Arbanaſins his fact of imicating baptiz ing when 
he was a Boy, and of Alexander his approb tion ef ic, but ſaid I mar. 
yailed I found nothing produced out or {thanaſizs works for istant Bap- 
tiſm, if it were ſo manifeſtas Mr, M. ſaid Now this was not in Atba- 
nafius his works, and the ſtory doth not at all prove infant Baptiſm ei- 
ther in uſe or approved then, but rather the contrary. For that fa ct was 
done by Atbanafeus at play, among boyes at play, and it was approved as 
baptiſm, becauſe the baptizer and the baptized uſed the ordinary act i- 
ons done at baptiſm of the aged: which ſhews that Baptiſm was then 
uſed to and by perſons of age, though imitaced by boyes ar play. 

3. About iaſant Baptiſm, ſor which Strabo quotes many. authorities 
and antiquities, as of the Concilium Gerundenſe , But this is not againſt 
me, who deny nor, but acknowledge many Councils for ir, after and in 
Auguſtins time, but know of none bur that of Cartbage in Cyprians Epi- 
file to Fidus afore, and do judg thoſe Councils weigh no more then one 
Auguſtin, whoſe authority they relied on, and ſome of them uſed his ve. 
ry words in their Canons, 

2. That“ Strabo faulters, and is much faulty in the thing he js quo- 
©« ted for. For firſt, he calls the times of Auguſſine, who is bur of late 
ein compariſon of many ancients we have quoted prima tempora, that 
« js, the firſt times, for walifride quote: 2 — practiſe, that was 
not baptized till of ripe years, to prove, that in the firſt times ( as 
cc walafridus calls them) men were not baprized till able ro know well, 
and make proteſſion; when as Auguſtin himſelf, as we have ſhewed, 
and Mr. T. hath conſeſſed, did refer himſelf to ancienter times a great 
« deal, as to Cyprian that was almoſt 200 yeares afore him, for the pra. 
© Riſe of baptiz ing infants, 2, walafrid ſaith, il ſolummodo, &c. 
<* that is, to them onely the grace of Baptiſa was wont to bee gi _ 

who 


(890) 
© who were of integrity or ri peneſs of body and inde, “e. but gives 
©* Rot proofs or reaſons, but onely one ſingle inſtance of Auguſtine him. 
<ſelf for an univerſal propoſition. 

Anſw, It appcars not that Strabo faultered in either of theſe, He cal 
the times unto Auguſtine, not onely Auguſtine: times, prima tempora, the 
f times; and though he knew that Cyprian was alledged by Augn. 
ſtine tor proof of infant Baptiſm, yer Strabo might rightly ſay ( not as 
Dr. Homes makes hin, men were not baptized (but) the grace of Bay. 
tiſm was wont tobe given to them oxely who might (now well and maze 
profeſſion, And for this having ſer down the ancient cuſtome, he alled- 
geth the inſtance of Auguſtin, not becauſe there were no more, but at 
that time the thing being well known, and Auguſtines authority being the 
chict meanes of making infant Baptiſm ſo frequent a+ it was after is 
time, it was enough for his purpoſe to inſtance in Auguſtines own ex- 
ample, as ſufficient to ſhew how the ſtate of things was befo e. Nor 1s 
ie likely that zyalafridus Strabo faultered in the third thing the Dr, ob. 
jets, but that (not he, but) ſome of the writers of his Book miſtook, 
and put XXV. for XXX V. And for the 4th, thing that hee conſeſſeth, 
that religious wiſe men did baptize infants more freu uently after Augy. 
ſtines time, upon the apprehenſion of danger if they neglected it, it con. 
firms my obſervation, that infant Bapriſm grew to be ſo frequent as it 
was by Auguſtines authority, dut doth not at all prejudice my allegation 
of Strabo, For though he being corrupted with the ſuperſtition of the age 
in which he lived, did judge well of the practiſe of infant Baptiſm, yet 
his relation of the ancicar uſe is uſefull for me to ſhew, that it was but 
an innovation Nor did my meat ion of his relation of the uſe of Goſſips, 
and the imagined ſpiritual kinred contracted by it, either blemiſh la- 
fridus or break my ſhins, but ſerved my turn to ſhew what ſuperſtition 
crept in by infant Baptiſn, as arifing from the want ot the primitive uſe 
of the baptized perſons own engagement at Baptiſm, which being nec 
done by infants, was ſupplied by this vain invention of men, and did 
(as generally ſuch inventions do) occaſion that evil opinion of the ſpi- 
ritual tinred contracted, which ſuperſtition turned ro a conceit of in- 
c<| between Goſſi ps. This opinion, though it did not neceſſat ily ſol- 
low on that uſ- ( For there might be Goſſips without ſuch opinion, as 
there might be tranſubſtantiation wi: hout adoration ) yer as the nature 
of ſuperſtition is to adde one humane invention to another, and the lar- 
tet worſe then the former, and the juſt judgement of God leaves men 
to err, when their fear of him is caught by the precepts of men, Iſa. 20, 
13, 14, (is Thave ſhewed in my Sermon intituled, The leven of Pha. 
ri/aical will-worſhip) ſo ic happened both in Baptiſm and the Eucha- 
riſt, infant Baptiſm brought in Goflips, they were taken for parents, 
thence conceived to be of fuch affinity, that their copulatiun would be in- 
ceſtuous, and ſo in the Euchariſt che opinion of the Lords Supper, as it 
Chriſts body were in the bread, begar Tranſubſtantiation, that kneeling 
and adoration, which have more connexion thena rope of ſand or pe- 
bles in a Wyth, notwithſtanding Dr, Homes his conceir, and Siraho's 
words need better anſwer then he gives. 1 
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All chat Dr. Homes p. 161, 162, 163, 164, 165. (aith 2gainſt my al- 
legarion of Cluniacexſis, doth not either prove, that 1 eter de Bruzs did 
not deny infanc Baptiſm, or that cluniacenſis did not alledge Auguſtixe 
for it, and de Bruis re jected it, and appealed tothe Scriptures (uwnough 
I have act now ledged in my Apology ſe, 8. my miſtake — the words 
of the ignorance of Greek, and the mention of the Greek Church and 
the Council of Arles, ) For why ſhould Clanizcenſis ſay, Ecce non de 
Augaftins ſed de Evange/is protuls cui cum maxime v05 credeve dica is, 
&c, but that Augu ine was wont to be urged againſt them, but they re- 
jected him ad appealed to the Goſpel, As for Peter de Bruis and Hen. 
ricus, their opinions I ſer them dow i as I found them reckoned in tie 
argument ot Cluniacenſis Epiſtle, not thinking fit to ſet duwn all that 
(luniacenſis chargeth them wih, having by Mr. Gatakers Defence of 
Mr. motto againſt Mr, Walker concerning Abailardus, learnt how un- 
certain Bernards charge was againſt him; and the like perhaps againſt 
Peter de vuis and Hearics by Cluniicenſis in ſome thin,'s ; yet | have 

iven reaſons concerning their denying infant Baptiſm, in my præcur- 
ſor ſet. 9. to which Mr, Baxter hath no: made reply in bis prifeſtin, mor. 
to avoid them, though he had moſt unchriſtianly accuſed me ot im pu- 
— xa uncunſcionableneſs, for alledging them as adve. ſaries tu intant 
Baptily, 

What [ aid of the Councils chat condemned Palagiani m, and the Drs, 
who refuted ir, that they followed Auguſtin, T did in ſome miſtake, as in 
parting Ales for Orange a City near, and perhaps in ſomething elſe, 
being at that ti ne without all my ptinted books, which [| had read before 
tne year 1642. in which I was plundered of them, and wrote my Exa- 
nen in London anno 164+. and my Exercitatien anne 1647. But I had 


ſome re nembcance of my reading te that purpoſe, which I imagin was 


by rea ing the words ot Dr, Frideaux in his 3d. Lecture de Gratia wit. 
verſali, which are thus to the ſame effect. Auguſiings (qui pracipu? ſu- 
dabit in hoc arguments, quemqꝗ ie Proſper, Fulgentius, & Scholaſtici [a+ 
niores ſeqiiuntur, imò ex jus ſcripts decreta Concilii Aranſicant 2 con- 
tis Pelagianos & Semipelagiano (ut ipſe agnoſcit Binnius ) contexuntur ) 
ſit vice ommum. 

And for Auguſtins be ing counted one of the four Poctors of the Church, 
eſteemed like the four Evangeliſts, the ſpeech (as I reme uber of Gregory 
the Great) is ſo rife, that 1 preſume it unknown to few Students in 
Divinity Nevertheleſs 1 ſaid, 1 for my part value Aug«ſtines judge- 
ment juſt at ſo much as his preofs an reaſons weigh; of which Dr, 
Homes ſaith, that's well; but Mr, Marſhal ſaith, I ſlight bim, which is 
an unjuſt criminativn of me, neither Auguſtin nor any other writer, be- 
ing not imediately inſpired, requiring or deſerving any higher regard; 
and Proteſtant writers fre uently in their dererminations aſcribe au- 
tkentique authority onely to the holy Scripture, Ames Bellarm. ene v. 
tem. 1 l. . c. 3. afferitur i nobis Epiſcoporum in concilio ſententzam tan« 
tm ixqui ſtionem quandan efie, & dictionem ſententi« miniſtratoriam & 
limitatam ita ut tant m valeat decret um concilii, quantum valeat cjus ra- 


wo; which it right, my ſpeech is unblameable, Nor am I to be blamed 
or 
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for not canvaſſing every * — teſtimony alledged out of Auguſtine, 
it being not denied he held infant Baptiſm at that time, and in ſuch a 
manner as Proteſtants reject, and how much credit is to bee gi. 
yen to his ſpecches of Apoſtolical tradition, i: conſidered before 
ſection 88. Proteſtant writers do otten charge Auguſiin with dating, in 
this point of infant baptiſms neceſſity ( whereot iome ſpeeches may be 
ſeen in Mr, Gataher de bapt. inſunt. vi & effic, ſef, 6, num, 27. ſedt. b. 
num. 3 5.) and for my part I muſt (ay, that I judge his reaſons ſo Ig 
and his proofs ſo vain, that the teſtimonies out of Auguſtine do very 
much confirm me, that infant Baptiſm is an errour, and a very pernjci. 
ous abuſe needfull to be taken away out of the Church of God, the rea. 
ſon of which may in ſome meaſure appear by my vindication of my ex. 
ceptions againſt Auguſtixes judgement, ; 

t. It infant Baptiſm had been ſuch an univerſal and Apoſtolical tra- 
dition as Auguſtize would have it, then the Church would have thought 
it neceſſaty, that all children of Chriſtians by preteflion ſhould bee 
baptized in their infancy, and the cuſtome would have been ſo uſed; 
But that it was not fo, appears firſt from the baptiſm of Auguſtine, 
Adeodatus, Alzpius ; ſecond, from other obſervations ſer down ig my 
Enamen. p. 14. 

The teſtimonies Mr, M. brings for univerſal piadiſe, have becn 
conſide red before. "HEM 

Hee adds p, 45. of his Defence, That © Epiphanius in the end of hit 
work, relating what was generally obſerved in the Church, tels us, 
The baptiſm adminiſtred in the Church in his time, was performed 
according to the tradition of the Goſpel, and the authority of the A. 
poſtles, as well as other myſteries then in uſe, and we know, that in 
his time Baptiſm was adminiſtred to infants; therefore in his judge. 
ment, what the Church did cherein,they had authority for it from the 
** Goſpel and the Apoſtles z ] But there is more reaſon to conceive 
that either he knew no infant Baptiſm, or that he took ĩt to be an aber. 
ration from the Goſpel tradition and authority of the Apoſtles, not one. 
ly in that he mentions not infant Baptiſm, but alſoin Ancorato where he 
ſets down the uſe of Baptiſm he faith, Yee ought not onely to ſuffer 
© every one inſtructed in the faith, and willing to come to the holy la. 
© yer, that he ſhew himſelf to your ſons that he believes in the Lord, 
c bur alſo, that with uttered words, as the ſame mother of all your and 
c our Church hath received, he teach and ſay, I believe in ene God 
© the Father Almighty, &c.] Whence the Magdeburgenſes cent. 4. c. 6. 
de ritibus circa Baptiſmum, ſay ; Itis conjectured from theſe words, tbat in 
the Cburches of Cyprus, the rite of Conſeſſion was uſual aſore Bajtiſm; 
where he alſo ſaith, that Baſil, exbort. ad bapt. writes, that no other then 

' catecbized perſons were baptixed, who were called together at Eaſter; 
Although I deny not that there was ſometimes infant Baptiſm, yet by 
all che inſtances of the rite of Baptiſm gathered by thoſe Hiſtorjans in 
that place, ir appears to have been veryfare, and onely in the caſe of 
apparent peril of immanent death. And this is very probable to have 


been the reaſon why Socrates biſt. l. 3. 22, relating diverfities of on. 
r 
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ral Churches about perſons that had power to battixe, and the time in which 
Baptiſm was commonly admin ed, and 50z0m.7 19, ſeveral cuſtomes 
of ſeveral c burches neither exclude nor ment ion infant aptiſm, beca ile it 
was ſo rare a thing to baptize an in;ant, and done fo «bſcurely that no 
inſtance 18 apparent of jt in any hiſtory, in that or the tore. going ges 
And Dr, Homes p. 171. wiongs me in (ſaying, Mu. I, bimſelf chargetb 
AN tin and cyprian, that they thought too many inſants were to be bapti- 
zed, nameij all that bad Chriſtian parents er under takers, tor wele latter 
words are not mine, though I yeeld the tormer to be true, 

To my inſtance of Auguſtin late Bapriim, it is ſaid by Mr. M defence 
p.46. One ſwallow makes not a ſpring peradventure ſome (thongo born of 
ch / iſlian parents ) were not in that age baptized in inijancy ; yer that us no 
way prejudicial to the unt verſal pratizſe of the Church in which Padobap- 
tiſm was received. But by his leave it is a great evidence, and ſeemed ſo 
to St/ abs neatet io thoſe ties then we arc, that iutant Baptiſm was not 
ſo univer al as Mr, M, makes it, when ſo cminene a peiſ>n of ſo emi 
nencly goely a other, did nor take care to have him baptized in infan- 
cy. But beudes, wee have the words of Optatzs Ailcuitants about the 
ſame tine, in his 4th. book againſt ' armenin the Nonatift, thu-; No 
nan us ignorant that every man, who born though be be born of Chuan 
parents, can be without the ſpirit of the world; which it u neceſſary ſhould 
be excluded aud ſeparatta from the man before the ſaving Baptiſm. This 
Exorſim does, by which tbe unclean | wit us d/rven out, and made ts flze 
into deſert | laces. The vouſe ts made empty in t he brea(t of the believer ; the 
bouſe u made clean: God enters and dwels as the 'poſile ſaith, ye are the 
Temple of God, and G, el, in you, Whegce it is apparent,that even 
thoſe who were burn of Chriſtian parents were bclicvers atore they 
were baptized, though I deny nat that ic was not the common duct t ine, 
that infants ſhould be baptized; nor do I mare that inference which 
Mr M.intima es I do, from that example of Agi. that children of 
Chriſtians by ptofeſſion in that age were not baprized in their fancy, 
but that tney were ſeldome ſo, nor except in cale cf appat ent darger of 
imminent dea h: Which is manifeſt by the inſtance of Auguflin. 

Mr. M. and Dr. Homes impute the delay of A guſtins Fa 11ſm, either 
to bis Fathers binde-ing, who was not then a Ch1t{iian, or to friends per- 
miſſion of him to have ha own wit, or to perſecution. But all theſe ate bat 
mere ſhitts, bi- own words conſeſ.l 1. c. 11. decitting the tus Rate of 
the thing, whic'! are thus: I had heard bring @ boy, ot eternal life 
* promiſed us by the humility of our Lori God deſcending to out p ide, 
« and 1 was already figned with the figne of his crofs, aud was ſcaſo- 
ned with his ſalt already, even from the womb ef my mother, who 
% much hoped in wee, Whence it is apparent that the was then a 
« Chriſtian when ſhe bare !;im in her womb,and dedicated him to Chri- 
&« tianity, but did not baptize him, After be goes on, and ſaith, Thou 
e ſaweſt Lord when I was yet a boy and on a certain day pre ſſed with a 
© pain of the ſtomack, | was ſuddenly ſick almoſt about to dye, thou 
e faweſt my God, becauſe thou waſt my keeper already, with what mo- 
* tion of minde, and with what faith I asked from the piety of my mo- 
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„ther, and thy Church the mo ber of us all, the Baprifm of thy Chriſt 
* wy Jod and Lord, And the m «ther of my fleſh was troubled, bc cauſe 
** alſo the did brieg forth my everlaſting ſalvation with a chaſt heart in 
thy taich, now belag very haſty, did take care that I might be initiated 
<« and waſhed with laving Sacraments, conſe ibng thee O Lord Jeſus, 
«unleſs I had been preſcntly recreated, Therefore my cleanfing waz 
« delayed, as if it ſhould bee neceſſary that I ſhuu'd be debiled it I did 
<« live, becauſe ta wit, after thar waſhing, greater and more dangerous 
© guile of ins in flthineſs would be. So 1 did already believe, and the, 
« and all the houſe except my Father alone, who yet did not overcome 
«in me the right of morhers piety, chat I ſhould nat believe in 
„ Chrift; as he had not yer bel.eved, 

Whence it may be esſily perceived, 1, I hat the cilde of agodly af. 
ſoct ionate Chriſtian, who devoted him io Chriſt, an educated him for 
Chriſt. yet was not baptized then in jafancs, nor by the Church re yi. 
re] to be bap ized, 2, hat when he was fick and like to vie when hee 
was but a buy, he earneſtly required itom bis motier and the Church 
baptiſm. 3. That it was not to have been done withour his conſeſſion of 
Chriſt. 4, That his recovery afore it could be done put it off, and no 
other tes ſon was thereof, but that living he was likely to be more guilty 
of (in if baptized ſo young, J. That baptiſm was counted Cleanſing, and 
a greater and more dangerous guilt apprehenced it he did ſin atter bap. 
tiſm. 6. That even then he did believe, and his mother and all the 
houſe excep his Father, and yer It hindred not his Chriſtiavity, not it 
it | kcly could or wet ld hinder his bap iſe1 in infancy, if his mother and 
the Church had the ught it meet, or it had been the uſe out ot the caſe of 
?pparenc danger af imminent death. Ax for Adeod.tws, it is apparent his 
Father believed before he bet ate him, and be was br: d up by hi in Gods 
diſciplme, av he ſaith, I 9. conſeſ. c. 6, and though the Father was not 
baptized, yet the Grandmother was, and yer Adeodatus was not bapti. 
zed till 1g years eld; and for Alipius it is ſomewhat p obable hee was 
born of Chriſtian patentage and bred up ſo, but no: baprrzed till of 
age, However that were, th: caſe of un is full to prove whit l 
Conc: ive d. 

For a further declaration of the practiſe of infant Baptiſm, 1 alled- 
ged Grotins his words, who conceived the baptiſm of infants more frequem 
In Africa then in Aſia or obe / parts — world, and he gave his reaſon 
of ir, becauſe of the mention of it in the Airican Council at Carthage, nt 
in lite manner in other Councils, to which Mr, M. ſaith, the Counts 
might not mention it, becauſe none did ſcruple it; Bur it is more litely 
none did ſeruple i, becauſe there was no occaſion to do ſo, there being 
little or no p actiſe of it; which is made very probable from the 6th. 
Canon of (he Colmcil of Neoceſarea anno 315. and the words of Naxan- 
den before mentioned, As for the confltutians of Clement, in one where- 
of they are bid baptixetbeir little ones, Mr. A. doth well roconfeſy they 
are not Clements, and if the compiler of them did relate the ancient cu 
ftomes of the Greet chu ch, bee did relate later cuſtemes alſo, among 

(which that of baptizing infants is to bee conceived onc for the reaſons 

given. 
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iven, Grotius met. in Maith, 15. 14. faith, And many of the Greets 
on every age unt this day, keep the uſe of deferring the baptiſm of lte 
ones, tiff they could make conſeſßon of their own faith, Bur ot this betore, 
ſe. 89. 90. | ſaid that I did not find in ¶ frica infants baptized but in 
cale of danger of death or for health of body. Dr, Homes ſaith be hab 
ed the cont) ary out of ſtveral antiquities, and particularly out of Cy- 
tian. Bur neicher in Cyprian nor any where elſe do | find ir but the 
the concrary In Terialian, And as for Auguſline it was not as be aith, 
that Auguftines ſichneſs whiles young was ſome occaſion of deſerring bis 
baptiſi for that time, but his lick nei occaſioned the haſtaing and his re- 
covery ete it was done. put ĩt off tor that tine. Nor doth m ſaying chat 
they baptized infents for health of body ( which is maniteſt from 4 
gulline 23d. Epiſt. to Bonifacius) claſh with that which | [aid of A- 
uſtin«4 aflerting ihe necefſicy of intant bapti m to take away original 
ha, and aſet ibing ſalyationto jt, for he both might and did conceive it 
to be done tor bot ends. My mention of the continued uſe of catechi« 
_ in Auguſt ines time and long after, and the m+ nicn of baptizing 
whole Countries upon the baptizing of their Kings was very pertinent, 
though not to (hew no intants were baptized then, jet to ſhe how and 
by wnar means the ancient cuſtome of baptizing ordinary believers 
upon protec ſſi on of faith after catechizing was ſu trangely changed, that 
wheteas the preface in the common prayer book before the adminiſtta- 
tion of baptiſm ſaith, it appeareth by ancient writers that the ſacrament 
of baptiſm in the old time was net commonly adminiflered but at two times 
in the year, at Eaſter and whitſontide + At which timei it was openly mi 
niſtered in the pre ence of all tbe congregation, the perſons ro be baptized 
having been before carechized, now it is quite otherwiſe, ſo that in moſt 
Proteſtant and pepiſh- Countries bopriſm is o:dinary even of inf.nts, 
at all times in obſcure manner, and except of late in theſe nations, in 
which God hath begun to reſtore the right uſe of ba ptiſm, and what 
Bellarmin in his 2d, book de beni operibus in particulars, C. 17. faith, 
that in the City of Rome there 1 no year in which there are not many bay- 
tized at Eaſier, woo were catechiſed, the baptlzinꝑ of believers js al. 
moſt unheard of and counted a hainou thing, and puniſhed in ſome parts 
as a crime deſerving death or baniſhment, So great i the enormity 
of Pzdobaptiſn, and fo great the wickedneſs of Pædobptiſts. 

The 2d, and main cxception 1 couk againſt 4ngnſtines judgement 
which might move us to cxemine his reaſons, was the greund upon which 
Auguſt ine, anbreſe, and generally the Popiih pzdobapriſts held and ur- 
ged intant baptiſm, ro wit the damning ot the infant if dying unbapti- 
zed, which made Augy/tine to be termed the bard Farber of injunts, and 
affrighred ſo people In after ages, and doth to this day, that they will 
have their children by all means, as they count it, baptized. it's no mat- 
tet by whem i: be done not how, ſo ſomewhat be done; elſe they count 
them loſt, 

Tothis which is of ſo great moment to ſhew the abuſe of Pzdoba p- 
tiſc it is ſaid, that Angi t ins preſſed it upon other Fa, bat but that doth 
not appear, he urgedir, it is true, from circumciſion, but upon the ſame 
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round that the uncircumciſed male ſhould be cur off from Gods peo. 
— nor did be ſo retraf is errour, but that he Rti'l held infants ſhould 
be damned although wih the mildeſt damnation ut l How the ſchool. 
men and others dv follow Axgaſtine, Mr. Perkins ſhews in his probleme, 
and many elſewhere, and th: Common Prayer, both in allowing at fit 
Baptiſm by Midwives, and in heir Preface in the ad miaiſtration of 
Publique Baptiſm do plainly ſhew it wa: the mind of the compoſers of 
that book at firſt ; no! is there an / thing therein, or any of the Anci- 
ents, o apriſmas belonging to infants of believers as federally holy, 
Which is a flrong evidence that Auguſtines judgement was very cor. 
rupt in this point, and chat the Baptiſm of jofants was introduced, and 
grew to ſuch an exceſ upon that errour, and for that reaſon both Augy. 
ſtines judgement and it ar- to be ſuſpeRed as evil, and to be rejected. 

A 3d. Exception againſt Anguſtine judgement, to ſhew that he and 
Cyprian were intheſe points of Sacramenes not to be reſted on, was, That 
Auguſiine Epiſt.2 3. relates the ſtory in Cyprian de lapſi, about the giving 
the ine to a girl with credit to it, and ſome uſe of it without diſſice 
of the cuſtome ; yea, l. 1. de pece. mer. & remiſ. e 20 he makes giving 
infants the Euchariſt neceſlary to ſalvation, alledging Job. 6. 5 3. for it; 
and ch. 2. he makes it an ancient and Apoſtolick rradition to give the 
Communion to infants, beſides what he ſaith EH 106.107. to the lie 
purpoſe, and he aſcribes to Job ( hryſeſtome, 1.1. adv. Vu c. 2, the 
like; and E-iſ.9;z. Innocent ius Fiſhop of Rome held the like ; and thi not 
onely Ma/denat on Fob s. acknowledyed to continue 600, years in the 
Church, from Cypgians time to Chayls the Greats time (as remember 
the account is ) but al Eraſmus Reſp ad Archiey Hiſp. Chamier, pauſ” 
cath tom. 4. l. 1. . 13. S. 5. Gataker de Bapt. infant, vi. p 269. ſay the uſe 
of infant Communien was ancient; and to the objection, that this was 
not defined, Dr. John Raiusld, Apolog, theſ. S 10. anſwers ; nor voth 
Mr. M. or Dr Homes deny it, but Mr. A. asks hat 1s your argument 
bence > I anſwer, There is no reaſon to rely on Augy'tines judgement 
concerning the antiquity and neceſſity of infant Bap: iſm, or co preſs it 
on others, who did ſo fenly mitlake about the antiqui'y and neceſſiry of 
giviag the Communion to infants, nor to adhere tu the Aucients detet. 
minations and uſe about infant Bep:iſm, who did erte fo uch about 
iafant Communion, For as Mr Gataker de Bayt inf vi. .200, ſaith 2. 
bout Auguſtins authority conce ning in'2::t Bapiiſm, it Wrll not ſerm equal 
to preſs the adverſe par'y concerning the other authority of thoſe whoſe judge» 
ment in the other thy ſelf declineſt ; But how .\ uguſtine doted about infant 
Communion i: uifeſt, therefore ir is not reaſon to urge his teſtimony 
about infant 3a priſm as be reſted on, but we may ſay 23 Porſtius adv, 
Bellarm. tom. 3. contr. 2. theſ 2. rat g. The det ing of Auguſtine and ſome 
other it ill brought for the conſent of the whole Church; and we may make 

that uſe of this inſtance of Auguſtines, Innocent ius, and others errour a. 
bout infant Communion, which Cameron doth c. 7. of his Examin. of 
Rom. prejudices, to cake away the unjuſt fore · judging of the refuſal of in- 
fanc Baptiſm a: unreaſonable, by ſhewing how little the Fathers, parti- 
cularly Auguſtine, are to be truſted, and what juſt reaſon there is to for- 
fake him in the one as they have doue in the other, My 
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My 4th, Exception was, That Auguftine 1. aſcribes a ceriainty of re. 
generation to children baptiz-d, though they were not brought tor ſpi- 
ritual grace, but temporal health, 2, That he juſtifies this fact, Epiff. 
33. ad Boni,. 

1 M Y- fefſeth He aſcribed tos much ſometimes to Baptiſm, yet 
« ſomerimes he ſaith of ſome, that they have the thing of Bapriſm With- 
e ont the ſacrament, and ſo Ambroſe of Yalentinian, yet Ambroſe as well 
« a, Auguſtine at other times attributed tos much to outward Baptiſm. 
To which I reply, It is true, and ſo did genetalſy the Fathers, as may 
be ſeen abundantly in Mr, Gatakers ſtrictures agunſt Biſhop Davenants 
Epiſt p 52, & c. And this cauſed great abuſes, 1, the allowing of infant 
Baptiſm, yea, and much advancing it; 2. the allowing of the Beptiſm 
of men that kept the it beds by reaſon of ſickneſs on their beds; 3. the 
Baptiſm by vom n; 4. the Baptiſn by Atbenaſing on his play tellows, 
which he did in pl. y with them, when but a boy, as ſuſficicently dore 
for Baptiſm ; 5. the bringing of infancs to be bap:ized tor cure of their 
bodies. Bur ſaith Dr. Homes, © By all the words Epiſt. 23. ad Boniſac. 
« I ſhould think Auguſtize doth no way juſt ie or excuſe their bad in. 
«tention, ] To which I reply, yer be juftifies their bad action, ſaying, 
by them the neceſſary ſervice or miniflery c celebrated, 

My sth. Exception was, I hat Auguſtin Ep. 22. 4d Bonif, was ſo tens. 
cious of cuſtomes then in uſe, that he doth defei.d or excuſe from lying 
the anſwer of ſureties, as if the child to be baptized did believe. In this 
Mr. M. ſaith, I /cors Auguſtines judgement ; And | reply, I do not fo 
much as Chamier, pauſtr. cath. tom 4. 15. c. 15 S. 22. wrere he ter ns it 
mimical, as if it were a p/ay on a (tage, rather tben the celebrating a Sacra. 
ment in the charch, which Auguſtine defended. But ſaith Di. Homes, This 
i imper tinent to tbe queſtion, | reply, it is very pertinent, 1. to ſhew how 
vain Aug«ſtimes judgement was in theſe things about '3apriſm and the 
Lords Supper: 2. To ſhew what was the primi ive uſe of propounding 
the que jon of his faith to every baptized perſon, which Yves, com. in 
Au-uft, de civit. Dei, {.1.6 27. thought a good evidiuce that of eld none 
were baptized bat perſons grown up and able to anſwer the queſſions, 

| 6 this ſaith Dr. Homes, 1. We wonder Mr. T. will alert conte ion 
« of faith in all Ages before all Baptiſm from witnefles or ſureties, when 
« 23 we know that the fir ſt ivtimation of touching them was not till a- 
„bout 95 years after Chriſt, And how novel the invention ef their 
« confeſſions is who can juſtly tell. 

I repiy, 1, I wondet Dr, Homes will fo untruly ſay I & fo affert. 
2. If ſureties were ſo late an invention, ſurely infant Baptiſm was at 
new, it being never without ſuch ſureties. 

2. Saith he, I propound it to grave conſideration, whether ſure- 
© ties did not confeſs in relation to themſe lve, that hey might be re pu- 
© ted ſit to ſtand as a kind of parents to a child of an unbeljeving >a. 
©<renc to be baptized ; even as Abrabams ptoteſſion of bis belict in 
«© God, Gen, 15, Gen, 17. made him ftand 2s a patent to all lis 
** houthold. 

I repiy, Upon my confideracion it was not ſo, becauſe Tera. de 257. 
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e 19. mentions them 28 undertakers for the child, and Bevifativeand 
Auguſtixe that they protelled in the childs ſtead, 

My laſt Exception againſt Anguſtines judgement was, That they bag: 
tizev any intants even uf unbelicyers, whoever brought them, and what 
evet wele their intention, they counred it a work of charity, andthe de. 
tect of the ſaith of the baptized they counted tupplicd by the faith ot the 
whole Chuich, 

Toihis faith Mr, . Neither I in that juſtific him: You way rake 
< notice that here again you conteſs the queſtion chat infants were bay. 
© tized, ] I reply, this was not the queſtion, But faith Dc, Homes 
©, 100 much doth nut over throw enough. 1 reply, it oveithrows 
the imicableneſs of their ptadiſe. 2. 1 his argues againſt me that m- 
fand Baptiſm bath beeu anciently more univerſally practiled then a. 
dul Bap.iim.] I reply, if ſo, more infidels children thould be bapti- 
zed then Chriftianconveres, Which is a monſtrous ation tefuied by all 
the remaining monuments of antiquity, 

Mr, M. [hey baptized upon Covenant holineſs believers children, 
< infdels children upon the engagement of undertakers to train them up, 
I ceply, the former appears not, the later was of others as well as be- 
lievcrs children, as is ſhewed before, This is enough to ſhew the inva- 
hdity of Auguſtine and the Lat ine Fathers teſtimonics lot intant baptiſm 
as Pcoceſtanis allert it, 

To the recollection of the pafſages about the Ancients teſtimonies, 
Mr. M. aniwers, 1. To what I ſaid, that that they practiſcd infant Bay. 
tiſm on erroneous grounds, the neceſſiiy of ĩt to lalvation, the certaincy 
of the remiliion ot original tin by it, denying Gods grace te none, and 
therefore more likely to de an crrour; Mr, A. faith, p. 14. Do net 
]ertullian, Cyprian, Cc. ergee from Circumcifien unte baptiſm a we 
now do, and others of them from Covenant bolineſi > I anſwer, No notþne 
that I know ef, 

2. To wha I ſaid, that it is not proved to have been practiſed but in 
caſc of ſuppoſed neceſfiry, he ſaith, It wu etherwiſe, and ax Arminian 
book termed Cenſuta cenlutz, of which | have made g cat uſe in this cis · 
troverſy ( which is not true) ſaub, Auguſtine H grounded infant E aj- 
tiſi upon neceſſity. But I anſwer, this is nor true, mac which is ſaia de- 
fore out of Terialian, Naziamen, Cyprian, proves it Otherwiie; Yea, 
long after Awgufiine, Concilium Gerundenſe in the 6th, Century, appoints 
ed in the 4th. and 5th, Cazon, I bat ordmarily perſens caitthixed pot in- 
firm ſpon be baptized a: Eaſter and irbitſent ide, the infirm at ather 
times, and infant: if infirm, and deſire not the mothers mily if they be of- 
fered, the day of their birth ; which expreſſeth it to be a petmiſſion in that 
caſe, and ſhews it to be an exception from the ordin:ry courſe; Yea, 
Magaeb. cent.1'. c. 6. of therues of Baptiſm, ile inſants then to have 
been baptiſed onaly out of fear of dea b. . 

3. ſo what I ſaid, that there was 2 conſtant courſe of bap:izing be 
lievers children at age, he faich I bave been been miflahen, and ibi 
practiſe was diſavowed by their inveigbing againſt deferring : aptiſm, 1 
anſwer, 1. That I have not been miſtaken, appears by (bac which goes 
betore, 


* 
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before, 3, They ſpeax not againſt deferring intants Bartiſm, but four it, 
thoug' they ſpeak againſt tbe deferting it by the aged. 

4. To what I ſaid of their opinion of the neceſſity of, and pra iſe of 
jalam Communion, he ſaith, A did not ſo, tbougb ſome of the Aﬀeicans 
did. I anſwer, The chiefeſt of them, and ſome of them Furotecns held 
It, Dr. Field, 34. book of the Church, eb. 1. ſaith, According to the old 
tuſlome uſed in the primutive ( burch , the Greeks winifler the Sacrament of 
the Kuchariſt to children when they ben iſe them. And Orichius in bis 
Tbeat. where he deſcribes the 4bifſizs in 4ffrica, ſaith, To ad th: ba;ts. 
ſed the ſame moment! they miniſter te holy Euchariſt, 

5, lo what » laid of their ba ptizing inſdels children, he ſaith, „t was 
pot cbeir conſtant and general practiſe: But it app.ary not but tha: it was 
ptacti ed and al owe ot as well as the other, 

6. To my words, that the ancientct teſtimony for pr & iſe according 
to any 1ule derermined is Cyprian, near 300 yeats atter Chriſt, be 
ſab, be muſt needs tate notice of my overlaſhing ; and 1 reply, / mt 
needs rake nutice of his vverlaſhing in agen mentioning Tuſtin Mar yr 
85 a wic eſs, though the book be bur fuppohtious 3 and Ircmaw, when | e 
ſaith nothing of it; and Origen. who is d-ubrfull ; and Tertullian who 
d againſt it; and excepring againſt my words as overlaſhing, wi en ihe 
firſt determination ot it in any Councel was that of Cyprian with hi 66, 
Bilhops, which, as Dr, Hammond ſaith, was axno 257, ncat 3( 0, years 
ater Chriſt 

7. To my words, that infant Baptiſm was not from the beginning, 
Auflins ſemper babuit ſemper ſenuit is appoſed, to which how lirt'e credit 

is to be given, is ſhewed Ap S 16, heie, ſe $3. and in cht betcre, 

8. Jo my alledging the propoſal of the queſtions of repentance and 
faith to jnfants as a ign that none but thoſe whoanſwered ite uiftiore 
mere formerly baptized, it is ſaid, This ſuppofeth theſe queſtions to 
«be of as ancient uſe in the Church of God as Baptiſm i ſeif, whi h 
certainly you can never prove from dcr ipture; I |ave produce tefti- 
* monies tor infant _— afore any you can bring to witneſs, that 
«thoſe forms of queſtions and anſwers had any being inthe. Chuich, 
But I chink the queſtion of taith pleinly proved Ad.. 7. to be ance- 
cedent to Baptiſm; and the words of Bex, annot. 63 1 Pet 3 21, arc thus, 
Tet to me more nearly now conſidering the word + 1\p3n2, it doth [erm 
bet ter to agree that we zaterpret it ſtipulation, and that we ſay the Apoſile 
bad reſpe to the interrogations of Catechiſis, in which the ca echiſed even 
then did teſtifie their more inward Baptiſm to be confirmed by the outward, 
« A&.8.37. to which the whole Apoſiolich Creed looks, and that ſom the 
Baptiſm of adult per ſons by a great errour, f we loo 19 infants then ſel ves, 
tranſlated to the Baptiſm of infants, Doeft thou believe? I do believe Doeft 
thou renounce-? I do renounce, Whence that of Tertullian, which is as if 
it were in ſicad of a Commentary on this place in bis Book of the Reſarrecta. 
ou of the fleſh, the ſoul is not confirmed or [anitified by waſhing, but by an. 
ſwering. Tertullian de corona militis, Aquam adituri ibidem, [ed & ali- 

uanlo prius in Eccleſia ſub antifiitis manu conteſtamuy x03 renunci are Dia- 
la & pompe & angels eius. Ochinc ter inergitamur, amplius aliquid re. 

[pondertes 
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Pondentes, quam Dominus in Evangelio deter minavit. Grot, in Mat, 28. 
19, proves the profeſſion of taith our of Zuftin Martyr, who ſaith expreſ- 
Iy, Apel. 2. That the baptiſed did promiſe to ive according io the Cbriflian 
Doctrine; and ou: of 'gnatius, Irenaus, Tertullian, &c. what they an- 
ſacred o we e naptile ', In the Councel of Baſil in the Oration of the 
Cardinal of Rag ſium it is ſaid, In principio bujus ſacrament; baptizahantur 
ſolum illi qui per ſe ſciebant fidem inter roganti reſpondere, l he teſtimo- 
nies of this ki1d aie ſv any that I think it ſuperfluous to alledge them, 
The very form of Common Prayer in propoundiug th ſe queſtions ax 
ticy were in Auguftines time to infants, is evidence enough of the anti. 
quity ot that cuſtome of propounding queſtions to the baptized, 

9, To what I fai of the exanples of Greg Navan Ch yſof Awguf. 
Conſt the Great te whom I might have added Hierome, of whom Eraf- 
mus in his life teſtifies of his birch of Chriſtian parents, yer not baptized 
till ot age; Mr, M. anſwers by reſerring to what is ſaid before; And 1 
intreat the Reader to look back to what I ſay before, ſe#, 85, 30, 
and this, 

10, In like manner the evidences againſt infant Baptiſm from Tertul. 
li unt and Gregory Nazianxens difſwaſien;, che teſtimony of the Councel of 
Neocæſaria, the lilence « t Euſedins, Epipbanius, Athaxaſius, the conſtant 
terming it an A paſtol ical traduion, are referred to what is before (aid by 
Mr, M. and by me to my anſwers to him and oth:rs, in thoſe Sections, 
and ſect. 88 

For Grotjus, what rea ſon I had to alledge him, may be eafily diſcern. 
ed by thoſe that know his al ilities Cenjura cenſure was unknown to me 
as ycelding me any advantage, ti.] Mr, M, here minded me of that book, 
What Vi ves ſpeaks he had good evidence for, as in part may be ſeen in 
what is ſaid before,. Strabo's reftimony is ſuch as Vu his exec ption 
doth not weaken, but is ſundry ways confirmed here, That I could nave 
brought more teſtimonies, it hath appea ed in part by this writing, and 
in pare by my Precuſer, ſect. 20 and my anſwer to Dr, Savage in Latine, 

ect. 13. 

4 3 ſearch i tothe point of antiquity, the more 1 am conbr- 
med in my poſition, that infant Bapriſm js not ſo ancient as is pretended, 
as now taught is a late innovation, Nor am I altered from the opinun 
7 had, that none before Zuunglius taught infant Baptiſm as a priviledge 
of believers children from federal holineſs, Tertullians and 4tbanaſius 
his words ſerve not turn to prove it, nut Epiphanius, Cyprian, Nax in, 
Augaſtiae, or Chryſoſtome ſo taught it from Circumcihon as due te them 
by vcriue of the Covenant to a believer and his ſ:ed, but in other man. 
ner, as is before ſhzwed. Nor do h the Pelagians acknowled;ement 
ſerve Mr, Ms. urn therein. The more teſtimonies Mr, M. might have 
added, had added go more weight to the cauſe then thoſe he alledged 
have done. I did not cha/ge the Incient a that they held that alt n bo died 
unbaptiſed were dan ned; but that in the caſe of intants born they taught, 
that it they died unbaptized they ſhould not enter into the K ingdome 
of Heaven, but periſh, or be damned, though with the mildeſt damnati- 
on: And this is manifeſt enough from Cyprians Epiſtle to Fidus, and 
very 
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very many places of Avguſiize, Tertullian I de Bayt, © 12, C/ ors pra: 
ſcribitr nemini ſine Bay imo competere (alriem ex ila maxim: pronuntien 
tiene Domini qui ait: niſi nat us 8X aqua quis Crit, non habet vit am, c. 
However //mbroſe and Avgu/tine detetmine of the ſalvation of grown 
perſons without Gaptiſm, if they believe, defire co be baptized, be 
Martyrs, yet both they and many more held both Baptiſm and the Lords 
$ upper to be necefiary for infants unto ſal vation by au Apoſtolicſt tradition, as 
M. Perkins Denen of the probleme in the point of Baptsſm proves, though 
rhaps they could no: reaſonably grant the one ard deny the other. Thar 
Calvin was a m.n well verſed in /{utiquity for bis time it's not denied, 
nor that he was a man well acquainted in the Scriptutes; yer that in 
neither he was in this point in the right, is ſo fully demonſtrated before, 
that L may ſafely ſay Calvin was not therein Celvinas he is in his op- 
ition of the Papiſts; And it Mr, M. or bis friend think jt not meet to 
ge to Calvins judg ment in the point of the Sabbath and Lords 
day and Uſury notwithſtanding t is skill ja Antiquity and Scripture, the 
lame in c quit y is to be allowed to us about th: point of Baptiſm, I like 
Mr. Ms. achnowledgem/nt with Rivet, that tradition bs in moſt points un. 
certain, and therefore be that will build ſure muit build on the Scripture, 
and t'ereſore we muſt necefſarily come to arguments from the Seriptures, 
which if they evince not the thing we ſhall in vain call to Tradition, It Mr. 
A had nu fi ſt in his Sermon foreſtalied nis heaters and readers with 
the p:cter.cc o the Churches toſſeſſion for 1500, years and upwards, and 
Dr. Ham mond 1elolved all bis prout of infant Baptiſm into his ex poſiti- 
on of 1 or. 7 14. ich he ad no way to make good but by Ter'ullian 
and ſome of the A cients, I had ſpared this labour of ſhewing t cir and 
and the Ancients miſtakes, Tha: Decit ine and practiſe of Baptiſm of 
Infants which Ain laih to be a: cording to the ſentence of the Goſpel, is 
reje& : 4 by Pio cftanits z3 who it they would in this, as in ether things 
they have done, 1: 4:m, according ro Scripture and all their own prin- 
ciples, muſt b6»p:17e no intants till they be made believers; till then 
they do but prevaricare, and protane the holy Ordinance of Baptiſm, 


—— — 


SECT. XCIX. 


Mr, Crs, objectiant about my 9 Anu, bis diſcourſe about re. bapti ing 
are refelled. 


Return now to Mr, Cragg. Part 1. ſe&.6. he chargeth me with g un- 
truths, aut vying the number of the lines; in which he is a falſe accuſer. 
In the t ſt he miſ recites my words, which were nor, that the Epiſile 
arms, that the baptiſing of believers had it ſpring and riſe from Nicholas 
Stork 3 but thus, As talſe it is tht the baprizing of believers (called 
by theſe Anabaptiſm ) had its ſpring and riſe from Nicholas Stork and 
others there named, which were true. For though it was not in thoſe 
words ſaid by me, that the Epiſtle did ſo affirm, yet it i true, 1. That 
. M m m m m m P zdoe 
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obaptiſts call the baptizing believers which Nichol av Stork and 
_ — — ; — thinks he ſhould not be ſo im pudent 
as to deny that thoje whom they baptized were believers, or that the 
baptized them, or that that Baptiſm is called Anaba 2tiſm by them, 1. 
The very words of the Epiſtle are, the ſpring and riſe of Anabaptiſm bad 
3ts beginning aſter truth, and faith the firſt Author thereof was Nicholas 
Srotk, then Phipher, &c. there you bave the ſpring and riſe of it, and 
theretore in my words there is no untruth, but Mr, Cr, doth falſely in- 
finuate as if there were folſhood and inconſequence in my ſpeech, and 
fl.nderouſly make me one of the great difiurbers of the late reformation, 
and the fir ſt „ ut her of the diſt urbance or Anibaptiſm, and tanning) alter. 
ing the ſub ect of the ( ueſtuon from Anabaptiſts to baptizers of believers, 
+ Che 26, thing he chat gethon me as untruth, was not exprefied as Mr, 
Cy. in\inuates, that Pædobaptiſts call the baptixers of belyvers Anabop- 
tiſts, bur thus ¶ the baprizing of believers called by theſe Anabaptiſm ] 
which cannot be denied to be true, unleſs he deny that the bypti- 
zing uſed was not baptizing, or the baptized no believers, or that 
they call it not Anabaptiſm, It is alſo falſe that he ſaith of me, that my 
judgement and praftiſe u, that all that will be ſav(d muſl be baptized 
again, when they become actual believers. and hit I put in execution by na- 
hang as many Projelytes by rebaptiſing as 1 can, | 

1 he 3d, untruth ( as he calls it) is, that baptiſing of believers without 
infants, or extinding inſants, bad not its ſpring and riſe from Nicholas 
Sterk; and he notes, that the Epiſile affirmed Anabaptiſm ( which & m- 
ther thing) bad its ſpring thence, But he neither ſhews vt other thing 
Anabaptiſmis, nor doth he prove it to be an untruth, but by rendring 
my own inſtances 2gaioft it inv lid. Rut therein he dati bu abu e me, 
who alledged not the inſtances he brings to prove ther propoſition he 
terms an untruth; nor j:there any thing ſeid by him, but what be hath 
from Mr. Ms. Defence, and js ar ſwered be fore here, ſe o 98, 

The 4th, untrnth he ch rgeth me with, is, tFar infaits Battiſm wat 
vt commanded by chriſt, and he th! ths to cvince the contraty from Mat. 
28.19, But he faith othing but whor i» fully refured before, Review, 
part 2. ect. 5, &. part 3. jet.9g7, andclicwhere, fo that 1 nce., ſay no 
more bereto ir, 

The 5th, unt ruth he imagines, is, that inſant Baptiſm was not pralli- 
ſed by the Apoſiles, which being denied by the An ipedobaptiſts, the proof 
lies wpon them, But by his lrave the proof lies upon the Pædobaptiſts, 
to ptove they did baptize infants, fich they claim a right to it, which 
mu* be proved by precep ot example of the doing it. 4 negative avgu- 
went in matter of fat of this nature 15 of ſufficient validity © ſh w infant 
Bapriſm not to be according to od will, ſith zn meer poſitive inſtitu- 
ted worſhip, wherein od hath ſer down what he will kave done, he will 
have it fo dene, and no otherwiſe, It is proved b fore, Review, part 2, 
fet.s, & c. part 3. fed. 52 that the Apoſtles baptized not infants, Mr, 
Crs. imagined re#{ſons why they might baptize none but of r1pe age, de 
Fact, ure vain, there being no jatimarion of any ſuch teaſone in the His 
Rory of the Apoſtles Acts: Yea, the tory is againſt bis ſurmiſes, — 
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the converted and baprized did not travel far to hear the Apoſtles, but 
the Apoſtles travelled far to preach to them in their own Citi:s, and in 
them they wem from houſe to bouſe, As 16.15,34, & 20.20, Hite 

alem and a Judea, and all the region round about Jordan are ſaid to go 
out to John Bapriſt to be baptized of bim in Jordan, confeſſing their Int, 
which cannot be meant of infants, Though infant be a pars of a Nation, 
yet Mat. 18.19. If. 2.2, by watiers no infant is meant, nor 14.19.19. 
js in ant Baptiſm intimated, Ihe Bapriſm of infants is not proved from 
Ad. 16.5. v 31,33. ſhewthat by tbe bouſe are meant pet ſons of age : 
ard by ſo cxpeunding we dimmiſh not Gods word, nor make exception 
that God bath not made, nor imply acontradition, nor incur a curſe, 25 
Mr Cr, after his vein of pratling, writes, 

All chat Mr. Cr, faith in oppoſition to what I ſail of ba ptizing belie- 
vers in che firſt ages Continued wirhout any infant Baptiſm, proves not 
my words an untrut h, not à frontleß aſſertion, and is anſwered before. ſect᷑. 
8,89, % in which, and /cct. 90,9 f. all that he brings to evince my 71h, 
and g ch. uptruth ( as heterms my words) 18 examined, 

| juſtly account infant Baptiſm 2 Popiſh abule, ir being derived from 
theſe princip'es, unwritten tradition, and neceſſi y of it to ſave an in- 
fant dying, which are judged Popiſh errours, And for anſwer to what 
Mr. Cr, faith of my th. untruth, as he terais it, | refer the Reader to 
the 9th, Section of my Pr.ccarſor, not reſelled by Mr, Baxter in his PVM 
ſeſtinaal is mer at o. 

- Sef, 7. Mr. Cr. exce pts againſt me for ſaying, 1, That the Epiſtlers 
affignarion of the cauſes of Anaba ptiſm are vain, 2. That Anabop:iſm 
is ttue Baptiſm. 3, That the true cauſe is the light ſhining from Scrip- 
tures and other Authors, 4. That this light was not diſcovered formerly 
as now, What he ſaich againſt the firſt, is bu: a repeating of the reaſons, 
without any confirmation, bur ſome light Poetical pedanti ue expreſh» 
ons, which deſerve onely neglect. Apainſt the 2d. he gives his res ſons 
g ſt re ite tation of Baptiſm, which ate nothing io me, who aſſeried 
not that baptizing twice was true Baptiſm, bur beptizing f p*rfons of 
age proſe ſſing tairh though in infancy imagined tv have been baptized i; 
true Re tin. Yerdo Þ ſce no force inthe reaſons he gives, Fot 1, in 
the inſtitution of Bapriſm, Aſat.28.19, the precept is to the baptizer, 
and I preſume he doth not think the baprizer is oor to rejrerate his act ot 
bapt z ing, yea doubtleſs he is to baptize as oſt as there are Diſciples 
made by him, And as for the act of he baptized, which is implied it is 
true, neither is it determined to be once or twice, and may therefore 
ſeem to be lett to liberty, That he allegeth, whatſoever is not of faith is 
fn, is clean miſtaken by him, the meaning heing onely, what a man de h 
with a doub ing conſcience is fin to him, & fo by this reaſon rebaprtizati. 
on is a fin only to him that doubt vf ic. And when be ſaith, whatſoever 35 
rot grounded on the Script ure is will worſhip, L preſume he means ir of that 
which is uſed as worſhip, and determined to be but once, But then the 
queſtion is only begg d, not proved, that Chiiſt hath determined Baptiſm 
to be but once. In that which be ſaich of Ad. 19.3 (which is an inſtance 
of being twice baptized) I find nothing brought by Mr. Cr. to avoid the 
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force of it. For to be baptiFed into Johns Baptiſm can be no other then to 
be baptized with water according to the ptoteſſion of Fehn; Diſciples, 
and this was true Baptiſn from Heaven, not diffcring in the nature of 
it from Chriſts, as ſay Proteſtant Divines; and it is _ that to be 
baptiſed into the name of the Lord Feſus, is to be baptized with water into 
the profeiiion of him, a» Af z. 8,41. & 10 48. the giving the Holy 
Ghoſt is diſt inci ly exprefied v. C. to have been by layung on of havds, and 
this was on the fame perſons v. who were laid te bear and iv be baptiſed 
V.5, and theſe were not all the people mentioned v4 bu twelve onely 
V7, and therefore it is far more probable, and in mine apprehenjon 
certain, as the Ancients did Conceive, that thoſe twelve were baprized 
with water twice, once according to the ptofeti on John: Diſciples 
made at Baptiſm, and the other according to the Chriſtian. Nor am 1 
moved by the obſei vation of Maraizzus, op roved by Beta in his anne. 
in locum, and followed by many others, I hat the particles er and Je 
muſt neceſſarily anſwer each other, andihereſore .bewords v 4, J. be Pauls, 
For 1. the particle He I» put oft, and the g atter rec uires It ſhould be ſo 
Enc:ivea here, eicher as an expletive that is without force, ro which ja 
the vulgzr tranſla ion nothing anſwers, avicis dt 3.21, 2, &c. or an 
adveib of affirmation , or if it be a con junction di'cretive, that which 
anſwers to it is not that v.F, thete being no good ſenſe, to ſay, John ve. 
rily baptiſed with the I aptiſm of. repeatance, ſaying unto the people, that 
they ſhould believe on bim which ſhould come aſter, ibat is, on Chiaft Jeſu, 
but they bearixg this, &c. there being no apt diſcretion made in ſuch 
Fpeech, it che particles be diſcretive, ihe other partis Concealed, and 
mould be ro thi+ parpoſe, But the Baptil.n we uſe is into the name of 
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirir, or into the name of the Lord Jeſus 
already come, And for this reaſen the particle 4e muſt be expounded 
as our interpreters, When, or as a meer expletive at in the vulgar, 2 Ihe 
words Act 19.5. do give an obvious plain ſenſe cn the other fide as the 
words of Luke, thus, ben the twelve, mentioned v. 7. beard this of 
Paul, that it was Chriſt eſs ro come after Fobhz, on whom John would 
have ls Diſciples to believe when he baptized chem with the Baptiſm cf 
repentancc, then they were baptized into the name of the Lord eſs 
with expteſe protefſion of him, Nor is it true that there is exp. eſs 
Scripture, Epheſ'q4 5, One Lord, one Faith, one Baptiſm, againſ} the ite. 
ration o/ ibe ſame Baptiſm, For as one Faith notes nt one act of belies 
ving, but one kind of faith from the unity of the object hi lieved, which 
may be and is one fauh though an hundred times iterated; ſo one Bap» 
tiſm notes not one act of haptizing, but one kind of Baptiſm diſtin& 
ſrom Pati ſaical Baptiſm into the obſervance of the Law fer tighteouſ- 
ne ſe, termed one by the profeſſion of the ſame Doctrine or Lord, though 
it be an hundred times itera ed. The ſame man baptized an huadred 
times, and an hundred men once one ly baptized, each of them have ene 
Bapt iſm in che + poſes ſenſe, if they be ba ized wih the ſeme profeſſi- 
on; and tine ſame perſon though but once ha ptized, yet if with another 
prote ſſi on. hath not that one h aptiſm there meant: One Baptiſm is not 
as much as once.baptized and no more, but Baptiſm into ode proſeſſi n 
and no other, — 2 _ JT The 
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The zd. argument is of no force, Baptiſm is the Sacrament of re” 
« generation, or new birth; and as Auftin hath it, we are catnally and 
« gaturally born but once, ſo we are ſpiritually and ſupernaturally new 
« por. but once; Faith though ir admit of gradations begins but once, 
« Baptiſm that matriculates us into Chriſts School is to be perto: med 
« ht once, 

Anſw. The Scripture no where terms Baptiſn the Sacrament of re- 
generation z nor, if the expte ſſi on be allowed, will ic fellow Baptiſm is 
to be but once, Fo 1, it deth not follow, natural birth is but once, there- 
fore ſupernatural new birth, which is onely ſo metaphorically, is but 
once; as it follows not, we die naturally but once, theretore we die to 
Go, or through fin but once. Natural birth bath not degrees, thete ore 
neither regeneration, 2, Baptiſm is not regeneration chough it were 
yeelded to be the ſacrament of regeneration, an therefore though re- 
generation could be but once, yet Baptiſm might be often, 3. | hoſe 
that hold in erciſion of regeneration and faith (which ] do not) will 
ſay that regeneration may be often, and faith begin ot en. 4. Baptiſm 
may be ter ned the ſacrament of regeneration either as the cauſe or ſigu 
of ir, If as the cauſe of ic ſv it ſhould rather follow it ſhould be oiten ad- 
miniſtred, as the word is often p cached to beger us again, If 23 the'ſign, 
ſo it may often be uſed to ſigniſie it, though it be but once done; as tue 
— of bread is oft uled to ſigniſie Chriſts death, though he died 

ut once, 

The 3d, argument, from Fnce Cireumeiſſon, is of leſs force, For nei- 
ther is it true, that our Baptiſm ſucceeds Jen iſh Circumeiſion, nor 5+ ir 
— that in no caſe a perſon might be twice circumciſed , nor if 

th theſe were granted will it follow, that the rule of circumcifing but 
once muſt be a rule to us of ba ptizing but once, any more then the Jews 
Circumcifion-was tied to the 8th. day, therefore ſo muſt our Beptiſn. 
Yet this reaſen of Mr, Cr. may be thus urged againſt infant Bapriira ; 
Circumciſion was tied to the $.h, day, therefore to circumciſe on anos 
th:r day were facriledge ; Baptiſm is tied to Diſciples, or believers, 
Mat. 28. 19. Mar,16.15,16. therefore to baprize intants who are noe 
Diſciples or believers, cannot be juſtified without ſacriledge, at the rate 
of Mr. Crs, reaſoning, The reſt of that SeRion and the next Sc ct ion 
need no other anſwer then what is already made, there being mo argu- 
ment need full to be anſwered, nor any thing almoſt but ſcoſtirg Rhe. 
torick, cavils, mif. repreſentations of my words and the paflages a: Diſ- 

Fures, which were rightly repreſented in the 2d. Section of my Plea, 
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SECT, C. 
he arguments of Mr, Crags ſor infant Baptiſm are re examined. 


M. Cr. in the diſpute at Abergavenny began thus, Some infants w 
not be baptiſed, therefore ſome infants may be baptiſed ; and this the 
Relator ( who was likely to be himſelt, or one whoſe relation he view. 
ed and approved ) terms an Entbymema, To which in my Plea | an. 
ſwered, 1, the conſequence could not be made good according to Lo- 
gick rules, but by adding this Propoſition, All that may not be baprized 
may be baptized, 2. That it is like theſe arguings, Some infancs may 
not have the Lerds Supper, therefore ſome may; ſome boys are net 10 
be ordained Biſhops, therefore ſome are, 

To this he replies, Part 2. ſect. 1. 1. That the Relator and I were 
both miſtaken; WW hich if true, it was ill done that he did not reRikie the 
rhing erc it was printed, 2. That my cenſure of this arguing as frj. 
© yolous, aroſe trom ignorance of inadvertcncy, chat betrayed me to a 
© double miſtake, 1. That there was no way of arguing conſecutive, by 
© two Propiſitions, but Enthyn:ematically,ſo that they were immediate. 
ly reducible, to a ſyllogiſn compleat in mood and fgure, 2, If an En. 
©« thymema and reducible, that it muſt neceſſarily be refolved into his 
5 ſylogiſn as he calls it, All chat may not be baptized, may be bap+ 
© tized; ſome infants may dot be baptized, ergo, ſome Infants mor fe 
© be baptized, Truly this is ſo frivolous, and deſerves ſo much con- 
© rempt, that a freſh man would laugh at it. And then he gues on, | 
*wouldgladly know to what mood of the firſt ſgure ( for it bath /uþ 
© pre). his monſtrous ſyllogiſm belongs, conkſting. in the premiſes of 
©: two negatives, in the conclufion of an affirmative ; whereby ( as eve. 
* ty Puny knows) wo Maximes are violated, 1. That of pure nega- 
c tives nothing is concluded, 2, That the cenclufion (ould follow the 
© unworthier part, whereas he extracts an affirmative concluſion from 
** ncgative premiſes, 

Axſw. I am content that an ingenious freſh man judge whether there 
were any ignorance, inadvertency or miſtake jn my anſwer to this ar. 
ment, and whether there be not groſs ignorance and Sophiſtry, in his 
argument, and in the reply impudent boldnefs to avow ſuch a ſhamefull 
act; and that any wiſe conſcientious Chriſtian judge, whether the at» 
gument at firſt, or this reply, could come out of any other then a wran» 
gling ſpirit, bent to baffle a reſpondent, and make ſport ſor a company 
of vain auditors and readers, without any care beftring a Chriſtian 
teacher to clear truth. Arfirſt when I denied the conſequence he pro- 
ved it not, but brought a ſyllogiſm concluding another thing then the 
conſequence z and whereas then his ſyllogiſm appeared to have four 
rerms, he brings another ſyllogifm, in which he would infer, that becauſe 
ſubcontraries may be both true, therefore that proupofjcion, Some infants 
may 
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may be baprixed, muſt be true; as if becaufe beth may be true, it foi. 
lows thar propoſition muſt be true: wheicas every treſh man knows 

that though boch may be true, yet it is true alſo one may be talſe, and 
that may be the prop iin he infers, nowi:bſtanding the rorce of that 
rule. Now in the reply he diſcovers the ſame ſpirit, Though his rela- 
tot (wich whom he muſt concur, or elſe they juggle with Readers ) 
term his diſpute an Entbymema, yet he would not have it ſo concelved 

bu. tels us there i 4 kind of argumentation in Ke.kerm. ſyſt, Log. |. — 
tr. 1. c 1 defined, one ſentence or propoſition ſollowing another without 
diſþo/ition of the medium as in converſions. But doth be ſhew there js any 
ſuch converlion, or any other way of conſecution of ſearences allowed 
by Keckerman or any Logician in his argumentation > Then when 
had reduced it to that ſy llogiſm io which the Extbymeme was to be re- 
duced accord ing to | ogick rules, he hath the impudence-oterm thismy 
ſyllogiſm, and 10 ſuggeſt as it I were not able to make a ſyogiſm, or ve. 
duce that 10 a ſyllogiſm abich was reducible, whereas the [yllogiſm-wes 
bis own virtual y, as all Lozicians know that underſtand the rule about 
Enthymemes, though it were formed by me rightly and the monſtroſity 
of it muſt ic at his door, not mine, who value little bis judgement of 
my abilicies, better known to others of bettet eſteem then to u And 
for the way he new forms ir, it is quite another argument then what he 
made at the diſpute, and ot which the mirer is to be denied, which is 
thus, There are ſome inſant : beſides them that are extlnded Faptiſm , but 
this is contrary to the antecedent in the Extbymeme, Some infants may 
not be ba:tiſed, which ſhould be the minor He adds. that tbe force of the 
argument lies in the immediatenefi of the propoſitions, that what belongs nor 
to one of them mui needs belong to the other, and a tepick rule out vt Cre. 
cantherp, and ſome other inſtances about diviſions, in all which there it 
nothing but vanity. For let Prop ſitions be immediate, yet when they are 
oppolite as :heſe are, ſome infants are to bebaptiſed, ſome not, the one 
follows n t f om the ether, but che contrary rather, except inthoſe ter- 
med ſubaltern, which are rather ſubordinate then oppoſite. His inſtan- 
ces of conſequences upon 4 ſufficient diviſion, they aie al impertinent 
here, where there is no divifion of term , but the ſame teru s are in berth 
Proportions. In his anſwer to my inſtances he would make a difference 
between the Propoſitions about infant Bap iſm and the Lords Supper, 
and ordination to be Biſhops, that the one is in 4 che ſubject, not the 
othe /; but he ſhews not thatan infant is capable of Baptiſm any mcre 
then of tue Lords Supper, or a boy of ordination ; nor if they were doth 
the force of the arpument hold more in the one then in the other + and 
therefore it's his ignurance to ſay, the ſetuple here will be, whether raf ants 
are capable of Faptiſm or v nut it is whether thi- illatĩon be good, Some 
are not therefore ſome ave tobe baptiſed ; which it right, it will follow in 
the ori.er in ſtance of Communion and o dination as well as in it, That 
which he ſaith «f my grant of the capaczty of Ba , becauſe I grant they 
may be elcfied and believe and would if I knew it of inſants basti them, 
follows not; for though my ignorance binders no: their capacity in them- 
ſelves, yer ir hindert their capacity from mee , I being not _ 
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camed co buptixe any believer till bis faith be maniſe ſled to me} 

Sec 2. Mr. cr. goes on tq ſeribble aſter his uſual manner, He had 
chu diſpu ed, Ie whom belongs tbeeſſence of Baptiſm they may be baptiſed, 
But to ſome infant: belongy the eſſence of Baptiſm, Ergo. 1ochis 1 (aid, 
This Propoſition, the efſznce of Baptiſm belongs to infants, may have two 
ſenſes. He replies, as if 1 diRtinguiſhed of a two fold eſſence of Baptiſm; 
which he terms a chmee, the eſſence of a thing being but one azd indivſi. 
bie; whi.h Chews hee hath ſome ſmattering in Metaphiſicks , bu: jg 
imper:inentto the thing in hand. For be jc all granted, yet a Propoſſu- 
on which ſpeaks of the eſſence may have a two toid fenie; and the lenſes 
I conceived of his words were rightly ſer down, and more favourably to 
Mr, Cr. then kjs words did deſerve, For this Propoſition, To ſome in, 
fants belongs theeſſence of Baptiſm, muſt have one of thoſe ſenſes, or a 
worſe, to wit, either that infants are in the definition of Bapiiſm, ſo as 
tha: there is no Baptiſm but of infants; or that Bapriſin is of the eff:nce 
of infants, ſo as that they are no infants without Baptiſm, which ate ab- 
ſurd, And to ſpeak ttuly, che whole argument js ridiculous, take it 
what way he will, except he give the ſame ſenſe which I did, and then 
the minor and the conclufion ate all one, and the major mecrly tautolo. 

ical, To whom the rizhr adminiſtration of Baptiſm belongs they may 
lawfully baptized, But to infants, &c. Ergo; In the other ſenſe it is 
more yain, For it the eflence numerical of Gaptiſm belong to infants 
then not a moral right is aſſerted, bur either a preſent or a future even, 
and ſs the miner Propofition ſhould be, Some infants are baptized, 
which is a thing diſcerned by ſenſe; or bull be baptized, which were a pre- 
diction, bur nothing to the point about moral er legal right. To un- 
der ſt and it of the fpecifical eſſenee, makes no ſenſe but what is worſe His 
proof from the definition is alſo as vain ; For it js a pruof of the ſame by 
the fame: But he tels me, It is No? ał oneas to argue infant Baptiſm is Bays 
8iſm,the; ſore it is right baptiſm, but it concludes infant Baptiſm is baptiſm, 
therefore infants may be baptized, which is the queſtion by thu ;nſerence put 
out of queilion, To which I reply his talk {ce + me like the words ofa 
crazed man, there being no queſtion between us about the vaptiſm of in- 
fants, whether they may be baptized, that is wherher this miy be done to 
them ſo as that they be paſlive ſubjeRs of it, I never denied that infants 
may be thus bap ized, but the queſtion is whether it way be lawfully 
done by him that doth ir, and then to ſay they may be ba ptized is all one 
as to ſay infant Bapriſm is right baptiſm, and ſo his argument from the 
definition is that which he denies not to be vain, infant Baptiſm is bap- 
tiſm, therefore it is right Baptiſm, 

But he thinks to prove from the definition, that infant Baptiſm is right 
Baptiſn, and he ſets down his conceits of Baptiſm, that it is 4 relation 
whoſe fundament is the Divine inſtitut ion inſolding infants in all nations 
zn ſtveral families, which if he once p ove, he nec s prove no more, but 
here he doth not attempt it, but exrepts againft me for denying Baptiſm 
zo be à relation, but an action or paſſion with a relation ſuperadded, and be 
brings againſt me ſayings of Divines who cal it a ſigne, which I deny not 
in reſpect of the uſe, but chat ſhews not the nature oi it, no mote then 
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Ciccumcifion is in its nature a relation, becauſe ir is a ſigne of the Cove 
nant in its uſe, the carrying a ſceprer is in its nature a relation, becauſe 
in its uſe it is a fign of royalty, What he ſaith, that I tell ro: whether it 
be action or paſſion, and not to be flaced in one categoy us to be jlaced in 
none, is anſwered by his on coniefſion, that in Baptiſm in included bap- 
tixat ien which is botb action and paſſion, which is enough to ſhew that 
Baptiſm is in u nature either an action or a paſſion, and may be put in 
cither predicament, and chat in different reſpefis a word may be put in 
divers pt edicaments, and his talk talſe, tha: nothing jm can be pla- 
ced in iwo categories, and the reſt of his talk about the genus of Bap:iſm 
being a ſigne, and other paſſages to be but miſtakes, 

But he attempts to gain his urpoſe by this argument, Every Sacra- 
nent is 4 relation, Lat Baptiſm is a Sacrament, Ergo. To which Taniwered, 
bull p:emiſes n ight be denied, and as a reaton of the denial alleged, 
That the tem [ Sacrament | being but a term invented by Latin Fa- 
thers, my be laid aſi e. He re; lics, that the 12, Tables and. Tully men. 
tion it, therefore it was long before the Latin Chriflian Fa bers; True, but 
not in the ſenſe in which Baptiſm is teimed a Sactament. But, if che 
word 5:trament be laid aſide becauſe a Heathen word, then ſhould alſo the 
terms Biſhop, Pre.byttr, Deacon, be laid 4 de alſo. Anſw, No, tr they 
are Scripture terms, not ſo the erm Sacrament in the Ecclehaftical 
ſenſe : Yet again, then Trinity, uf, Humanity, Antipadobaptift muſt 
be laid aſide, Anſw. I: tollowes not, yet what i ſaid of Sacrament I ſay 
of them, they may be laid aſide, when an argument is drawn from them, 
as here ftem the word Sacra ent. He adds, Beſides i there mot ih pep 
m;|te'y in the original ? Anſw. It is, but never in the ue in which the 
term Sacrament is uſcd as now it isdefined, 

2. Talleged that there is no common nature of Sacraments (not a3 
Mr, Cr, of a Saciament ) expreſs'd in Scripeme, I his he fayes i un- 
true in the ſequel. For what conſcquence > There i no common nature of a 
Sacrament cxpriſſed in Scitture, thereſsre Baptiſm is not a Sacrament, 
more then in this ? There is no common native of infuſed grate extreſſed in 
Scripture, therefore faith is not an infuſed grace. 

Anſw. It was not my ſequel ; buc this, therefore the term Sacrament 
may be laid aſide, and no good argument is from the definition of a da- 
crament to prove Baptiſm to be a relation, 

The term grace or grace of God, I do much que ſtion wherher any 
where in Scriprure it bc applicd to inhetent qua ities inus, or good acts 
— from us, aud I conceive that the uſe of it in that manner 

th occaſioned or ſtrengthened the errour of ji ſtification by inberene 
righteouſneſs, becauſe we are ſaid to be juſtified by grace, and do with 
that when approvers of Preachers ate direQed to examine perſons of the 
grace of God in them, the thing had been otherwiſe expte ſſed, and that 
ſuch an expreſſion as the giſt by grace, or the like were uſed; yet I deny 
nor there is in Scripture a common nature ct thoſe gifts by grace in us 
which accompany ſalvation, and that faith is a gift by grace infuſed, in- 
ipired, or wrought by the ſpit it of God, 

Mr, Cy, ſaith further, antyue in it ſelf, ſor though not in one ple 
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there may be in mau places of Scripture compared together! a common ng. 
ture of Sacraments compared together, And 1s there not the common nature 
of a Sacrament expreſſed in one Scripture Rom, 4. 11, «ſeal of the righte. 
ouſueſt f ſaith > This is the judgement of the Ancient , and the moſt of the 
Divines of the reformed Churches, 

Anſw, That neither the text Rom. 4. 11, nor the Ancientsdo ſo de. 
fine a Sacrament, is ſhewed before; and however the Divines of the Re. 
formed Churches do de fine thence a Sacrament a the ſeal of che Cove. 
nant, yet not (as there it is exprelled )' a ſeal of the rigbteouſueſt of faith 
But of this L heve ſaid enough before ſect. 31. 

What 1 faid of Auſtins definition of a Sacrament, that it in 4 Viſible 
ſgue of inviſible grace, as imperiect (which I proved by inftances ) was 
without a m2ſcellany of abſurdities ; f the deſcent of 1be Holy Ghoſt as 4 
Dove were a ſigne or ſeal of Chriſls office of Mediatorſhip and not of bis 
righteouſneſs of faith, yet it was a viudle ſigne of his holy qualifications, 
Lak. 4. 18. Job. 3. 44. and lo ot inviſible grace, and conſequently a 
Sacrament by Anſtizs definicion ; Chriſts waſhing bis Diſciples feer, 
ſhewe l bis love and humility, ergo, by Auſtins definition muſt be alſoa 
Sacrament ; and holding up the nands in prayer ſhews faith in God 
kiſſing the Bible in ſwearing ſhews appealing io God as Judge or hope 
in his word, which ate inviſible graces according to Auſtin, and accord» 
ing to his de fin jon Sacraments, And though it be added in the Com- 
mon Prayer book Carechifm, ue , C brill, yet it is not ſo in Auſlis: 
definition uſed by Mr. Cr. in the diſpute, and if it had, holding up the 
hands in prayer had been a Sacrament, being apoointed 1 Tim, 2. 8, 
And for t e addition in the Catechiſm | as A means to receive the ſame, 
and 4 pledge to aſſure us thereof | I know no Scripeure that ever made 
Ci cumcition, rhe Pacover, the Lords Supper, or Baptiſm, meanes to 
receive inviſible grace, ang how fa and in what manner it aſſures I have 
before ſect. 31, and elſennere ſhewed, Enough of Mr, Crs, vain praitle in 
this ſe ct ion. 

Sect. 3. Mr. Cr. quarrels with my reconciliation of my own words, 
denying all jnvifible Churchmembers were to be baprized, but affirm. 
ing it ef vi ble He els me, 1. This difltaftion it not fitly applied, for 
the propoſition was meant of viſible Churchmembe' ſhip. But x, however it 
were meant the exprefiion was, God appornted infants Churchmembers un- 
der the Geſpeb, and this might be underſtood of inviſible as well as vitt. 
ble C hurchmembe! ſhip ; and therefore it was fitly applied to rake away 
the ambiguity of the expreſſion, 2, It was fitly applied alſo to cleer my 
meani ip, and to free my words from contradiftion, 2, He tels me my 
propoſition is xot true, for alt viſible churchmembers are not tobe baptized, 
ibex ad ba tv before ( they being viſible members ) were to be bapti- 
Ned again, Bur what is this bur wrangling, ſith the propoſition was his 
own, and I granted it with that limitation in his own ſenſe, of them that 
were not yet baptized ? He tels me of the ſtate of the queſtion between 
us, which is impertinent to the preſent buſineſs of cleering my words. 

He adds, © Inviſible and viſible members differs as Ger: and ſpecies, 
*all inviſible members are viſible, but not all viſible members n 
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« the inviſible being extracted out of the vile; now if all inviſible 
« members be alſo viſi le, it will inevitably follow they may be bapri- 
« zed, whether viſib e by profeflion, or by prerogative and promiſe of 
« parents or ſureties of intants, 

Bur what a dotage is this > Doth viſible Churchmember prædicari 
de pluribus pecie di ferentibus in quid ? Ii it be asked what is an inviſible 
Churchmember , will any that is in his wits ſay hee is a vinble 
Churchrember 2 Is nat this a contradiRion, to ſay all invihble mem- 
bers are viſib'e > How is it proved that any are viſible members of the 
Chriſtian Church, but by profefiion of fauh > The like dorage is in 
what he ſaith after, tbat there z5 an intrinſecal connexion of theſe terne: 
[ aFually to receive into Covenant under the Gel, and to appoint Church. 
members under the Goſpel ) that they are as eſſentially coincident a5 to bee a 
man and a reaſonable creatu/e, which makes this propoſition to be æterræ 
vericatis, thoſe whom God did a7 rally receive into Covenant nde the G- 
ſel, thoſe God did appoint Chu cbmembers under the Goſpel, For is the 
one to be defined by the other > Do not theſe terms expreſs exiſtences 
reſtrained to hic and nunc ( for ſure actual receiving and eppuinting are 
ſingu lar a cts iu ti ne) not eſſences It theſe ſpeeches of Mr. cr. be ac- 
cordizg 10 Metaphyſical and | ogical princi, les, T am yer to ſeek in them, a8 
having not heard or read of ſuch principles befcre, And it God did pro- 
miſe biſore the Law, fore:ell under tbe Law, aflually receive into Covenane 
under the Goſpel, cr appoint Churchmembers under the Gofþe! without faith, 
or profeſſion of faith, then infidels are actually in Covenant under the 
Goſpel, and ſo juſtified ; then is Mr, Baxters diſpute againſt Antino- 
mians, about the condition of the Covenant and juſtification falſe, and 
iſ they be c hurchmembers without faith or profeſſion of faith and to be bap- 
ted, and the truth of Mr. Crs, propoſition, thoſe whom God did tromiſe 
before the Law, ſeretell under the Law, aflually recerve in o Covenant un- 
der the Goſpel, thoſe God did appoint Churchmembers under the Goſpel, 
bave no dependence upon 'aich o profeſſion of ſaith ; then Mr. Baxters 26 
arguments in his 2d. diſpute of right to Sacraments againſt Mr, late are 
falle; fo that need no more but to lea ve Mr. Cr. to be chaſtized by his 
— _— Doctor Mr. Bast er about chis point; and fo enough of this 
ection, 

Sect. 4. He terms this an untrath, that a perſon may bee in Cove - 
nant, who it not yet born or conceived as my i ſtance of Iſaac implies, 
and faith ; © Ir may bee confuted infito argumento , by an argue 
ment inbred in the terms, for he implies and that right, that a per- 
* ſon muſt be the ſubjeR of being in Covenant, but none who is un- 
bort and unconccived as Iſaac Gen. 17. 22, is a perſon, ] Bur this 
is falſe, he may be a perſon though not in preſent but ſuture exiſtence, 
Thoſe Epheſians who were elected before the Fonndat ion of the world, pb, 
1, 4. were perſons when elected, tor they were fingular men, though 
not then in actual being bat future. Mr. Crs, reaſoning in this, is like 
the reaſoning of Adam Medlicot my neighbour, in his book ſtiled Com- 
ſortable dofirine for Adams off. ring, f. 999 Who will nor have any 
* particularly elected before the — the world, becauſe then 
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< they were not any where men, and p. 96, that none is abſolutely cle&« 
© ed till he believe, becauſe not in Chriſt, and if not in Chriſt not in 
selection, and one is elected before another becauſe in Chriſt before 
c another, Aud in bis Honey found in the Lions Carkaſs, p. 102. Al- 
though che purpoſe of election and re probation was fully in God be- 
fare time, yet there could be no abſolute vr real election or reproba. 
© tion of men and women, until they had a real and abſolute beeing, 
Surely iufants are in Covenant no otherwi'e then by Gods promiſe or 
mans yew, or ſome ſuch act in their behalf, and this may be afore they 
are in being, and conſequently key may be in Covenant afore they are 
in actual being, I. L do not miſtake, Mr, Cr, both here Sef. 5, and in the 
3d, Part Se, g. makes thoſe with whera the Covenant was made Deut. 
29. 10. to have been in Covenant, but doubtleſs the Covenant there was 
made with the poſter ity yet unbegorten v. 14, 15. for no Other can bee 
meant by bim that was not with them that day, all that were born or bz. 
gotten then of the Congregation of Iſracl, whether by nature or Proſe, 
1;:iſm being preſent, as the words v 10, 11. ſhew, and the end of the 
Covenant being to prevent the Apoſtaſic of their poſterny v. 18, there- 
fore the unbego.ten were in Covenant, Not is it a good argument, A 
man is in Covenant, ergo he is, any more then a man is elected theretore 
he is, theſe termes being ter mini diminnentes, as Logicians ſpeak ; and 
the verb (eſt is) in theſe ſpeeches not notiny the preſent exiſtence of 
the ſubjeR of theſe propofitiuns, but of the a& of the pet ſon who elects 
vr covenants, A child unbegotten may be ſaid to be in a copy or a deed, 
and ſo in covekant in reſpect of the aſſuring an eſtate to him when hee 
ſhall be exiſtent, 

But Mr, cr. tels me, „ly. it is a falſe 1 — that to have a 
Covenant made to one js to be in Covenant, it by having the covenant 
** made to (for the phraſe is ſome wi at ſtrange) be mean (as he can mean 
** nothing elſe) a promiſe from God to be and be in covenant, fer a 
©* pzomiſe maybe made to or of one, long before he bath any being, not 
© executed or performed till long after his being; Then to be elected 
* and co be in covenant would be both one, then Mary Magdalen and 
« Paul while a perfecutor were in covenant, nay from eternity to be in 
* covenant would precede outward an inward calling, converfion, pro- 
* felſionand preiogative of birch, then which noching can be more ti. 
« diculous. 

Anſw, It is lo far from being ridiculous, that to me iris very plain 
to be in covenant precedes calling, and to be in covenant is to have 
covenant made to one, and that a perſon is ſaid to be in covenant with 
God by Gods promiſe ro be his God though the man be nor exiſtent, 
This is in my apprehenſion that which Pædobaptiſts mean by being in 
Covenanc, for they uſually ſay infants are in covenant, Which ſure they 
mean of Gods promiſe to them, for they prove it from Gen. 17, 7, Aft 
2. 39. Nor can they mean ir of any other being in covenant, fith there 
is no act of any infent or any ather for him, that can denominate him 
in covenant with God in the time of the Goſpel, but Gods promiſe, which 
is long before the being of thoſe to oc for whom it is made, Tit. i.. m 
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3. 16, 17. And thus two Kingdomes are ſaid to be in league and cove- 
nant, and they that are born many yeers after may be ſaid to be in cove« 
nant by vertue thereof, This being in covenant may be, though the 
things covenanted be not executed or performed till long after the being 
in coyenan!, as perſons firſt enter into covenant and then perform. And 
yet to be in covenant and to be elected would not be both one, though 
attributed to the ſame perſons, (ith there is a different formal cenceit of 
them, election being an immanent act, covenant a tranſient, that from 
eternity, this ia time, as to be juſtified and ſanctiſed ate not both one, 
though to the ſame perſons, Nor is it any abſurdity to ſay Paul was in 
core ant While a pet ſecutor, nor that re be in covenant precedes con- 
verſion, (ith 3: js by vere of being in covenant that one is converted, 
Heb, 8. 10. Rem. 11. 26, 27. As tor being in covenant with God by 
prerogative of birth. I know not of any ſuch in the time of the Goſpel. 

* Thirtdly ( ſaith Mr, Cr.) lt is of the {ame leven of untruth, that 
Iſaac was in Covenant when he was not yet born, which his en quo» 
tation, Gen. 17. 21. proves againſt him, For he ſaith he will eſtabliſh 
* a Covenant with Iſaac in the future, not that he does eſtabliſh a Co- 
©* yenant in the preſent, 

Auſw, Surely Iſaac was a child of the promiſe, Rom 9.8, . and 7acob, 
v. 11. aſore they were born, and . anſequently in the Covenant; and 
when God ſaid be would e{abliſh by Coveuant with Iſaac, he meant no 
other then the Covenant made with Abrabam, and thereiore it was 
made to him then, and he in Covenant, though cunfirmed and perfor - 
med after, 

Mr, cr. ſaith of my ſpeech, that a perſon is not actually received into 
Covenant till he is born, and by ſome acts of bis own eng geth him + 
ſelf to be Gods, Tat it is founded upon the baſis of this miftahe, that eve- 
ry Covenant muſt be expreſly and actually mutual between both parties ; and 
talks after his fooliſh faſhion, as 7 it were an argument ſopbiſticaly 
( though ſillily ) drawn a negatione uni us ſpeciei ad totum genus: Bur this 
is his meer cavil, For my reaſon added, receiving importeth an offer- 
ing, which is to be done by profeſſion, ſhew: L inferred it otherwile, 
Againſt which his exception is in theſe words, as if more were tobe re- 

wired for admiſſion of vifible members into Covenant, then was for adm ſ- 
fo, or aFual receiving of Chriſt as God. man and Mediator to be viſible 

ead of the Church, To which I reply, When and how Chiiſt was viſi- 
ble head of the Church, is a point that requires much diſcuſſion. To be 
head of the Church imports direction, government, c. To be vifible 
head, is to do theſe things diſcernably by reaſon from ſomething ſenſi- 
ble, That he was viſible head of the Church till he was manifeſt co Iſ- 
racl, and how he was viſibly head of it but by his preaching, calling 
Diſciples, or how he was actually received as ſuch but by believing vn 
his name, Job. 1. 1 t. or how he was admitted viſible head but by oh 
Declaration, his Bap: iſm of him, the Spirits deſcent on him, and his Fa- 
thers Proclamation of him, or how any according to the Evangelical or- 
der ate admitted vible member into Covenant but by their own pro- 
ſeſſion of faith, and therevpon being baptized, I underſtand not. But 
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16 for my ſpeech, 1 ſee not how it imports that which Mr, cr. would 
have it to do, but onely, That being adtua ii received inis Covenant doth 
import an offer or tender on his part who la to be received, which hows 
ever it might be under the Law, yet ſure in the Goſpel is no other wa 
but by the perſons own proteſſion; and this neither ſmels rank of Heel 
nor Hlaſpbemy, but Mr, Crs. conceit as -if under the Gofpet ſome might be 
received into Covenant, and admitted as viſible members repreſentatively 
by otbers, who arc their Proxies, and engage ſor them, they being but meer 
paſſives witbout any volunt a att of their own, is but an innovation from 
hat Chriſt or his apoſtles appoin'ed oi practiſed ; and his acknwledge. 
ment that it is not ncceſſary that a Covenant be mutual, that the Covenant 
Ezek. 36.26 Gen 15.8, & 17.9. are ſuch as wherein one party maketh 
the Covenart without mentioning the other but as patient, let ves me to 
prove what I aflert before, ſect. 45. againſt Mr, BY, that a Covenant is 
not always a mutual agreement, and that a p:rſon is ſaid to be in Cove- 
venant in that a Covenant is made to him, and this may be to perſons 
not actually exiſtent, againſt Mr. Cr. in this Section. 

Mr. Cr. to prove that God did promiſe 18 Abraham t hat infants ſhould 
be in Covenart under the Goſpel, alledgeth Gen. 17.7, and thus argue , 
** He that niakes an everlaſting Covenant to 4brabam and his ſeed at. 
© ter hin in their generations, pron. ed that infants ſhould be in Co. 
© yvenant und r the Goſpel; God made an eycrlaſting Covenant with 
« Abrabam and his ſced after him, Erge. 

To this I ſaid I had many exceptions ; for be ſides thoſe to which 
Mr, cr. here replies, I might and do deny his majo7 for another reaſon 
then I did before, For now by his words p.254, I perceive by being in 
Covenant under the Goſpel, he means an outward and viſible Covenant, 
like to which he hath p,155, and 9. 261. he calls this an impregnable 
roc which the Anabaptifls will never overthrow, that to be circumciſed or 
bapt : xed is all one as to be in viſeble Covenant; and p.158. he faith, I 
clearly aftirm with all the Reſormed Churches, that all in vifible Covenant 
a'e ſubjefs of Baptiſm, and all ſubjefts of Baptiſm are in viſible Covenant, 
I muſt confeſs, I magined that Pæ dobapelſts if th. y would ſpeak plainly 
could mean no other by the being of infants in Covenant under the Goſpel 
but their being baprized ; and fo their argument, infants e in Cove 
nat, ergo tobe baptized, is but a meer tautology, or worſe, they are 
baptized therefore they are to be baptized. But I think I have ſe7.25, 
before ſnewed, that the diſtinct ion of outward and inward Covenant as 
the Pzdobaptiſts uſe ir, is either non ent or non. ſenſe , and I now deny 
this Propoſition, He that makes an everlaſting covenant to Abraham 
aud hit ſced after bim in their generations promiſed that inſauts ſhould le 
in covenam ander the Goſpel, not onely for the reaſon given in the Diſ- 
pure, but alſo becauſe I now perceive he means ( unleſs he ſtill juggle, 
as | fear he will in the uſe of the phraſes being in covenant, the covenant 
it made, &c.) that God promiſed that infants ſhould be baptized under 
the Goſpel, which is too ridiculous a ſenſe to be put upon the prowiſe 
of being a God to Abraham and bis ſeed, Gen. 17.7. much unlike Chrifls 
ex poſition of the phraſe, Luke 20. 38,3 9. and ſeems to be the attempt 
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of men that have for their baby.ſprinkling reſol ved to avow the groſſe ſt 
abſurdiries. But to keep to the Diſpute as it bath been princed, 7 ſaid 
the covenant Sen. 17.7. t0 Abraham and bis ſeed after him in their gene. 
rations, it it be underſtood of the natural ſeed of Abrabam, the eyerla. 
ſtingneſs of it was bur for a time, and that time afore the Goſpel as in 
the next verſe; the poſſeſſion o Canaan is promiſed to be evetloſting 
and jet the Jews now diſpoſſeſſed of it. Which Mr. cr. grants, and 
therefor: muſt needs grant, that the promiſe v.7 though it be termed 
everlaſting, yet it is eo be underſtood onely of a limited time, as in other 
pallages, Exod. 2 1. 6. & 12.14. Cc. if meant of the natural ſeed of 4. 
brabam. 

To this he replies, How doth that follow? If it had been with a 
« particle of excluſion, onely to the natural ſeed, there might have bien 
© ſome colour of Diſpuce, and yec without all controverſie, the ever- 
« laſtingneſs of it is extended even to the na. ural ſecd of Ab abam; for 
« there hath been, is, and will be a ſucet ffion of Jewith believers to 
« the end of the world ; which proves that in his ſenſe it's falſe, that 
«he evet laſt ingnels of it Was but fer a time, and that time afore the 
« Goſpel. 

Anſw. My meaning was plain enough, that the Covenant as it was 
Evangelical, that is, as it contains a promiſe of the Spirit, juſtification, 
Cc. ( whic1is the onely Goſpel Covenant I know ) jt meant of the na- 
tara] ſeed of Abraham, that is, the generality, or body of them was but 
for © time aſore the Goſpel, which I learned from our | ord Chriſt, 
who foretold Mat. 21 43. that the Kingdome of God ſhould be then from 
them, and the Apoſtle ſaith was-accomplithed, Rom 11. 20. that the 
branches, meaning the Jewith people, were broken off by unbelref : and 
this is true, though it be true alſo that there have been a ſucceffion of 
Jewiſh believers ſtill, they being a remnant onely according to the elefion 
of grace, Rom 1. . and thus they were not me:rly 4barbams natural 
ſeed, but alſo his ſpirirual, to wit, elect and true believers, ro whom 7 
never denied the Covenant to be ſimply everlaſting, 

Mr, Cr. adds, © Burt the truth js, it is not onely meant of the natural 
© ſeed, but of the ſpiritual ſeed of Abrabam, both whereof ſucceſſively 
«and in port, if not altogether concomitantly (for there were always 
« Proſclytes ) i is everlaſting, or to the end of the world, 

Anſw. If Mr. Cr. mein, that to the natural ſeed, who are alſo the 
ſpiritual ſeed, the Covenant Gen. 17.7. is ſimply everlaſting, I grant 
ic ; but this doth no way advantage Mr. cr. For then it will onely fol. 
low, that ts ſuch infants as are not onely the natural ſeed of 1brabaw 
or a believer, but alſo are themſelves believers, God hath pr qmiſed they 
ſhall be in Covenant under the Goſpel; which would not be true of all 
the infants of belicvers, or any but the eleR : If he mean it as it is there 
meant ( as appears by the next words, v.8. ) being underſtood of the 
natural ſeed of Abraham of the nation or people of /e, and not of 
a remnant of them, it can be true onely of a limited everlaſtingneſs, and 
not at all of the Gentile believers infants, and fo is not at all for Mr, 


C73, purpoſe, 1 
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But he tels me, It follows nor, unleſs the ſame word in adjo 
© verſes muſt neceſſarily Ggnifie the ſame thing; which if ſo, an at 
ment might be drawa againſt the Infiniteneſs and Eternity of the Be. 
city from theſe words, God of Godsand Lordof Lords, Gods and Lord 
ln the latter ſigniſies Creatures, theretore in the former; but how in- 
s conſequently in both, a child may judge. ; 

Anſw. My arguing needs not proceed thus, but is good againſt Mr, 
cr. thus, The term [everlaſting] ſignifies a limited everiaſtingneſs aforg 
the Goſpel, v. 8. therefore it may be ſu meant v.7, and if meant of the 
body of the Iſraelitiſh people who were the natural ſeed of Abrabam, it 
muſt be ſo meant, otherwiſe it were not true. And for his inſtance, 1 
think the argy nent not geod as he makes it; yet it follows, the 
tetn [ God | doth not neceſſatily of it ſelf infer infiniceneſs and eter- 
nity, but when it is applied to the moſt High Ged the Creatcur, 
who is the God of Gods, becauſe it is ſometimes ſpoken of Creg. 
rures, 

But Mc, Cr, tels me, That v.. can be true onely in one of theſe 
c ſenſes, that they had title to alt the Land of Canaan, though not actual 
6+ pollefſion of it, or that it was a type of the everlaſting ſpiritual Ce, 
© xaai, in which lenſes from Abrabam they poſſeſſed it; or that the ple. 
© nary, and full poſſeſſion of the whole begins at the converſion of the 
<« Jews, and ſhall laſt from thence to the end of the world without in- 
< rerruption, becauſe neither 4brabam nor his ſeed had actual poſſeſſion 
r of all the Land of Canaan; none of theſe will ſuppore Mr. T. his decli- 
© ning cauſe, 

4%. I hat the land of Canaan, Gen 17. 8. muſt be meant of that 
part of the earth ſo called is manifeſt from the expreſſion, wherein thou 
art a flranger, or the land of thy ſojournizgs, and might be, it need were, 
proved by multitudes of cther Scriptures And that the ſeed of Abrabam 
is that which js natural and afore their later conver lion, is apparent from 
v. 9, 10. where the ſced to whom the land of Canaan us promiſed are en. 
joyned to be carcume:ſed, and the term poſſeſſion v. 8. cannot be meant 
of a mere title, for that's implied in the words wilt give, bur the poſſeſ- 
fn is diſtin trom it and conſequent upon ir, therefore I chooſe rather 
co untie Mr, Crs, knot by expounding it thus, I will give to thee and 10 
t hy ſeed after thee all the land of Canaan ſoran ever iafting poſſeſſion, but net 
al:ogether, thou ſhalt poſſeſs a part in thy time as a pledge of the whole 
as his burying place was, and thy ſeed in Foſhua s and Davids time ſhall 
poſſeſs the whole, and this ſhall be not onely a place to ſojourn in, but 
a poſſeſcon for them to dwell in, and that everlaſling, that is, f r many 
ag s, as Phinehas by Prieſthood is termed everlaſting, Numb 25. 13. ſo 
long as they ſhall keep my Covenant and obſerve my ſtatutes. Now 
this will ſerve thus far to ſuppore my caufe, which is ſtill ſtanding and 
not — to ſhew that the Covenant Gen. 7.7. as it is made to the 
natural ſeed ob Abraham is termed everlaſting, that is, for a limited time 
aforethe Goſpel; which ſenſe alſo the re! ms for ever and everlaſting 
have, Exod. 2. 14. & 21.6, Numb.15.13, &c and fo the major Pro- 
poſition of Mr, Cr, juſtly denied, He that makes an everlaſting covenant 
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to Abraham and bis feed after bim in their generations, yromiſed that in- 
ſants ſhould be in Covenant under the Goſpel. 

Set, 5, Mr. Cr, endeayours to draw Gel, 3. 8. to his purpoſe, 10 

ove 4 continuance of the Goſpel Covenant to the end of the world, to A» 

taham and bis ſeed, by paraphrafing it thus; That the Scripture fore- 
told that God would if the Heatben throngb ſaith, that is, the parti. 
tion Wall ſhonld be pulled down and the Heat hen nation: 22 preſeß ſaith 
vi ſible members, whereof ſome ſhould be afiually juſt i ſicd as members in. 
viſible. But beſides his inept expreſſion of ¶ heathen nations ] which is 
all one with nations nations, he abuſeth the text by para phraſing through 
faith] thus; that the nations ſhould profeft faith as viſible members, when 
i ſhould be, ſhall be true believers as Abraham was, and would juſtifie 
the nations, by whereof ſome ſhould be actually juſtified, whereas the text 
mentions no or her then ſhould be juſtified; and v. 9. terms them, they 
that are of the ſaith, who are bleſſed with Faithſul Abrebim, and onely 
meant by the netions, v. 8. 

Mr. Cr, cels me, 8. That I injurioufly mil report his allegation, as 
© that he urged this argument drawn from Gal. 2. f. to prove that 4+ 
« brahams natural ſeed were promifed to be in Covenant under the Go. 
te ſpel, whereas he urged it to prove the Covenant Gen, 17,7. to have 
« been a Goſpel Covenant made with Alrabam and his feed, that is pro- 
« profeſſors and believers, whether carnally deſcended from him or no. 
But ſure he that reads his firſt argument in his Sermon p 88, 89, and bis 

ence p. 256, where his words are, the minor I provefrom Gen, 17,7, 

e the infants of believing parents are implied, it being a Covenant not 
only eNlabliſhed with Abra ham, but with by ſeed after bim in their generg. 
t. ans for an everlaſting Covenant, by vertue of which I ſaae and aff ſucceeds 

male infants were circumciſed ; now ſure theſe were Abrabems natu- 
ral ſeed, and here the Covenant is everlaſting, and therefore according 
to Mr, Crs, reaſoning to extend to the end of the world, and the infants 
of beliaving parents, who are their natural ſeed, ore, he faith, implied; 
which can be on otherwiſe then as 4brabems is imagined to be taken for 
each believer, and the believers nawural ſeed proportionably corre ſpon · 
dent to Abrabams natural ſeed, by Porn of birth, as he there ſpeaks, 
and then adds, In Gal. 3. 8. there i implied Abrahams feed, In that it 
was 4 Goſpel Covenant, and that in bin al nations ſhad be bleſſed, and 
ks dircAly for me, for it afſerts the Covenant, and in that juſtification to 
the believing Gentiles, not anely from Abraham: promiſe, but alſo a promiſe 
totbem and their ſeed ; which plainly ſhews that he imagines Gal, 3. 8. 
the Goſpel Covenant, to be 2 promiſe ro believers and their ſeed who 
are their natural ſced,as in Abrabam bis ſeed i implied, which conforms. 
bly muſt be his natural. And if Mr.Cr.did not in the diſpute mean Abr. 
bams natural ſeed he went from the point to be proved, and by me de- 
nied, that the Covenant Gen, 17, 7, was not ly everlaſting to the 
nacural ſced of Abrabam, fith they were diſpolſefſed of Canan His 
ions therefore of wy afing _ witraths and piows fraudr, 
are but the venome of his ſpirit which throughout his book be diſcovers, 
and moſt peſtilently in that Section, for which the Lord rebuke him. 
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What he next faich, thu when 1 ſay the thing promiſed Gu/. 3.8. 
juſtificacion, and chat of the heatben and chat through falch, thereforg 
this rext proves not Abrahams natural ſeed in Covenant under the Go. 
ſpel, is, 4s if al this might not he, and yer ſame of the dana ſeed of A. 
braham be in c0venant under the Goſpel, who proſeſſed, were juſlified and 
bad faith as well as the beathen ; which 1 grags; but then they were not 
onely Abravams natural ſeed but allo his Ipiritual, to which I grant the 
Covenant is made Gen. 17, 7, and is exerlaſting, and if he can 
infants of believers to be (uch,there's no queſtion but they are in .— 
nant under the Geſpel and to be baptized, till then be can never prove 
cither from Gen. 17. 7. or Gel, 3.8. that Ab/abams natural ſeed, much 
leſs infaats of believing patents to be in the Goſpel covenant, which 
whether hee had reaſon to bee aſhamed of attempting the Reader may 
judge. Thar the entt ing into Covenant, Deut. 29. 10,51, Wasatran. 
cunt ſact und not a thing perpetually binding, I bad thought none would 
deny; nor argue as Mr, Crag doth, it was by commend, Deut. 29,1, 
wers v. 29, to do the words of the Law, aud that was a command, and the 
revealed things belong to them and their children for ever, therefore theen, 
tring into-Couenant v. 10, 11. Was a command perpetually binding under 
tbe Goſpel, which is too frivolous to ſpend ti ne in anſwering, and his ar. 
gument, ebat if wives aud ſyrvants were in Covenant wider the Goſpel 
much more infants, is alike frivolous, fich he himfelt makes no other 
thes believing onives and ſervants in Covenant under the Goſrel, which 
when he proves of infants their being in Covenam will not be denied 
This is enough in anſwer to that Section and moſt of the $th, and grh, 
Sections of the third part, . 

I faid his allegation is rain of Heb, 8. 6. % prove that if inſavt; wee 
in covenant under the Law they 4/8 in cqument wider the Goſpel, wheres 
the meliorky of the Covenant is not placed in the extent to the fort of 

3 He asks me, bat then ? will is follow, if a cn was mady 
to n me 1ben before, therefore not to all hat were before? Anſw. No, 
yet it will follow that the rexc is wainly a to prove the c. enten · 
Lon 16 perſons, thar ſpeaks not at all oſ that thing, nor is it at all to che 
— that it is extended to wore, ten te Gentiles, For 1, however 
That text fpcaks net of ir, 3. It is extended to mare natien of the worlt 
belides the Jews, bur zo gone but believers of thoſe nations, and cone. 

nat to infanes of believi rents as ſuch, That the new Cove- 
Raut commains promiſes of better things then the old Covenant, and dif. 
fers morg, then. in iſtrarions, is ſhewed before Se. 43, and 
there js Nee ipplied as if there were fal vation in any other 
12 Us x alen be cauld prove ſalyation were by the promiſes of the 
Lay, third Prader (as he cals it) thas the prowiſes of the Gf 
n ol ber then the elaci and true believers, is proved beſore Set. 

3. 
al 
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malle to all viſible members, is more then Mr. Ce. — or any other 

and cherefore I count it a fm, Iknow none 

za, which Mr, Cr. grants are made abſolutely and terminased or | 

wad unh co'the tle & ax invifbie members, which is che ſame with my 
Para- 
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Paradox, but hath more affertors then his moſt groſs , that by 
weljority of the Covenaut _ principally in aut ward or manner 
of adminiiir ation and diſpenſation, extent and amplitude of the propoſal, 
not of grace and glory, He adds, of which there was alwayts he Jaws rea 
ſox, Enoch, Abraham, Eliah, Mofes, were a:, well juſtified by ſaith, 
which js true, but not according to the Covenant of the 54 bur by the 
Covenant of the Goſpel, which it ſeems Ar. cr. underſtands not, though 
be allume the title of 4 Preacher of the Goſpel, | 

Mr. Cr, ſaith of me, His lag ation is, that becauſe the | romiſes of 
tbe Co pel ære nat to any other then the eleF, and true beſrevers, therefore 
they are net to infar's as the natural ſeed of believers : The antecedent is 
proved io be ſalſe, for though the ſpiritual part of Goſpel promiſes is abſs. 
lately perſ er med and terminated totheelef, yet they are conditionally pro- 
poſed to all Profeſſors ; ani the external pars, which conſiſts in athminiſty.; 
tion of ordinances, is equally belonging to all viſible members. Bur are the 
romiſes to all protefiors becauſe they are conditionally propoſed to 
the: > If ſo, we may ſay the promiſes ate to the moſt obſſ inate inſide ls, 
to ev y man in the world, for to them they are — propoſed. 
Sure il is is not according to the dodrine of the Scripture which makes 
th: promiſes to bee the believers inherirance, 2 Cor. 1. 20. 2 Pet. 1. 4. 
Gai, 3. 16. & 4. 28. Heb 6. 12, 17. according to the doctt ine of Pro- 
teſtan the Saints Legacy, yea Pædobaptiſts make them their priviledge, 
Rem. 9. 4. though the promiſes there were other promiſes.” AF for an 
external part of Goſpel promiſes, which conſiſt; in adminiſtration ordi - 
nexces equally belonging to ak viſible members, it is 'a mere fig. 
ment no where in Scriprurez And the ſayings of Mr. cr. Part, 3. 
Seck. 11, p. 26r, [ © Chiift is ſaid Heb 8.6, to be a Mediator of a 
better Covenant, which could nor de, if infants, that were in covenanc, 
under the Law, were out of covenant under the Goſpel, and is groun- 
* ded upon this impregnabie rock, which the Anabaptiftr will never o- 
©* yerthrow, that co be circumciſed or baptized is all one as to be in vi- 
© fible corenant : that the reaſ-n of baprizing or circumciſing a perſon 
*is their birth right, tuition, ſel-profeſſion, whereby they are vifibly 
*admirted into covenant, that what he hath ſaid Examen part. 3. ſect. 1. 
© Antiped, part, 1 ſect. 5, touches not the true ſtare of the Controver- 
©« fe, but is a confuſed Maze intricated with his falacis decumani, or 
© maſter fallacy of Gods making, whereas he ſhould ſay ,completring his 
Covenant onely with the eleR, Heb. 8, 6, the new Covenant is a bet- 
© ter Covenant not onely poſitively, becauſe it is eſtabliſhed upon ber. 
© ter promiſes in circomſtantials,buralſs becauſe jris'extended to move 
* all nations 3 negatively would not be better, if any ſexe, age, degree 
© were excluded] contain ſuch a heap of miſtakes and untrurhs as is not 
elſewhete uſually found in the moſt heedleſs ſcribler, For t. it the firſt 
ſyeeeh were true, then unleſs we grant infants to be baptized, which is in 
his language, to be in Covenant, either the new Covenant ſhall not be 
better then the old, or Chrift not mediatour of it, which is as much as 
to ſay, if infants who were circuraciſed under the Law be nor baptized 
under the Goſpel then the promiſes ei he Spirit, juſtification, Gods 
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writing bis laws in the heart, teaching, forgiving 60s cannot be berter 
— promiſes . of the Law, which aflure righteouſneſs and life to 
the keepers of the Law, or Chriſt cannot be Mediatour of the new Co- 
vanant, which if it be nat a more menſtrous conceir and to be more ab. 
borred by Chriſtians chen ever any Popiſh conceit of the neeeſſuy of 
bapciſm co infants to preventexcluſion our of heaven, for which 4#- 
ſtin is by Mr. Cr, himſelf yeckoned the bard Father of inſents, I know 
nothing, Sure all that doubt of infant Beptiſm, muſt by this reaſon ej. 
ther doubt whether it were not as to be under the Law as under 
the Goſpel, or whether Chriſt bea better Mediatour then Moſes, 2. It 
is a monſtious boldneſs in him ts tell us of a viſible Covenant of ſo great 
neceſſity, and never tell us diſtinctly what it contains, nor where it js 
to be found, eſpecially when not anely my ſelf, but his Oracle Mr, 
Baxter, hath written ſo much agaioft it, 28 bee hath done in bis A. 
pology ag 1inſt Mr. Blake. 3. It is alike confidence in his own conceits, 
to tell us, that it. is at impregnable rock which the Anabaptiſts will ae. 
ver overtbrow, that to be circumciſed or baptiſed is all one as to be in vi 
ble Covenant, and yet ſhew us none that uſeth ſuch language but him. 
ſelf. How doth hee think I or any other ſhould anſwer bis arguments, 
which are vented in ſuch gibberiſh as no Dictionary or Author, or 
uſe makes jatelligible >-Is nat his own firſt agument in his Sermen 
here pag. 254. Thoſe ( meaning under the Goſpel ) that are in Covenant 
with God ( meaving outward and viſible, which according to him is all 
one 28 to be baptized ) ought 18 bave the ſeal of the Covenant which 
is baptiſm, Bu infants of Balitving parents are in the Covenant with 
God ( that js in his language in the outward Covenant which is all one 
as to bee baptized ) therefore they 0:4ght to bave the ſeal of the Cove · 
nant, which is baptiſm. Iu which be plainly makes 1. baptiſn the Co. 
venant, and yet the ſcal of it, 2. He argues in this manner, infants are 
baptized therefore they are baptized, which is either merely an inept 
raur>logy, ſuch as beyes in Schools would hifs at In a Freſhman, or 
elſe it infers from baptiſm alteady done baptiſm to bee done, wiich 
Pzdobaptifts call Anabapriſm, and fo Mr. er. is turned an Anabap- 
tiſt. 4. Hee tels us, this is, an improguable rock which the Anabaptiſis 
will never bee able to overtbrow ( though it be a Caſt e iu the Air built 
by his imagination and will of it felf yaniſh ) that the reaſon of bap- 
tizzng 4 perſon is bis birth right, tuition, which proceeds onely on 
that conceir as if there were the ſame reaſon of Baptizing as of Cir- 
cumcifing, which is oft before ſhewed to bee falſe, 5, If bis words 
L whereby they are viſibly admitted into Covenant | bee referred to 
the outward Covenant and baptixing, then the ſenſe is Anabaptiſtical, 
by baptia ing they are admitted to baptiſm, it to [ birtbright, tuition ] 
and admifion bee meant as Mr. Baxter in hi- Book of Baytiſm page 
24, then the ſenſe is, by birth right perſons are baptized and ſo they 
baptize themſelves and need no other baptiſm beſides Birth right, 
6. Hee corre cts me for ſaying God wakes, when I ſhould ſay completes, 
as if the Tranſlators of Heb, 8. 8. were miſtaken, or Gods making 
his Covenant were not his completing it, c he did not complete che 

: Covenane 


(921) 
Covenant hee made. Bur this exception of Mr, crag ſhews eicher his 

officancy or unskilfulneſs; fith it is the ſame word is Jerem. 31, 31, 
31, 1 M ts firihe, rendered in the Greek L XX by the Verb 
ali, and fo Heb, 8. 10. & 10. 16. which is as much as to diſpoſe 
or put, and Heb. g. 9. by ircinoa I made although it be v.$, rendred 
by ouv]eAiory Iwill complete, ſo that this exception is but nedws in ſtir- 
po, out of a cavelling vein, 7. He ſaith, I do net touch the true Rate of 
the controve ſit — ge 3. fe. 1. Ae. part. 1. ſef, 5, thoug 
it be the very hinge of it, unleſs they mean no otherwiſe by being in c- 
venant then — m, and then 1 muſt confeſs there is no conti oer ſie 
about the conſe qu: nce of Mr, Ms, argument Infants art in Covenant, 
chat is to be baptixed, therefore they are to be baptized, but the argument 
to be derided as nugatory, as indeed it is, 8. He terms my difpute there 
a confuſed Made intricated, which either his ignorance or impudence 
prompred him to do, ſure he ſhews no confuſedneſs in it. 3. He calls my 
propofirion of Gods making bis covenant onely with the eleft or ſpiri- 
tual ſeed, my Mafler faRacy, and yet it is proved from Scripture before, 
and acknowledged by Proteſtants, yea Mr, cr. himſelf to be true. 10. 
He takes on bim to foretell no ſatis fact ĩon to be expected from the third 
part of my Review before hee fees it. 11. He faith Reb. 8. 6, the 
new Covenant is a better Covenant, becauſe it is eſtabliſhed on bet- 
ter promiſes in circumfantials and extended ts move all nations, which 
are not in the text, r2, He ſaith, it would not bee betler if any ſexe 
age or degree were excluded, which being meant of the ourward Cove- 
nant, it were as if he ſaid, the new Covenant wers not better then the 
old if an infant of a day old were excluded baptiſm, 

. Hee tels mee Page 140, His cmſtquent is alſo unſound, ſor the 
internal and ſpiritual part mn bv made inceutionally to infatits as the 
ſpiritual ſeed of believers, and yet the external part and that of Or- 
dinauces to infants as the natural ſeed of Believers, as well under 
the Goſpel as under the Law; In which paſſage the phraſe ſpiritual ſeed 
—— is a new notion, intimating that believing fathers beger 
them ſpiritual , concrary ro Joby 3. 6. and that there 3s in the | 
ſpe! promiſes a part which is \ which is « figment, and that 

s to the natural ſeed of believers which is falle, and that my confe- 

uent is wnſound for that reaſon, which if it were good the con ſequent ia 
found neverthele(s. 

What hee adds, if the exrernel pate under the Goſpel belong 

* not ro infants, the Goſpel and that made with Alrabam are two 
* diftin& Covenants and effentially different, and that made with 4- 
©brabam and his ſeed carnal, as the carnal Anabaptiſts afficm, their 
portion no better, then Turks they made (as Calvis cbſervs)as beaſts, 
© whereas the Covenant Gm. 17.7. is everlaſting ] is true thus far 
that the Covenant Gen, 7, 17. ſo fatre as it did aſſure righteouſneſs 
to Abrabams ſpiritual ſeed by faith was the Goſpel Covenant the ſame 
with ours, made in Chriſt and everlaſting, but this is nothing to prove 
that there was ſuch an external part of ourward ordinances deloaging to 
infants in timt Covenant. But that Covenant is mixt, Mr. Cr, * 

* 
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faich, rhore was apromiſe of Conan and temporal bleſſngs in ie though 
in the man th Covenant were ſpiritual, and that pa rt belonged to the il. 
raclites by nature onely, not to our children au. So that Mr, Crags 
terms of carnal and greſ pur upon us, and Calvins obſer vation are bur 
reproaches and calumnies by Mr, er. and other Pædobaptiſts, deviſed 
and uſed by them wickedly ro make us odious: but in time their wicked. 
neſs will return on their on hezd. : 

Sect. 7. Mr. C1, ſpeeches of infants ſad comfition without baytifee, 
are like the Popiſh talk of the neceſſity of baptizing infanus that icy 
may enter into Gods kingdome. By denying their bapriſm we deprive 
them not of Gods Covenant, The priviledges Rom. 3.2, & 9. 4. were 
peculiar to the Jews; Did he wr ĩte with heed, he would nor ſay they be- 
long to infantyof Gentiles under the Goſpel, When I ſay Baptiſm is 
not an ordinary meanes of ſalyarion without faith, I mean that ne ones 
baptiſm but the baptiſm of true believers is an ordjnary meanes of ſalya« 
tion, which is erue,though there may be true bapriſm wichour true ſaving 
faith if it be profeſſed, His talk of preaching ts infants 2 eſenting objec. 
tively thebenefit of that whith is preached without mani ling to the under. 
ſtanding, is another of his wild conceits. It's no contradici ion to ſay infants 
ate na ſaved by ordinary meanes, to wit, preaching the word, & c. and 
yet to ſay they are ſaved by election, redemprion, the work of Guds ſpi. 
rt, fi th by ordinary means: I underſtand and ſo do ethers, the Word 
and Sacraments and Chriftian diſcipline. 

It is falſe he ſaith of me p. 146, that I confeſf if I dne infants were 
elected 1 would baptixe them, or that bere I achnowledge of tbe ſpecits or 
ſort of believers infants, that they are not onely elected of God but redeemed 
of Chriſt and have the work of bis ſpirit, Sect. 8. che major of his Syllo- 
giſm | That which was propoſed and entertained with ſucces among the 
Jews, which were the natural ſeed of Abraham, was not onely made with 
the ſpiritual ſeed of Abraham] p. 147. is denied, he is groſſely miſtaken 
in conceiving believing Jews were not Abrebams ſpiritual ſeed: and his 
arguing that many of the natural ſted of Abraham were believers under the 

Goſpel, Rom,'4.11, 12. to prove it Confirms the contrary, For all that 
are true believers (not every profeffour of fairh) or eleR ate Abrabams 
ſpiritus] ſeed, and his L often e x preſſed plainly, and Mr. Cr. knew well 
enough; bur ſays 1 ſreah ambiguonſiy, that he may have ſome colour for 
his random roving talk of perſons in viſble Covenant being children of the 
promiſe and Abrahams ſeed, which is much of it gon. enſe, unproved 
dictates, and quite beſide the — of the texts Rom. 4. 11,12, 16, 
* 9. 8. which make none Abrabams feed, and children of the promiſe 
Gen. 17.7 as it was Evangelical, but true believers ox elect per ſons, as 
is amply before proved ect. 28,29. Thereft of his ſcribling in that ScRi- 
on runs on theſe two miſtakes, 1, That there 3s now under the G ofjel a 
national Church as the Fews was, and that the expreſſion Epheſ. 3,6, may 
be applied to this whole Nation, 2. That there di ſueb an outward viſe- 
ble Covenant which God bath made with ſuch a whole viſible National 
Church, which is not proved from Dew, 29. 10, 12, Job. x, 11. P{d. 
50,5, Fob, 15; 2. wo of which ſpeak not at all of t Goſpel Cove- 
nant, 
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ant, ner of Guds making 3 Covenant with them, but of theirs with 
God, the ad. is expreſly meant ont ly of true believers, the 4th, of be- 
ing 2 brauch in Cbrifl (which it s true may be meant of a viſible ptoſeſ- 
ſour } but not of in the Coſpel Covenant of grace,in which none 
any where are ſa id to be, nor is God ſaid any where to make it to any 
hut true believers or elect perſons, as is proved Sect. 33. Thete is not 
any thing Sect. 9. that I need reply to, ſaving that be grants that the 
Goſpel Covenant of grace Heb. 8. 10,11, 12, is ade oncly te the ce if 
by the Covenant 1 mean the end, event and ſucceſ t conteſs 
Id, and acknowledze that I abhor any conceit to , av if 
God ſhould make a Covenant to any, which ſhoulg not have the end e- 
yent and fucceſs anſwerable to his p.omiſe, and | 

romiſing things, which none in the event have bur the eleR, can bee 
Eid to be made by God 1 none but them, unleſ we will charge God 
with falſhood, mutabiliiy or impatcacy, 

Sect. 10. That Ifa. 49. 2823. in a propheſfig of the reducing the Jews 
from Babyloniſh captivity is e inced from-v. 19, 10, 21, in that the 
deſer ip ĩon of ibe places mag , the land of their defirufion, the 
place which was too ſtrait are meant of the land of Canaan, and Mr. Cr, 
bimſelſ thus v. 20. the place 35 149 firaui for me, that is the Land of Ca- 
naa is 190 nate 10 cent ain the ale Church, and be himſelt expounds 
aſter, then baſs loſt the orber, v. 20. of the natural ſeed of Abrabam, and 
the being deſolate, à captive, and removing £00 and fracff Jeruſalem : But 
he will have ir meant of the time after tbe ien by Ticus, ard the 
diſperſion after it, for e never find it verified literally that the Land 
Canaan was 100 flrait daring the time of captivity ( a3 the words gout 
to contain the Jews, But wheredothe words point that the Land of Ca- 
nan was too ſtrait during the time of captivity to contain tbe Jewes. 
The words point at the mulciiude of Fews after the return trom che B- 
dyloniſh cap ivity, at which time according eo Zechariah his prophefic, 
46. 8. 3,4, $, 6,7,8, 9. the Jews mightily eacreaſed and proſpered, 

e » 


and tbe plas being meant of Cauam and )erafaiem 
and the leer byes, abe ſenſe of v. 2, 23. is means undoudredly 
(in rhe fir ſenſe of the words } of the Jews reduction from captivity, 
| prey — by — 1 — 
it return from Babylon by cru and other Perſian a recian Kings 
and Queens favour. I 2 may be inferred from v. 24, 25. ſor there» 
in is forerold that they which were taken ca (who were the Jews) 
Gould be delivered. But Mr, Cr. fab, one Demecritme wonld 
three Auer ſuffice to purge that 


<< not be enough to laugh at, nor 
© head, that from hance 30 draw an argument to prove 
c the fore» going concluſion 2 the words are theſe, even the eaprives of 
4c the mighty hall be taken aways from whom2 From crm, Artans 
„ et, Darius, Assur That would imply 8 coneradiRion, for be 
i conſeſſes that theſe were farhers thas did bring back the Jews 
© from oaptivity ; the prey of the terrible ſhall be delivered, children 
are not preys to their nurſes, nor tte their nurſes terrible to their 
«.chilires, } Burwe need act make the mighty and uri the frame 
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unh tha deliverers er nurſes. The Chaldean Princes were the mighry 
and terrible to whom the Jews were captives and a prey, and 2 and 
others after deliverers and nur ſes. Yer did we make them the fame per- 
ſons there were nothing ridicalous in it, firh the Jews were at firſt 1 
captives, and prey, and they terrible to them, and yet not long alter 
deliverers and nurfes. 80 that we may retort Mr. cg. words thus; One 
Democritue ( except ſuch a ſcoffer as Mr, cr.) would not bee enough to 
laugh at, nor three Anticyra's ſuſhce to purge that Craig that makes 
ſuch a filly refuration, What he adds to dilparage Mr. Gattahers notes 
may be diſpelled by reading che notes, nor is he alone in the ſeuſe hee 
gives, Grotius in his amt. agrees in that thing with Mr. Gattaher, And 
for the contents of the Chapter though there js nor ſufficient reaſon to 
aſcribe them to the Church of E they being made by one Tranſls- 
ror though allowed by others without any Canon, or AR uf Parliament 
eſtabliſhing them, yer I ſee not that they make _ my ſenſe, but the 
making the content of v. 24. to be the powerful deliverance ont of capti- 
wey, did in the Diſp::te and doth ſtill ſeem to make for my ſenſe ot de- 
livery or returning of the Jews out of the Babyloniſh captivity, which 
being derided by Mr, Crs. party ſhewed the levity of their ſpirits, to 
whom this book ſhews him to be too like, Which is ſeen in his alleging 
my words (not p. 14. as he cites them but p. 16.) _-_ my ; 
which he makes my interprecation if hee had added my words 
[ and if ſo] it would have appeared that _=_ not thoſe words as m 
ia:erpretatien, And for his allegation of Gods ſaying to Moſes thy chi 
dren which thou baſt brought ont of Egypt, Iremember not where it is 
uſcd; bur [thy prople Exod, 35. 7. ] And for Mr, Crs, reconciliation, | 
do not conceive it may be congrueufly to ſpeech ſo paraphraſed, the 
Gentiles ſhall bring thy ſors, that is the churcbhes by ſpiritual ſucceſſion, the 
Genie by natural generation, Gods that is mine by adoption, It may be 
accommodated wy flically to the converfien of the Gentiles as ſhadowed 
out by the reducing of the Jews from capcivity, and yer make nothing 
for infants Churc berſhip or Baptiſm. For though I in the 
Iitteral ſenſe inſants to be comprehended, yet in the myſtical ſenſe hum. 
bie perſons, or mean contemptible perſons, or new born babes, tha is 
believers defring the word, may be meant. If the werds be myſtically 
meant, yer the words are not « propbeſe of « propbefie, bur as many ſyee- 
cbes ate which have a double meaning, as Gen. 15. 5. & 17, 4,5, aud. 
12,46, one more open, the other covert, And Mr, Crags purpoſe 
77 — 2 — — ner - prove its — infants under 
C ofpe be to baptiſm, but to prove epoſit ton in queſſion 
that God foretold — — ſhould be — under the Gee, 
whence infant _ will follow ; it ſeems Vr. cr. underſtands not the 
ren in arms and upon ſhoulders of bringing infants to 


bringing of chi 
bapeitan® and howelſe ina licteral (enſe they by bringing in armes and 
on ſhoulders become Churchmembers | yet under ſtand not, and am out 
1 ks chu, He ſays ( Vn lade 
. ri, Mr. Cr, ſpeaks thus, He ſays ( meaning me) i an 
be meant baptiſts, 45 Scripture never als Gods Al — tbe 
i 
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bringing ſhould be to Baptiſm, then the ſenſe ſbould be, that ſupream Megis 
firates, as Kings and Queens, ſhould 2 in their — and = 
them on ſhoulders ts Baptiſm, which no flory mentions to have been done, 
and is too ſrivolous to be made the matter of that propheſie, in which words 
there is neit ber werity, nor conſeq uence if ſenſe. Fiz | bee ſays, if by flan« 
dard be: meant Baptiſm, who makes a Theſis of bu Hypotbeſi, > or af- 
firms that by ſtandard is meant Baptiſm 7 Te which | reply, Mr. Cr. cf 
whom tbe relatout of the Diſpute p.35. ſaich, That t# give me ſatuſactiun 
(v bich be needed not) he told me, that by flandard he ander ſlocd ſome viſble 
Gofþel Ordinance, as Haptiſm, without an &. te wit, Preaching, Praying, 
with many more; not had I any reaſon to conceive he underſtuot any vs 
ther (ith he named no other, nor did ke ſay Goſpe/ Ordinances, as it he 
included the genus ( as now he would evade) bur ſome Goſpel ordivance 
in the firgular number, Now I ſaid Baptiſm js nv where called G. dg 
ſtandard, and he hath nothing to reply hereto, but that it 1 ſo in this 
ce, the Genus being predicated on the ſpecies. Bur this is bur a begging 
of what he ſhould prove, that by ſtandard here is r- cant Baptiſm in pa ti. 
cular or Goſpel ordinances in general, Sure the pbraſe of ſetting up 
the landard is very unſuiable to the uſe of baptizing, which was not by 
ſetting up, but putting down into the water. And it Mr. Crs, words or 
the text de not nece flat ily ſpeak of Kings and Queens bringing in their 
arms and on their ſhoulders to baptiſmę my reaſons are the ſame, and 
of alike force, it meant of the people, For no ſtory doth mention carry 
ing inſanti on ſhoulders to Baptiſm by the people, and ſuch a thi: g is too 
frivolous to be made the matter of this propliefie, which expreſſerh { me 
t and wonderfull thing to be done by Gods extraordinary incitement 
and power, of which kinde that is nor, Though Mr. cr. grant the pbraſe 
of nar ſing fathers and mothers Iſa, 49. 23, to be ygetapborical, yet he ap. 
plics the words before (which are alike mctaphorical ) [ they ſhall bring 
thy ſons in their armes or boſome, and thy daughters 7 — be carried upon 
we ſhoulders, v. 22,] according to the proper ſenſe of the words, hen 
he faith, tbe people ſhould bring ſons in their arms and daughters upon their 
ſban ders to Baptiſmr, now if the words v. 23. be metaphorical fo are thoſe 
v. 32, which is alſo — Mr. Cr. 1 In that be grants that 
in ory it is not found that infanes have been breught to Baptiſm on 
ſhay/ders, 2. In that they are ſaid to be brought to the ſtandard, which 
is accerding to Mr. Cr. Baptiſm, but that is not a ſtandard properly 
but meraphorically, and therefore it follows upon Mr. Crs grant, that 
the application of that one phraſe of bringing their ſons in their arms and 
daughters on ſhoulders, according tothe proper ſenſe of the words js net 
right. Nor is his endeayour to fit the meraphor to infant Bapiiſm any 
better, though iz the Low Countries it. vere true that the eldeſ} ſon of a 
Commiſſion Captain being born there whileſt his father is in the ſervice of 
the State, is by the ceurte ſie of the C amp enrolled inthe ſouldicrs Liſt on his 
birth. day, and by the allowance of the State receives fay fromthe time of 
bis nativity, as he ſcribbles out of Fullers frivolous Treatiſe termed 1n- 
ſants Advocate p. 99. For 1, if infants be liſted, yer no fand 35 ſet 
up, or band lifted up to the people te bring them, nor are they brought in theiy 
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arms or boſoms in ine Tow Countries, 2, Nor was any ſuch uſage a: 
mong the jews or Gentiles in Ifa}avs time, to whieh he might bee eon- 
ccivedto allude, and it is too ridiculous to go about (as Mr, Cr, dork) 
to explain a metaphor alluding to an ule in 1/aiabs time by an uſe no 
where ſhewed to be but in the Low Countries in curtime, That Me. 
Gataker in the cauſe of infant Bari iſm interprets innumerable places 4. 
gainſt me, ls an untruth. Though Eher were a /ew, yet a Queen of the 
Gentiles, and c:eſe things toretold Iſa 49. 22, 23. were tulklled in 
cyrus time, and i Abaſuerns, Artaxerxes and Dari time alſo, yea and 
alter tem in Alexander the Gieat, and ſome of his ſuccefſors, and their 
Queens as Grotius Conceives, in his Annotations, who alſo and Mr. 64. 
raker ſhew how the prediction uf bowing down and licking the duff of the 
Jews feet was fulklicd, though not in Eſfthers time ( as L ſaid the pro. 
pdeſic of Queen> being 4 nu ſing mol her to the Jews was )yet in the times 
after afote Chriſts incarnation, And tor Mr, Crs, argument from v., 
6,7,8,20, 31. ler him form it as ſttong as he can, yet he will never 
prove that Iſa. 49, 21. is a prophehe of infants vifible Churchmem- 
berſhip in the times of the Goſpel or their bringing to Baptiſm, ror 
was L by any argument of Mr, Cr. forced to ſurrender up tha held, that 
Iſa. 49. 22,23, 152 propheſie of the return of the ſewes from the Baby. 
loniſh captivity, and their proſperity in Judta a ſter their return atore 
Chriſts incarnation, and yet were it underſtood of the tines ot the Go- 
ſpel, I ſh:wed how it might be under ſtood of grown men perſwaded by 
the preachiug of the Goſpel, as Jm in his Annetations, which Mr; 
Cr. abulively purs into an argument as if it were alledged thus, Jumus 
ſays ſe th. re ore it is ſo, and denies the antecedent and conſeuent. But 
neither was the conſequent mine, nor the antecedent as Mr, Cr, ſers it 
down. Bur this ani ith, that the Randard Ifa, 49. 22. 3: the Goſpel, 
which is the power of God unto ſalvation to every one that believeth, Rom. 
1. 15, and therefore it is meant of perſwading grown men by the prea- 
ching of che Goſpel, and that a/ thoſe things are aliegorically ſoſten of 
ihe amplitude of Cbriſts ſpiritual Kingdome, and therefore not of bring- 
ing infants to baptiſm And for Cornelius a Lapide. Hierome, cyril Hay. 
mo, af they beld it fulfied in Goſpe! times, and extended the words ts 
grows men, though they were for infants viſible Churchmen ber ſbip and 
Laptiſa, yet chey overthrow Mr. Crs. argument from tence, which is 
of no force unleſs the words be underſtond onely of Goſpel times, and of 
infants being brought to ſome viſible Ordinance as Baptiſm, the con- 
ttaty whereof his own Authors ſhew, and himſelf grants, and therefore 
I take all Mr. Crs, reaſoning in the Diſpute and this Reply from 7/a, 
49. 21. to be meer cavilling, and till think it meet to te fer the Reader 


tor the diſcerning of my interpretation Whether right or no, and my 
yeelding that the words may be accommodated tothe calling of the Gen- 
tiles without any oppoſiteneſꝭ to my inter pretation, or appoſjteneſi to 
Mr. Crs, inference whether true ot not to Mr, Gatakers Annetationt, 
which for no other reaſon but becauſe (however otherwiſe he differ from 
me) Itake to be the exaRteſt, and the moſt incomparable learned en 
dat part of Scripture of any I know, 


Te 
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To Mr, Crs, defence SeF, 12. of his alleging thus 7/4, $54, 10 here 
all be ns more an inſant of dayes, that is infants ſhall no: be an cable tf 
the ſeal, againſt my anſwer impliedly deny ng che co; ſequence, and 
ſaying it hath no proof but hie dictare, which is thus, T's which it wer e 
ſufficaent reply to ſay it bath no diſprorf, but bis diflate, which is without 
all ſhe w of probability, there being not a word of any ſuch thing as ont d 
peace, increaſe, poſſeſſion, and long liſe to the c, unleſt in the type ad 
that ſtarce probable, but of the glorious eſtate of the times of the Goſpe! 
beld out in outward ordinances as ſhall appear. | oppoſe 1. that I nec ded 
bring No ether di{proof, but denial being a reſpondent, but it is ne ce ſſary 
hee ſhould make gecd his ſenſe if hee will inferre his conc lu ſion 
thence, 2. y diſproof was tight: for v. 18; 19, ſpeal's of the one- 
ward peace of Jetuſaiem and her people, their long life, increaſe, buil- 
ding. planting, poſſeſhon, oppokre to their former ttoubles v. 16. are 
expiciiedv, 10. 21, 22, 23. not a word of outwat d ordinances, 

Againſt this faith Mr, cr. And in Iſa. 65. 20. here is need of 
© ſuch an interpretation, for a« v, 17, the new heavens and new earth, 
*and 19, 19. creation, and Jeruſ-lem were analogical, and not ptoper, 
« ſo the 20,9, i» wholly trop cal and myſtical, There ſhall be no more 
c thence an infant of days; How can ili be underſtond linerally > did 
© notinfants after 35 well, as uncer the captivity make up their wee kg 
© of dayes, months of weeks r ec, It muſt nteds te late to ſofe thiig un- 
eder the Jewiſh Pædigogy, and nothing ( probably as that of theirs, 
ce that nothing was e ean ti Ia Sabbath had gone over ir, and therefore 
ce according to Divine inſtitution Circun.cifion was not ti I the 8th.day, 
« Mr, T. might have done well to have imparted us either bis own er 
«© Vir, Gatakers deſcant en thefe word, but becauſe they could deviſe 
nothing tha: like the cars under the Lions :kin would not diſcover the 
« whole impoſture, ve 5.9 quidem, 

Anſw, I hat Jeruſalem is analogical is not proved, nor di th it fol, 
low v. 17, is tropical, therefore /e v. 20. any more then Iſa. 11 6,7,8 
is allegorical, therefore alſo v. 2, 3, 4, 5, 9. Mr. Gatahers ſenſe js 
plainly er down without dy impoPure in Hi Anne! atzons, which is this, 
© There (hal! be no more thence breught to bnri2)] by reaſon of vniime 
« Iy ends, as formerly a child that hath not fulfi!1:d his da) es, but ſhall 
« live ard 2ttain to his juſt growth and full Nine of years, ) This ſenſe 
is no: int! inged by any thing Mr. Cr. ſs'th, ves his queſtion, did vat 
inſauts & cc on firms it, That ir muſt netds relate to {om hing under the 
Jewiſh Pædagogy. is not proved, nor that the conceir nothing war clean 
till a Sabbath was gone over it, was of the J:wiſh Pædagogy, nor that it 
was the reaſon of citcumciſing the 8th, day, nor do I fee whar bis, it 
it were granted, makes for his ſenſe, There ſhall be no more an inſant of 
dayes, that 13 infants ſhall not be uncapable of the ſeal while their age is 
meaſured by dayes, as the Jews infants that might not be circumciſed till a 
week bad paſſed over them For there is neither mention of ſez] nor in 
capacity of it, nor of circumciſion, nor its limitin” ro the 8th. day, and 
Mr, Cr, leaves out [ thence} that is from Jeraſalem, which ſhews it's 
meant of in{ants there being, and f» not of Gentiles infan's, and the 
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prediction is of an event of great moment, not of a capacity of a thin 
which might never be iu the event, and if it were is of ſmall or no im. 
portance, nor is [as inſant of dyes] well paraphraſed by while their 
age is meaſured by dayes | For an infant of dayes, is all one in regard of 
dayes an infant, or child as the oppoſite term an old man ſhews, and his 
expreſſion is either non-ſenſe, or elſe it is vain to ſuppoſe that a perſon 
is an infant while bir age is meaſured by dayes, tor a perſon of many years 
hath his age meaſured by dayes, and it che meaning be, an infant that 
bath bis age meaſured by dayes, not by one day or fome hours zs cg 
of the ſeal, then it ſhould imply that an infant of one day old js nor, 1 
an blamable for ſpending time in r« furing ſuch tooleries, bur the jnrole< 
rable inlolent brags of Mr, Crags diſpute and ſcribling nece ſſitates me. 
Mr. Cr. from Iſa 65. 20, argued thus, © The childe ſhall die an 

* hundred years old, or as well a Churchwember as 1 hee were an 
hundred years old, therefore children may bee ba t zed under the Gee 
« ſpel, and here p. 174. of me bs ſaith, He denied che conſequent which 
e made good fit ſt ab impoſubili, becauſe to rake it literally would im. 
i ply a conttadict ion. F-r it is impoſſible being a childe to die a hun- 
«© dred years old, childe is ihe ſubje& of the queſtion, which is to be 
© taken properly without enallage, ſhall die an hundred years old, the 
<< predicate that cannot otherwiſe be afirmed of it bur analogically re- 
© ſembling in. ſ»me capacity and qualification them that dies an hun, 
« dried yeores old. 

Auſw. This arguing is indeed childiſh lice, as if it-were argued 
Luk. 1.76. Thou c lde ſhalt bee called tbe Propbet of the Higheſt, for 
than ſhalt go before the ſace of the Lord io prepue bis wayes, to gide hnow: 
ledge of ſalvation; Ergo, this muſt bee underſtood analogically, childe 
i the ſubj ect of the que lian, which is ts be tahen properly without enaRage; 
and ſo this muſt te true of ]obn Baptiſt while hee was a childe. The 
like might bee ſaid of Lu 2. 34. 1 King 13.2, He is but x childe that 
knowes not that in ſuch paſſages as thele there's no need of imagining 
an ana logical predication, but that they are to be underſtood ſenſu di- 
wiſo, as when our Lord Chrift ſaith Luke 7. 22. the blinde /ee, the 
lame walk, the Bepers are cleanſed, the deaf bear, the dead are raiſed, 
that is, ſuch as were blinde, lame, . lepers, deat, dead, not in ſen(s com- 
poſit o, ſuch 23 are when they ſie, walſ, are cleanſed hear are raiſed, ſo in the 
other place, not he that is a childe while he is 2 childe, but he that is 
now, ot ſhall be once a child ſhall afcre he dies be an buried years old, 
which agrees with the reſt of the verſe, and v. 22, as the dayes of a tree 
are the dyes of my people, and mine elect ſhall long enjoy the work of 
their h:nds.chey being expreſſions of long life. And M.Gat aher 11d right- 
ly, the ſyntax is ſamiliar, and as clear as the day light or Sunſbine: the 
childe oy yo th _ tbat new i) fhall die the ſon of 100 years ; that 4.ſhak 
be loo years old when he dieth. So Gen 11. 10. Gen.21.25,&c, To which 
Mr cr.inſoleorly eplies, I bad thought ſyntax bad been Gramatical con- 
frrufion according 10 rule, net literal interpretation, or uni vocal not 4. 
nalogical predication, 1 ſay for Maſter Gataker that hee may think 
Rill chat max is Grammatical conſtruction according to rule, — 
liter 
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literal interpretation , Mr, Gataker ſaith nothing to the contrary; 
yet literal jnterprecacion is to be according to the rule of Grammatical 
conſtruRtion; he may think Syntax is neitber univocal nor annalogical 
ſraditation, there may be Syntax in im perfect ſpeeches that are no cuun- 
ciacions, nor in them any predication of one thing on another , Mr. cr. 
hath been a Pz1-go;uc long enough to know, that which his School 
boyes might tell him, there's Syntax between a Noun AdjeQive and 
Subſtantive, a Noun and a Prepoſition, or Intei je ct ion, where there is 
no predication, He adds of Mr. Gataker, And this Syntax be ſant, a 
as clear as the day light, or ſun ſhine, perbaps tg an Owle o Bat, Anſw. 
Yea, and too to 2s ſecing men as Mr, cr. ung his Eagle - eye be in 
this as dark as an Owle or Bat a: noon, 

He goes on, And what is this Syntax that is ſoclear > The child 

« or youth t' at now js, ſhall die the ſon of an hundred years, that is, 
e (hall be an hundred years old when he dieth; the child or youth, there 
eis one addition, for the Text mentivns not youth, which is a diſtin& 
© age from child wod. Anſw, It may be an addition to the Engliſh 
tranflation, but not to the Texr, ſich as Mr, Gataker (0-ews the word 
Mis applied to Joſeph at 17 years old, Gen. 3 7. 2. to Ben amin, Cen. 
43.8. when be iq deemed to have been above thirty but that's the ill luck 
ol it,ihar then it will not ſerve M.. Crs, turn for his jnfane Churc hmt m- 
ber ſhip viſible in the time of the Goſpel Mr, Cr. ads, I bat now 4s, 
there 3s another, ibe child was not yet, it was a jred:ffion 'Anſw, So it 
wig t be, and yet the chi'd one that then was when Iſaiah ſpake it; nor 
iz it any more addition to the Text then if he had ſaid, the child that 
ſhall be; nor any untruth in the ſpeech as exponnded by Mr, Gataker, 

Mr, cr. goes on. here is a third [ ſon ot] by addition put in, old 
« by ſubſtract ion takon away z excellent Arichmetick ! beſides here is a 
ene y creation of a new generation | ſon of years] who ever heard ſuch 
*« aSyntax > did the ſon begerthe years, or the years the ſun ? or whe- 
« ther is eder? That is, ſhall be an hundred years when he dieth, here 
« js an expoſition of an ex poſition, and a fourth addition [he and wen] 
being ſuperadded. 

Anſw, It grieves me not ſo much that Mr. Cr, hath ſo much vilified 
my ſelt, as that though he pretend to be a Preacher of the Goſpel, yet 
like a ter filius, or Grammer reader, he ſhould ſhew ſuch contempt of 
2 man then alive when he wrote it ( as I conceive by the date of his Epi. 
ſtle) however whether alive or dead, a man very reverend,and(however 
he conceived of me) one of the moſt learned and accutate writers ( ſpe. 
clally in ſuch things as this) of his age, and while he lights kimdiſcover 
ſo much folly and ignorance in Hebrew and Greek, as an ordinary ' ram. 
marian or ſtudent in the Bible would hardly have ſhewed; certainly it's 
unſuitable to his underrtaking,of a Schoolmaſter, The paſe "ND". 2 
MU is word by word the f. dred years,for withoui of it would 
de non- ſenſe, it being the ſig enitive caſe, nor i 0/d ſubſtract- 
ed, but included in that expre being the Hebrew expreſſion of ed 
or aged, as M.Gataker ſhews from Gen. 17. 10 215. & 5.31.6 7.4 & 
1.4.6 16,16, & 17.1, 25,20,26,& 37.2. & 41,46, & 45,26 andeiſwiere, 


and 
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nd the ſaine he might have learned from Ainſworth Annot, on Gen, | 
, Ke. Heby, ſon of 50. years, that is, going in bis 500. year, An uſu. 
al ſpeech inthe Hebrew Scripture of mens age or of beaſts; Gen. 17. 1, Ex. 
64. it,5, And tor | be and when | how can they be laid to be ſuperad. 
ded, when the very term | fhall die] is all one with {when he ſhall die,] 
wiich ſhews it is not for Mr, Cys, parpoſe, for then it ſhould have been 

ſhall be born as an bundred years old, as well a churchmember as if be weve; 
vut is agrecable to the Prophets meaning, to expreſs long lite: And 
therefor is jeet of excellent Arithmetich ſh:ws his tolly in deriding that 
which was right, And fgr his prattle, jc ſhews his excellent ignoran.e 
of the Hebrew and Cree Of the / ible, Bu tf. Theſ. Gram, Hcbr. J 2. © 1, 
5.350. in that piece which is termed by n, &c. admirandum opus 
jya afficum, nomen [1 filius periphraſes & Hebraiſ[mos facit inſgnes: ut 
PILAR filius arcus leb ar, ig, id eſt ſgitta & miles inaumeri. Sic 
70 % iz. de übe eis, c. Aud Latinos Herat. 1 carm. od. 14. 
Terr.. filius, ſhould one ſcribble as Mr. Cr, doth here, Here's a ncw 
ccearion of 2 new generation { ſon of the bow, of perdifton, of the earth] 
who ever heard ſich a ſyntax ? did the ſon beget tle bow, perdition, 
the -arch, or the bow, perdition, the earth the ſon > or whether is elder 2 
Wauld nee a Scholler ſay he played the fool > For this 1 leave himio 
Mr. V aug aus correc ion. 

ur he ſee ms to he more conſid rate in what follows, © According to 

which inter pretation, the words muſt carry this ſenſ-, There ſhali to 
* mere infants die when they are young, nor an old man till he ha h 
*© rlled his days, for he that now is a child ſhall no: die till he be an 
hun atred ytats old, I wonder in what age this was performed, that no 
man died till he had compleated his century, no mot tal diſeaſe, nor 
* uſe of Phyfitians, but every man might certainl, know the day of bis 
dcath. 

Anw. The words conta in not ſuch an abſolute univerſal longevity, 
as Mr, cr. would make to be the conſequent of our inter pretation, but 
a length of days oppofite io former trouble v. 16. in which ſo many 
died by war, famine, and peſtilence, which theretore comparatively js 
reckoned as unjverſal, as in like manner [comb ch. 50. 20 ſpeaking of 
the ſame times ſaith the iniquity of ſtacl ſball be ſought ſor & there ſhall 
be none. that is, as formerly to provoke Gud:o cu: them off by g jevous 
deaths, as before the captivity, And according to this i« that of Zech 8.4, 
and I ſaid withcut any vaunting Nebecbaducxxar Nike langnage, as Mr. 
Cr. abuſively chatg-th me with !/a.65.29, was rightly n.ade by me an. 
ſwerableto Zech & 4, which doth not intimate, that the Text was made 
by me, aud not by the Holy Ghoft, but made anſwerable, or corieſpondent, 
which arrogates no more to me then if I had ſaid, made clear, made ma- 


nifeſt, c. Nor is any n nates ff contrary ts this, that the 


Tews after their return from Babylon ce, proſperity, increaſe and 
lone lite in Canaan a great while cog nd were bonoured by divers 
PerGan K ines, Alexander the Great, a me of the vecias Kings, and 
the Nations rear them iuꝭ jet to them. The Contents of the Chapter were 
never by any Synod or Parliament interpret atively entitled tothe Church of 
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England, nor are to be Secounted any more valid, then Mr. Gatak#3 
notes, Who though a ſingle man, yet had his notes approved by other 
Annotators, and in ſome ſore by the Aſſembly at wejtminſter, Yer the 
Contents of the Chapter being v. 17. Thebleſſed eſtate of the new eu. 
lain, and in t e Margin at v.19, Revel. 21.4. being put, ſhew, tat Mir, 
Cre. conceir is no more favoured by them then mine, And th: ſpeech 
being to be undet ſtood con patati / ely to the former timer, was true of 
the ſews after their return from the captivity at Babel, V5. exp eſſing 
the Jews peace notwithſtanding the Samaritan neighbours, was true 2c 
the lame ti ne, although both were accommodared to the Goſpel ies, 
and the calliug of the Jews yet to come. Nor is it any ſtrange thing in 
that Prophet to make th: reftirmion of the Jews from Captivity as an- 
ſwering to making new Heaven: and Earth, as //a.51.16. & 44.24, 
25,26, G 412,13. Yer [ deny nut thut 2 Pet 3.13, Revel 111. the 
words are rightly applie 1 to ſome her great work of God reſcrablee 
by this and ta be yer ac*ompliſhed, | hat the Iſraclites 1 Cor, 10. 2. 
were a7ually baptized or waſhed under the cloud it raining upon be m, and 
inthe Red Sea, the water touching their ſect at leaſt, after the dividing of 
the waves in ſuch a ſudden paſſage, and blowing upon them with thaſprink- 
ling tberesf, is no where ſer down Exod 13, and 14, Nor will ſuch wet» 
ting be ever found in any Greek Authonr to be termed Bopriſm formal. 
ly, and therefore it can be no other then ſimiltudinary Baptiſm which 
js there meant, as the cating Manna and drinking Water was a fimilitu. 
dinary partak ing of the Lords Supper, and Grotzus did rightly expound 
{ 1 cor. o. z. were baptiſed} by [ were as if they were baptiſed] and yet 
I/a.65 20, is not rightly ſo expounded ſhak die as an bundvred years od, 
there being no need of ſuch an interpretation, nor any thing leading to 
it inthe Text, but the expreſſion is of long life; nor it it ware meant fo, 
i it proved that infants muſt be Churchmembets, and cap:ble of ſume 
ſeal under the Goſpel, unleſs there were no other w M then that in te- 
ſpect of which he might be as one ao hundred years old, Had Mt. cr. 
ſeught the clearing of truth, he had been willing ta read out the whole 
that hjs dealing might not be taken for deceirfu!), By my cſutation of 
Dc, Savage in Latin, (ome years ſince Printed, it may appear wh. er 
Text, Or. Savage ot the Dy.of the chair did avoid my argument. | he reft 
of M.Crs.argumen's are the ſame with whar uthers have urged, and have 
beenanſxered in this and the former pairs af this Review; nor 49 Hd 
that Mr. Cr, hath added any thing of moment to them, 10 which I need 
make ſurtber reply. As or his gate, quips, miſrecitals or mitiLes of 
my words, miſ-teports „ my a&ns, together with his own mift+kes in 
Logick, Grammer, Divinity, they are o:herwiſe diſcernable then by a 
Particular anſwer in Print to each part of his Book, I pieſurne the 
Chriſtian and equal Reader will think it unneceflary to make any more 
reply to what i written cf infant? Baptiſm, till ſome thing be feurd 
Written which better defends it then thoſe have done who are here an- 
ſnered. If any other think ir fit 1 ſhould anſwer him alſo in particular ,\.q 
may conceive that it I did perceive any thing that might not ha ve an an- 
ſwer in that which is already written, or had in it any diſiculty 1 thou!d 
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whom as concerning the fleſh Chriſt came, and Y yo ny. — * 
thoſe privil we deny no priviledges of the Covenant of grace 4 — 
lie vets for their children, nor aſcribe leſs grace to them then the Jews 
had, And if the adminiftration be now more e+mfortable to believers 
and their children, ic being in that Circumciſion and the yoke of the 
Lay are takenaway,ir follows, it is more comfortable to us, that no ſuch 
thiag a: Circumciſion was js put on our children, Mr, M. and Pædo. 
baprifts do groſly miſtake, as if Circumcihon did belong to Jewes and 
their Childrea becauſe of their intereſt in the Covenant of grace, which 
neither is nor ever will be proved. 2 

2ly. Saith Mr. A. If there be no more bonouableneß in thoſe priviledges, 
which belong to the ſubſtance of the Covenant, bow comes it to paſt, that in 
your anſwers to thoſe ſeveral texts which 1 and others braxg to prove the 
ealargement of priviledges under this laſt adminiftration,you interpret them 
of thoſe pri viledges which belong to the ſubſtance of the Covenant, or the 
[pirit wal part of it 

Auſw. [n thoſe anſwers I do not ſo interpret thoſe texts of thoſe pri- 
viledges which belong to the ſubſtance of the Covenant, or the ſpiritual 
pirt of it as more honourable then rhe priviledges belonging to the ſub. 
ſtance of che Covenant of grace, or ſpiritual part of it now then to be- 
lievers afore Chriſt, bur ſay that the promiſes of the new Covenant, 
which is the Covenant of grace, are better then the promiſes of the Co- 
venant at Mount Sinai, which was the Covenant of works, | 

Thirdly, faich Mr M. Seeing that under ibu laſt adminifiration theſe 
priviledges are communicated not onely with more clearneß, but iu greater 
ebundance, I wonder you ſhould ſay they are no more bonourable and comfor- 
table now then they were ben, is not abundance of grace more bonow alli 
and comfortable then a little grace ? . | 

Anſw. It is, bur yer not priviledges belonging to the Tubflance, of 
the Covenant of grace, Fer this clearneſs and abundance comes not 
from the ſubſtance of the Covenant of grace, but to uſe his phraſe, 
from the adminiſtration, in reſpect of which Igranted they are many 
wayes enlarged and made more honourable, 

Bur then faith Mr, M. This will ſerve our tun well enough ; for 
this was priviledge belonging to their adminiſtration, that their in- 
fants were under it as well as themſelves ; yeild that for ours aud the con- 
trover fe is ended. : 

Auſw, The yeilding chat the priviledges of beli-yers under the N. 
T. are enlarged, more honourable, and more eomfortable in reſpeR of 
the ad miĩniſt ration, will not ſerye Mr, Ms, turn, except ir be yeilded of 
this particular, that the intants of Chriſtian believers are viſible Chri- 
ſtian Churchmembets, and to be entted by Bapriſm, as well a+ the He- 
brew infant of and into the Church of Iſrael by CircumciGon, which 
would indeed end the controverke. if yeilded, but was not ſo by me, who 
granted priviledges of believers now more enlarged in reſpect of the 
adminiſtration, becauſe the preaching of the Goſpe), which is that 
whercby the Covenant of grace is adminiſtred, is enlarged to Gen- 
tiles. as well as Jewes, and more honourable, becaule preached oy 
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Chriſt himſelf, and more comfortable bectuſe in plain words without 
ſhaduws, 

Mr. M. adds, © To have nothing in lieu of the adminiſtrations 
« chen as they were ſhadowes of the ſubſtance, which is Chriſt, is - 

« yery tight: But to ſay, it is our priviledge to have nothing in lieu 
« of them as they were external Ordinances to apply. Chriſt, is to ſay 
it is our priviledge to have no Ordinances to apply Chriſt to us, 4 

* — to make us compleat ja him, which were a oſt abſurd thing 
© roafhrm, . 

Anſw. Thoſe external Ordinances applied Chriſt to them no other. 
wiſe then as ſhadows of the ſubſtance, which is Chriſt ; nor doth Mr. . 
in his Sermon, p. 10, 11. expreſs their adminiſtrations of che Covenant 
of grace othe:;wiſe then as figures, ſigns, types, and ſacraments of ſpiri- 
tual things : ſo that if we have — in lieu of them as they were ſha- 
dows, but Chriſt, we have nothing in lieu of them as external Ordinan. 
ces to apply Chriſt to us; nor did they make us compleat in Cbriſt, nor is 
it abſurd to aſfirm that no external Ordinances now do. 

Bur ſaith Mr, A. Circunciſm was indeed « part of that adminiftrati- 
en, aud obliged them to the reft of that manner of adminiſiration, as Bap- 
tiſm doth now io ours; but did it not alſo belong to the ſubRance > Anſw. 

No, was it not a ſeal of the righteouſneſs of faith, of Circumciſcon of 
beart, c. Anſw. Abrahams was, not every ones Circumcifion, Doth 
x0! the ſeal belong to the thing ſeslcd ? the conveyance and ſcal annexed to 
it are no pare 4 the purchaſed inberitance, but do they net belong to it 7 
Anſw. They do, but not as of the ſubſtance of the thing ſealed, or the 
inheritance purchaſed, of the Covenant whereby it is promiſed : but as 
the fign whereby the futurity of it is confirmed, Now ſure ly he ſhould 
uſe non-ſenſe, who ſhould term the fign or ſeal the ſubſtance of the Co- 
venant or thing promiſed, being neither efſential. nor integral parts of. 
them, bur onely ad juncts, withour which they may be or not be en- 
ürely. : 

To my ſaying, That tis ſo far ſrom being a priviledge to our chil. 
dren to have them baptized, to have Baptiſm ſucceed in the ſtead ot 
Circumciſion, that ir is a benefit to want ir, God not appointing ii; | | 
© T anſwer ( ſaith Mr. M.) then belike our priviledges of the Covenant » 7 
© of grace are ſo far from being enlarged by enjoying the Sacrament of. ; 
© Bapciſm, that it had been a priviledge to have wanted Baptiſm if God. 
© had not appointed it; and by as g:od a reaſon at leaſt you might 
© have ſaid, that Circumciſion was ſo tar from being a privilegde to the 
© Jews ad their children, that it had been a benefit for them to have 
© wanted ir, if God had not commanded it: Sure that is a ſtrange ki d- 
©« of priviledge, of which I may truly ſay, that it had been a greaier be- 
© to them who have it, to have wanted it, if the Donar had not com- 

* manded ir, 

Anſw, Mr, M. by clipping my words hath miſreprefented my ſpeech; 
he hath leſt out, that Circumcifion was a priviledge belonging not to- 
che ſubſtance of the Covenant, but to the adminiſtration which then was; 
a priviledgero che Jews ia c ompaxiſon of the heathens, but a burtben in, 
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r compariſon of us, Which was in ther ly rn meyers the ob. © 
ligation of the law , for which reaſens I judged it a greac pri to 
us and our children, that they have neither it, nor any other ting in 1 
place and u e of it, but Chi iſt maniteſted in the fleſh, becauſe if we 
any thing in the uſe of ir, Chriſt muſt be eu pected to come inthe fleſh, 
and 7eſxs denied to be the Chriſt and we debtots to keep the whole law, 

And then I determined abſoluce] „that the want of infant Baptiſm is 

no loſs to us and our children; not a les in reſpeR of duty, Cod ha- 
ving not appointed jt ; nor of piiviledge, God making no pr. miſe of 
race to be confirmed by it to the intams of belicvers; which laſt words 
— left out by Mr. &. the reaſon of my words is omitted, and my 
ſpecch mi repteſented; but thus ſer down Mr. Ms, exceptions appear 
but cavi!s, For he ſuppeſeth our priviledges of the Covenant of gra 
are emlarged by enjoying the Sacrament of Baptiſm ; bur I know not any 
priviledges of the Covenant of grace, but effectual calling, juſtibcatj- 
on, adoption, ſanRiGcanon, glorification ; and if there be any other 
termed ſaving graces, or which accompany ſalvation, and to ſay theſe 
arecalarged by enjoying the Sacrament of Bapriſin, efpecially! when 
adminiſtred to infants, is as much as to ſa it conters grace ex opere opera. 
to. And I grant for us to have wanted Baptiſm had been a priviledge, 

God not appointing it, nor promifing any thing upon the uſe of it, not 

declaring his acceptance of it, which is the caſe of infant Bapriſm, Sure 

I know none but weu'd rbink It a burthen to be baptized, ot be co/ered 

with water, though but for a moment, were It not God commanded it, 

and accepted of it as a ſervice to him, And che like is true of Circum- 

cifion, the want of which, being fo painful}, was a beneſit, but for the 

command and promiſe of God fgnified by it. Such actions as ate no 

way — bur fins, without Gods prece pt and promiſe, is is bet- 

ter to want them then have them, or act chem; ſuch is infant Baptiſm ; 

and if it be in the place and ufe of Circumciſion, it is a heavy burthen, 
no benefir now, but a yoke of bondage. 

I ſaid Mr. Af. was to prove either that Circumcifion did belong to 
the ſubſtance ot the Covenant of grace, and he avſmers, That Circumci. 
fron, though a * of their adminiſtration, did yet belong to the ſubſtance ; 
nat as 4 park of it, but as a means of applying it: Which { how fri. 
volous it is, is ſhewed before, fe. 25. p.165,166, and in this fe ien. 
Or that the wane of Circumcipon, or ſome Ordinance in the place 
and uſe of it, is a loſs of priviledge of the Covenant of grace to us and 
our Children. 

To this he faith, © And 1 have alſo proved, that though it be a pri. 
© viledge io haye nothing ſuccecd Circumciſion, as it bound to that 
„manner of adminiſttarion, yer it is a priviledge to have ſomem hat 
© ſucceed it as a ſcal of the Covenant, in as much as a Covenant with 
©© a ſeal is-a greater benefir then a Covenant withour a ſeal. 

Anſw. 1. It it be a priviledye to have nothing ſucceed Circumcifion 
au it bound to chat manner of adminiſtratiun, then it js © priviledge io 
have nochiag ſuege ed it in its ufe, which confirms my before (ſpeech car - 
peu at by M. A. z. How vain the talk of Padobzpiiſts is about Sacraments - 

: being 
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being ſeale af the Covenant of x ſhewed before 1. 3. A 
| —_ witha ſeal. is 2 Covrnant 2 * 
when there ls more aſſurance and better eſtate thereby procured, but if 
23 good ailurance and eſtate be by a Covenant withou a ſeal, it is ne 
greater henefie io have a ſcal, then to have a Covenant without ir. 
4. There is a ſeal of the Covenant of grace, which ſucceeds Circumci- 
lion as. the ſubſtance che ſhadow, and that is Chriſts Cirumc;fion, Col 2. 
11, and his b:oudſhedding, Mav.:6.28, Heb 9.1 5. &. befides the ſeal 
of Gods ſpirie. 

But ſauh Mr. M. the * Was to prove was that our priviledges are 
enlarged, not exten nate; which 3 artiy, in that we bave free- 
dome in whit was burdinſome to in i heir manner of adminifh a1108 ; 
whic: he meant of Circumcifion by bis alledging A#.195.16. and there- 
by it is manifeſt that it is felfe which he ſajd before, that Circamcifien 
did belong to the ſubſtance of the Covenant as « means of applying it. For 
that ſpeech doth imply, that the Covenant of grace cou!'d not ve appli» 
ed withour Circumcifon, for that which is of the ſubſtance of a thing, 
what way it is of the ſubſtance of ir, is neceſſary to the being of that of 
which it is of the ſubſtance, ocherwife jt were a common accident, not 
of the lubſtance of it + Bur without Circumcifion the Covenant of 
grace might: be applied, yea, acco: ding to Mr, M. it is and may be better 
applied, for otherwile our priviledges were not enlarged in being freed 
from it. h 

Partly; faith Mr. M. becauſe our Covenant is eflabliſhtd pon better 
tromiſes, Heb d. 6. To this 1 anſwered, the Covenant which had not ſo 

promiſes was the Covenant at Mount Sixgi, v g. which was not 
the Covenant of grace ( for then it ſhould have the beſt promiſes, there 
being no bettet promiſes thenare in the Covenant of grace, nor could it 
be bro«en as that was, nor occafion finding foult as har did; ) bur is 
muſt needs be the Covenant of works as the Scripture dorh plainly de- 
liver, Roms: 10, 5, Gal. 3. 10, 12, & 4, 24, Heb. 12.18. &. and for 
this 1 alledged ſome of Mr, Ms. own words in bis Sermen, p. 0. That 
the Law wes added not as a pert of Abraham; Covenant, tha: mn that gi. 
ving the Law there was ſomething of the Covenant of works wade with 
Adim in Paradiſe. 
To this Mr. M. returns an anſwer, bemoaning me 45 ming inte 4. 
netdloſß and — . — that be ſaid indeed in bis ſe men, tba 
the moral Law ed 430. years after the. Covenant was wade with 
Abraham, wot 4s « part of that Covenant, but a3 a Schoolmaſter to whiy- 
them to chi tba they: Snding the umpoſphility of hee; ing the Law, 
ght more earneftly Long aftcr Cbrift, extroited in thoſe ſhadows oferites-+ 
ſaerificer, &. But ts ſay that this Covenant mentioned Heb. 8. war 
the Covenant of works, « 4 moſt erroneoms dofirine; look indo the- 
ad you ſhall find that the Cournant which is there menioneu ( woch G 
finds fault wi, and calls che firſt Covenant; in opyoſition to tis bet ter Con 
venant ) had de of Divine wo flnp, bed a Senffnary:a Tabernucle, 


Priefis and High Priefis, Sacrafpees, rites ing te de 
"tration of be, was this the cen of works 7-1 hope. D 


own it ia eur Mare, 
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Anw. It i and I ds till own it in the 43 d feffion of this part of my ©” 
Review, and — Mr. Ms. pitty of me with the line a 
his ignorance, and, if I miſtake not, the 4fſemblits etrour abour this 
in their Conſeſion of ſaith,” ch. 7. art.5, I have looked into the Texts, 
and I find Mr, &. miſtaken in the meaning of Gal, 3. 24. perhaps fol- 
lowing the unneceflary ſupplement in our laſt Engliſh tranflation, where 
is added ¶ to bring ] which the Text hath not, but onely the law way 
our hey leader unto Chrift, that is until Chriſt, as v.23, 85. ſhew, and 
the meaning is plain, that the Apoſtle compares the Law to a teacher, 
or guide, or overſeeet of a child in his minority to which the Iſraclites 
were confined, not in reſpect of its ſeverity as Mr, AH. makes it, to whip 
them 10 Chriſt, buras a teacher direRing them though imper ect ly by 
figures and types untill Chriſt, and faith in him were revealed. In like 
manner he miſtakes when he faith, God finds fanlt with the firſt Cove. 
nant, the words being For complaining of them, Heb.8 8. not complain. 
ing or fading fault with it: and when it is rranſlated v. 7. if the fif 
Covinant bad been faultleß, it is not intimated as it it were faulty, bur 
they were faulty, as ver/, 8. ſhews, and the Covenant is termed 305 
a:44147|&- nor from the fault of it, bur of them, wh. ch eccaſioned com. 
plaints of them, and therefore it were better trauſlated without complaint 
or plaintlefs, then failtlef, As for what Mx. A. alledgeth from Heb, 
9. 1, it no more proves that the Covenant at Mount Sinai was the Co- 
venant of Goſpel grace, and not of works, then becauſe the tree of life 
was a ſymbole, type, or ſhadow of Chrift, or cur bleſſed e ſtate in him, 
therefore the Covenant made with Adam in Paradiſe before his fall, 
was not a Covenant of works, but of Goſpel grace; or Noabs Ark ty- 
piſied Baptiſm, therefore the Covenant with Noab, Gen. 9. was a Cove 
nant of Evangelical grace, The Covenant of grace and of works ate 
denominated from the promiſe and condition, not from Gods: intent in 
ſome things commanded, When our Lord Chriſt, Mar. 10. 19. told 
the young man of entring into life, he prepounded the Covenant of 
works, yet he had another end therein, to wit, to try and diſcover him. 
Though the commands about the Sacrifiees, High Prieft, &c. were to 
typyſie Chriſt, yet the Law as it was propounded Covenant wiſe is ma- 
niteſtly declared to be the Covenant of works, Rom. 10. 5. 64. 3. 10,11. 
yea, Mr, Ms. own words prove it. For 1. where he cites the addition of 
the Law, Gal. 3 17. the Law is not reſtrained to the moral Law, but 
contains all the commands of the Sacrifices, c. as well as rhe moral 
Law, which were added becauſe of rranſgreſſions, not one ly to reſtrain 
them, but alſe for the ex piating of ſome ofterces againſt the Law, ſo as 
to obtain a partial temporary forgivenefs by them, as is manifeſt from 
Levit. 4 . Now the whole Law as delivered 430 years after the 
Covenant ith Abrabam, is contradiſtin& to the Covenant confirved 
before in Chriſt, orthe promiſes; therefore ag it was Covenant, Ea. 
I9.5,8. it was a Covenant of works, 2. If it wete not a part of the 
Covenant with /brabaw, it was not the Covenant of grace, for ſuch'® 
was Abraham: Covenant; but according to Mr. A. the Law was 30 
pert of thu Covenant,.. Exgo. 3. Thar which was a rer to 
| wap 
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Covenant of grace, for the Covenant of grace deth 
not cerrifie or whip, but ſuch is the Law according co Mr oa. Ergo, 
4. That which was impoſſible to bee kept, was not the FFovenan of 

race, for tat > never broken, but ſuch was the Law or Covenant at 
Foun: Sinai ing to Mr. M. Ergo, 3. It inthe giving the Law 
there was ſomething of the Covenant of works made with Adam in pa- 
radiſe, then it was a Covenant of works, this he muſt grant, uoleſs he 
will have a mixt Covenant, partly of grace and partly of works, which 
be oppoſeth in his anſwer to me about Alrabams Covenant; Bur in the 
giving that Law according to Mr. M there was ſomething of the Covenant 
of wo' hes made with Adam in / aradzſe, Ergo, 6. That which God finds 

ul: with ++ not the Covenant of grace, but acc 'rding to Mr, M, God 


fnds fault with it. Ergo, 7. That which is termed the firſt Covenant 1 
in oppoſition to this Covenant is not the Covenant of grace; Bur ſuch * 
according to gr. M. is that at Mount Sm, Ergo, 8. Covenant of 


grace is che better Covenant, But ſuch was not that at Mount Sinai, ac- 
cording to Mr. . Ergo, And tructy I finde ſe many Preteſtam Di- 
vines terming the Covenant at Mount Sinai the Covenant of wor ks, Per- 
hins on Gal. 4, 24. Pemble of Juſtification ſect. 4. c. t. Cotton in his way 
of Congregational Churches cleered p. 45, 47. however in ſome reſye ct 
hee wil have it to have been a Covenant of grace, yet to the carnal 
ſeed ſaith, it was a Covenant of workes, and proves it out of Paul; And 
adds, And ſo bave the chiefeſ German Divines as well as Piſcator and 
Polanus, t. hen the Covenant on mount Sinai to bee a Covenant of works. 
See Piſcator Ezck. 16. obſervat, ut, in v. 60, and 62, and Polanus 
ibidem. and Synt, To. I 6. c. 33. Piſt. obſerv, e v. o. Heb. 8. Dicſon 
paraph. Gal 4. 21, 22, 23, 24. Hebr. 8. 6, 9. Becman, Th Exercit. 5, . 
p. 67 Deſedere oper um ant legis legimus, Exod.19.5, Dent. 5.1. 1 Reg. 
8,2: Fer. 31. 32. Heb 8, , 9, 10. Jo whom I add my Antagonifts 
Mr. Geree viadic. vindic, p. 9. Mr. Baillee in his Anabaptiſm, pag. 141. 
and might do many more if it were-neceflary, This is enough to 
ſhew my doctrine to have been unjuſtly termed mof erroneous by 2 
Mr, M. beeing Pauls, Mr, Ms. and others named, and therefore right - * 
ly owned by me. | 
To op words Exam p. r g. The next Scripeure you chus expreſs, 7 be 
glory of theirs bad no g/ory in reſpect᷑ of ours, Cor. 3.19, Bur this paiſage 
15 olainly meant of the Covenant at Mount Sinai, which is called the M. 
letter, v,6 The miniftr ation of death written and ingraven in fiones #0 glo- a 
riew, hat the children of Iſrael could not fledſafily bebold the face of Mo- os 
ſes ſor the glory of bis countenance, which glory was tobe done away, v. 7. 
The min: ftr ation of condemnation, v . which I ſuppoſe yor do not un- 
der ſtand of the Covenant of grace, and therefore it is impet tinent iy al- 
ledzed, Mr. M. anſwers thus, © Sir, I wander at your congdence 
| *in it: the Reader will cafily diſcern that the whole ſcope of that 
© Chaprer clearly holds forth the preheminence of the Miniſtery 2 
© of the Goſpel above the Miniſtery of Moſes his vaifed Ceremo- "8 
' © nies; belike then with you, Moſes Ceremonies were rhe Covenant f 


ot works. 
LILIL Anſw. 
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Ane. I wonder char a of ſuck; nore ſhould wonder ar that of © 
which the reaſon is given, and ſhould rake nped him to defend his on 
Sermon, a paſs by _ reaſon againſt his without rg. 

rſal or anſwer. to it. In form it thus, That which was rhe 

er which killeth, written in Tables of Rone oppoſite te the Nin 
T and the ſpirit which girethliſe, the miniſtration of death, 
of condemnation by Moſes; was the Law or Covenant of works, for 
it is onely the Covenant of werks, not that of grace how dark] 
ſoever delivered, of which theſe things can be ſaid, But ſach was 
the Law or Covenant at Mount Sinai, Ergo, lis true, it war 
the Apofiles ſcope to bold ſorth the prebeminence of the Mini of 
the Goſpel, but not barely above the Miniſtry of Moſes vailed Ce- 
remonics, fer the Apoſtle prefers it before the Miniſtry of the Let- 
ter written and ingraven in ſtone, v. 3, 7. which was the moral La, 
but above the Miniſtry of the whole Law, which comprehending all the 
cummands Meſaical promulged Covenant-wiſe, and not fingly Meſc 
ceremobies, are by me tet med the Covenant of works, and of this I a 
Kill onſident. 

Mr. M. skips over his impertinent allegation of Gal. 4. 1, &c. and 
grants 1 Pet. 2. 9. the _—_ part to belong onely to the inviſble Church, 
of which he denies not the whole v. to be meant, but onely tels me, thy 
whole nation of the Jews who bad the bonouy to be termed boly the childrai 
of God, Deut. 14, 1. te have the adopiion, Rom 5. 4, were not in 
boly, or effeFually called; which I readily grant, nor need I prove ibi 
Rom, 9.4, Dent. 14. 1. were ner priviledges which the viſible Church 
of the ewes enjojed, having not denied it, but do expreſly grant of 
Rom. 9. 4. that it ſpeahs of peculiar priviledges of the Jews, and prove 
thence the Jewes had ſome priviledges above us, and that the want of 
ſome r they had may bee recompenſed by ſome priviledges 
wee have cheace gathered that is a reaſon; from the Jew- 


iſh priviledge of infant Circumeiſion, to prove infant Bapriſn; yet 
nothing that Mr. A. — _ 1 et. 2. 9. to bee meant of any o- 


ther then the ele, nor that believers priviledges of the Covenant et 
grace are — "Wy 

What he ſaith, that the comfortable manner of ailminiſtration, and 
baptiſm are avg beyond Circumciſien, to ſemales, and all nations, 
Is Eau 3 bur chis groves not priviledges of the Covenant of grace 
to be enlarged to each believer now, gh there are more belicvers 
now. And for Gal. 3. 28. the words [ there ix neither male nor female} 
are not added to ſhew Baptiſm to, he adminiſtred to whom Cjrcumcifi- 
on was not, for then [ neither bond nor free] ſhould be added for the 
fame reaſon, which had not been right, for bondmen were circumciſed 
formerly, as well as then baptized ; Bur to bew a generhl equality of 
all be ievers in Chriſt and therefore chat paſlage is meatironely of trus 

ers, 


Having ſhewed the Impertineney of Mr, Ar. allegations for his 5th, 
| I anſwered the argument drawn thence for infant Bapt 
chus, 1. [ris no good argument, God gave ſuch a priviledge 1 
14 ewes, 


as WA 


Jens, Ergo we muſt have ſuch « priviledge roo, withour Gods inftire. 
don, but arrogant preſumption co claim it, 2. That God" gave many 
peculiar priviledges to the Jewes which we have not, 8s that Arabba 
was the father of the Faithfull, Mary the Mother ef CHRIST; 
no —_ = - _—_ AIST 4 but Abrabemr, no nati- 
on that th promiſed atter many hundred years rejection to re. in- 
graff beſides the Jewes, F Ro F 

This Mr, A. endeavoured to prevent in his Sermon, by faying, 
Theſe were perſonal privileages belonging to ſome particular perſons, not 
the whole Church of the /ewes, nor from the Covenant, — that to 
bave inſ unt s belong ts bis Charch, and is have the initial ſeal are, andif 
that we have it not for ours, thegrace of God is firaitned as to our pete. 
rity, which be counts abſwd, 

Hereto many things are replied by me. f. That this was never a 
priviledge co believers, that their chilaren ſhould be in the Covenant 
of grace, God never made ſuch a promile to every true believer, that 
he would be God to every bclicrer and his natural ſeed, nor comman- 
ded that wee ſhould repute the infants of believers to bee in the Cove. 
nant of grace, This hath been largely handled in my review of Mr, 
Mis, ſecond conclufion, 2. That the pretended priviledge of a Bclie. 
vers infant childrens vifible Chirchmemberſhip and title to the initial 
ſeal was nor frem the Covenant of Goſpel grace, but from the peculi. 
ar dealing of God rowards the nation of the Hebrews, our of peculiar 
reaſons concerning that Churchſtate which that people were to have 
uncill Chriſt came, which js largely diſcuffed in anſwer to Mr. garter 
ſecond main argument Section 30, & c. of chis part of the Review. 3. That 
even then when it was a priviledge to the Hebrew people, yet title to 
the initial ſeal was not common to all Believers children, not to theſe 
under eighe dayes old, nor ro females, nor to Proſelites of the gate, as 
v. g. to Cornelius and his children, 4. That a — there is to the 
Jewes, even to the Nation, and that arifing from Gods Covenant of 
Goſpel grace, that their poſtericy ſhall afrer ſome hundred youre re-. 
jection For re-ingraffed, and yet this not to any Gentile Believer, 

rinee, Preacher, or Martyr concerning their poſteriry, and therefore 
it is no abſurdity to ſay, that in ſome reſpe@ the priviledges of the Co- 
yenant of grace, even of the ſubſtance of it, were more large to ſome of 
the Hebrew Believers, then ro the Gentiles In reſpe@ of poſtericy, 
5. That the perſonal 42 of Abraham, Mary, &c. were more 
truely pertinent to che Covenant of grace, though net common to 
all Jews, then infanrs viſible Chyrchmember iy and title to the initial 
ſeal, 6. That priviledges are meer arbitrary things, and that no rea. 
fon why they are given to ſeme and not to rs, 18 needtull to be af 
* befides the donors will, 2. That chere is no more reaſonto ſay 

ods grace is leſs now, beczuſe infants are not viflble Churchmem. 
bers and baptia ed, then it Is to ſay it is leſs becauſe Chriſt is nor deſcen- 
ded from them,chey ire not Fathers of che faichfull, 8, Thar there were 
many privi which * had which we have * as * 28 

1 & 0 to a Tem High. Prieſt on earth, 9 9. 
e iin: wang 


as 8 (912) . % = 2 
want of theſe is fabundantly recompenſed by Chrifts c. — * 
0 I 
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our any particular thing of the ſame kinde in the ſtead © 

and therefore the want of Churchmemberſhip and initial ſeal, may ia 
like manner bee ſaid ro bee — ory by his comming, 10, 
That the priviledge the children of Levi had, that their poſterity ſhould 
i1herir the Prieſthood, be maintained by he offerings of the people, 
be exempt from many burthens, js not now to Miniſters childien, nor 
any thing inſtead of it, and yet there is as much reaſon from the Cove. 
nant of Levi why Miniſters children ſhould have this priviledge, or 
ſomewhat inſtead of it as from the Covenant of 4brebam, that our 
children ſhou!d have Baptiſm in ſtead of Circumciſion, 11, That 
young children were to eat the Paſſeover, and yet children of three or 
four years old are not admitted to the Lords Suppet ; and conſeq ene. 
ly after the rate of Mr, Ms. reaſoning, the grace of God is ſttaitned 
to us in teſpect of our poſterity, 12. That the grace of God is not de. 
nied by not baprizing infants, for that would infer that it did give 
grace, 13, That by denying intants viſible Churchmemberſhip and 
Baptiſm, wee do not put them out of the Covenant of grace, or 
Chnrch of God, 14, That Baptiſm is a duty rather then a priyi- 
viledge. 15. That the uſe of it is rather for us ro ſeal to God by it, 
that is, to reſtifie the repentance and faith of the baptized, then for 
God to us, as aſſuring by it the promiſe of Goſpel grace. 16. That 
by. baptizing an infant the parent is not aſſured that the child is in the 
Covonant of grace, 17, That chreugh the want of infants viſible 
Churchmemberſhip, ſuch a» the Jews children had, wee have no loſs 
of priviledge , but rather benefit, it being a ſtate of imperfecti- 
on, 18. That the want of the initial ſeal which the Jewes had js a 
benefit it having a burthen annexed to it. 19. T hat children have no leſs 
of the grace of God by their want of Chriſtian viſible Churmem ber. 
ſhip and Baptiſm then the Jewes infants had, 20. That parents have 
as much cauſe of comfort concerning their children without theſe as 
they have by them, - 

Mr. M. p. 191, ſpeaks thus; J think indeed it would take with uo 
ſober Cbriflian thus to argue : The Fewes bad it, therefore we muſt bav e 
Ft, But Sir to #1540 thus, God gave ſuch a priviledge to the whole cb 
of the }ewes, that their infants 4. fo belong to bis Church, 
and have the initial ſeal, Therefore if bee have not granted to Chriftians 
that their infants ſhall alſo bee reputed to belong to bis Church, axd 
partake of the initial ſeal; then bis grace to Believers unde the V. r. 
is firaitned as 10 their poſterity. This argument apptars ſo clear to me, that 
I muſt confeſs my ſelf one of thoſe dull ones, who know. not bow to deny the 
- Conſequence. . 

_Anſw, Mr, A. bath ill recited my frame of the argument, which he 
re jects, by leaving out the chief words [ withour an inſtitut on J. Yet 
his new frame m-nds not the matter, but indeed is ia effect all one 
wich that which e ſaich would take with na ſober Chriſtian, For [ the 
Jewes] and {che whole Church of the Jewes ] are the ſame, and [had 
it ] and Luft have it J expreſled bu; the lame wuich Mr, Au, faith in 

- more, 
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; | more words: Nor dark he pur i'a0y thingof Gole will or inflicuion 
to have it ſo, t 


berefore there is no more reaſon why bis new frame 
ſhould take with any ſober Chriftian, then the former, Yet 1 ſhall view 
1 85 it is., And 1. l deny the antecedent, God did not give the privitedge 
te the whole Cb:rcb of the Jews, that their inn, ſhould have the initiai 


ſeal, meaning ir of all, 2, I deny the conſequence, if by C grace ] he 


mean Goſpe = 3 though infancs of Chriſtians be not reputed to be- 
long to the viſible Church, nor are baptized, yet the grace of the Goſ- 
pel, that is, remiſſion of fin, ſanQificarien, adoption, glorificarion 
— — is that the Scripture makes Goſpel grace) is not firairned to 

hriftians as to their poſterity, And the reaſons of this denial are fo 

lain to me, that I ſee no clearneſs in it, but ſhould rake my felt dull if 
i ſhould not diſcern its weakneſs. For the infant vifible churchmem- 
derſhip being by reaſon of the peculiar national churchſtate of the 
Jews, and circumciſion of infants by reaſon of that which was proper 
to the Hebrew people, or policy, into which proſelyres were admitted, 
not from the Covenant of grace common to all believers in all ages, it 
is cafſe to perceive that notwithſtanding the altering of theſe (which 
God hath done,) the grace of God is as much now to our Children as 
to theirs, 

And here I think meet to anſwer Mr, Geree's argument as he frames 
it, vindic. 7 edobapt pag. 38. I do grant the ſequel of the major, If children 
of Cbriſtian | arent; be excluded rbe Covenant, then ave the priviledges of 
tbe V. T. more reſtraine: But that we exclude them from the Covenant 
of grace is falſe, we onely deny the fictitious Covenant of Pædobaptiſts. 
that God hath promiſed to be the God of bellevers and their ſeed : nor 
is it any barſh divinity,or derogatory = the incarnation of Chrift,co ſay, 
the Jews converted, whoſe Infants had the birth priviledge of member- 
ſhip in the Jewiſh Church by natural generation, have not the privi- 
ledge of memberſhip in the Chriſtian, which is by ſpiritual regenerati- 
on. Nor doth the term [ natural branches, Rom 11.21 24.) ever —-_ 
to Gentiles ingrafted, but that they are ſtill branches of the wild Olive 
by nature, nor any of them in the true Olive without faith or ele ion. 

Nor doth Mr. Geree ſhew how he that denies beptiſm to infan's denies 
the grace and mercy of God to ws, if the grace of God be not tied to the 8a · 
craments. Ner doth he ſhew that the priviledges of believers young 
children of 4. J, or 6 years old are not as much ſtraitned if they who 
were admitied to the Paſſeover are not admitted to the Lords Supper. 
For though the reception into the Covenam and church were ſufficiently 
done in Baptiſm ; yer they ſhould not have the priviledge of growth and 
nutrition, which the Jews young children had by the Paſſrover, it Pæ - 
dobs priſts doctr ine of the Paſſeover, and Lords Supper be right. But 
I return tv r M. | ON 

Mr M tels me, That chengb I ſay my inflimces pf Abrahams, ir- 
gin Mary's and Jews priviledges Sk no tou, de preſt bi3conciul on; 
ye that I fpeah no word to Vindicate them from bis anſwer, — 1 

gatbe 5 that by this time ! ſee bat now ſome perſonal priviledges. ic 
«few of the Jes had, may be denn, vn f makes working again bi 
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inſtaxces fom bis anſwer, For alle all (dope hrs things 


either in my Taercit, ſe#.3, or in my Lz, . 3. ſef.3.4.:10.11.12. 
and elſewhere, which do enervace his anſwer, I did dire reply, that 
Neither was his priviledge of the initial ſeal to infants any other then per. 
ſonal, not a braxch of the Covenant of grace common to af in Covenant , for 
which by vertus of the Covenant they might rely won God and for this I al. 

ed tne ſaithfull before Alrabam, Melcbizedeh and Lot in his time, Job 
and Cornelius after bis time ; and therefore if the want of priviledges 
perſonal, as he terms them, doth not ſhew a ſtraitning of Gods grace to 
ns nom, neither doth the wane of infant viſible Churchmember ſip and 
Bapuſm now ſhew it. 

That of Melcbizedeh, Los, and Jab, Mr. M. ſaith, bath been often ax. 
ſwered, but he hath no where ſhewed, that they were not in the Cove. 
nant of grace, or that by vertu of the Covenant they and their infants 
had right to the initial ſeal. And as for Cornelzzs, I never intended to 
prove, that be was « menber of the Church of the ems, nor that the pri. 
viledges and churchmemberſhip of theſe preſelyte of tbe gate were as bot 
rable as thoſe of the proſeiztes of the covenant, bur that though he were in 
the Covenant of grace, yet he had not che priviledge of churchmember- 
ſbip in the Church of the Jews, nor circumcifien ; and therefore theſe 
priviledges, whatever they were, were not branches of the Covenant of 
grace common to l in Covenant, for which by verine of the Covenant they 
might rely on God, as Mr. M. aſſerted. | 

To what [ (aid, to be Father of the faichfull, Mother of Chriſt, the pri- 
Viledges Rem 9. 4. & 3.3, de much belong to the Covenant of grace 
2 Circumciſion, Mr. M. anſwers nothing. Upon the words by me uſed, 
that the phraſes Rom. I 121, 4. do to me to import, chat the Jens 
had this priviledge to have their children rechoned in the ourward admi. 
niſtration, as branches di the Olive by their birth, which the Gencilgs 
have not, (which ſpeech I have altered in the firſt part of this Review, 
5p. 64.93.) Mr. M.asks, But if ve Gemiiles have it not, then art n we, 
I pray you, firaightned in that garticular?  Anilw, Nea. And I demand 
further , when we are graffed in and /q xaturaljxed with then, do wenet 
partake of all the fatnefpor priviledges of the Olive with them > what Scriy- 
fare ever denied. is > \Anſw.. That we by. ingraffiog are made natues! 
branches, js denied, it is grauted, we are — of all the farneſs and 
pri · ĩledges of the Olive, te wit, ſpicicual Hate but not of the privi- 
ledges. which the natural branches had by birth. 

Mr, M, adds, © [ demand yet further, did the many ten thouſand of 
<« Jews who were bap\ized-initbe Apoſtles days, by their comming un- 
det this beſt admi jan of tb Covenant, and y kept their 
c former ing in the. Olive with advantage; did they theteby 4 
* prive their children ot chat Which you ſay was their . privi- . 
s ledge > if yourhjok ſo, produce your evidence to prove it ; ere 
<« ---» -hon ir ſeems the ur who believed in Chriſt, and kept their ft 
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ec gon, had a gta ter their children then the Gentiles w | 


for 
grow to together w be have for their children. | 
Anſw. The anural priviledge which 1 ſay the Jews bad, was, that 
their children were in che vi Church Jewiſh, and their males to be 


circumciſed; this by their Baptiſm they were deprived of, it being then 
no priviledge, after Chriſt exhibired int the ahi and prenched, whein 
the viſible Church Jewiſh oppoſite to the Chriſtian, and to be circumci. 
ſed. Nor is it true, thatche converted baptized Jews were in the Olive 
aſore they ba lie ved in Chriſt, or kept their Ration in the viſible Church 
Jewiſh, but were caſt out, or har they ſhould have had grearer priviled- 
of the Covenant for their children, it they had continued in the vi · 
ble Church Jewiſh, and been to be circumciſed, then the Genti!es, 
whoſe children were not viſible Chriſtian viſible churchmembers, nor to 
be baptized,as is abundantly proved by me from Scrip:ureand otherwile 
in the 8 7 this _ inf af the 
To Mr, Ms, ſpecch, as if we expunged infants out of the Covenant, it 
was anſwered, that ir was a calumny , vhereto he replies, But do not you 
aveuch that the infants of the Jem s bad this peculiar priviledge and birth- 
right to be under the adwiniſirationof the Covenant, which ant bave not > 
Anſw, I ſtill avouch it in the ſenſe the phraſe ſeems to be taken for being 
Jem ſh vifible churchmembers, and to be circumciſed ; but what he adds, 
which you know is the onely thing controver;ed bet wint , is manifeſtly 
falſe, it being never ſo much as queſtioned by me. He adds, May xo; 1 
bo/dly ſay, that once the infants of all covenanters bad thu priviledee ? 
Anſw, No. May I not alſo erat of you to ſhew when and where this was 
away > Anſw, It hath been ofren ſhewed, infant- male circumcj- 
fon in the Synod, Act. 15. 24, 28. infants churchmemberſbip Math, 
20.19. were taken away, of which there is enough ſaid before, ſe#.50 
e. where infant vifible churchmemberſbip is proved to be altered, and 
gets not expunged out of the Covenant of he Goſpel, a» Mr. &. 


is. On the contrary, Mr. Ms. conceit as if thedenying them vi- 
fible churehmember ſhip and baptiſm were putting them our of the Co- 
venant of grace, I intimatedco come too near the Popiſh opinion, of the 
neceſſity of infants baptiſm to their ſalvation, which I thought worth an- 
ſwering, fith it is all one in my conceit to ſay, that by denying baptiſin to 
them we put them out of the Covenant, and to ſay we damn them, ir be» 
ing cerrain none are ſaved but choſe whoare in the Covenant of grace. 

To that which he ſaith of our dofirine bringing diſcomfort to parents, in 
that we leave their infants in the flate of — 2 account them aftually io 
belong to the vi ßble King dome of the Devil, deny thew the benefit of the pro- 
miſe I will be the God bf thee and thy ſeed, achnowledge no more promiſe ſor 
them, then for the children of Turks; Lanſwer, theſe are meer calun.nics 


fufficiently diſcovered io be ſo, Exam, par. 2. ſeſt. 10. Apolag. ſt 1 4. 
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SECT, LXXXV. 


Mr. Cobbers Ae Ju, Vindic. par.a.ch.1, touching childrens dey. 
tiſmal right, are examined and refelled. 


Mx Cobbet, Juſl. vindic. par,v. ſe#.r. ſets down this as his poſition, 
That the im iatory ſeal follows the covenant ; but he proves it not: 
And whereas to the 0bje& ion agaiu ft ir, that from Adams time to Abra. 
bams, there was mn» injtiatory ſeal to thoſe who were in Covena t; nor 
in \brabems time to Melchixedeh, Lot, Job ; he anſwers, That ſuch ex. 
traordinary caſes and times are very dmpertinently urged by ſome to infringe 
the force of ordinary rules and principles : I ſay, his anſwer is inſult cient, 
Fer 1. this enely is an anſwer where it is proved that there is ſuch an 
ordinary rule and principle from which iheſe caſes ſwerve ; Fur no ſuch 
rule or principle can be ſhewed of an initiatory ſea belonging to per- 
ſons in Covenant, from which this ſhould be counted an «xception g 
ther fore this is nor an extraordinary caſe, 2 Beſides,cxiraordinary caſes 
make a juſt exception from an ordinary rule tor ſome, by 'xeaſon of ſome 
_ Peculiar accident not happening to others: Bur to all in Covenant 
from Adam to Abrabam, there is nor, nor can be ſhewed any ſuch pecu - 
liar accident which happened nor to others, which was the reaſon of 
omitting an injtiatery 2 by "choſe in Covenant: Ergo, it was not be. 
cauſe of extraordinary caſes that it was omitred, but becauſe there waz 
no ſuch rule. 3. Extraordinary caſes are few and rare, but the omiſſi- 
on of an initiatory ſeal was conſtant, and univerſal by thoſe in Coye- 
nant until Abrabams time, therefore is was not an extraordinary caſe, 
4. Extraordjvary caſes and times are bur for a little while + But this 
omiſſion was for above 2000, years, which me thinks Mr. C. ſhould not 
ſo dore as to count an extraordinary time z ſure the time wherein Cir. 
eumciſion was in forge was ſhorter, and jt was in that time often omit. 
ted, and therefore we may by Mr. Cs, dictates as well lay, the iniria- 
tory ſeal was exrraordinary, and the ordinary rule was, chat thoſe in 
Covenant were not to have an initiatory ſcal, ſpecially confidering thar 
even in Abrabaps time, and after, it was omitted by Melchia det, Lot, 
Fob.” Nor is it of any weight to ſay that there was not a v1ſible poll ical 
church then; For, 1. no doubt in their families were viſible political 
Churches as well as in Ab/abams,” 2, The iniriacory ſeale, as they cal] 
it, might and was to be ro perſons without a viſible political Church 
as to the Eunuch Act, 8. to Moſes children in Midian c Nor is ic 
of any weight to ſay ibeſe Churches were not to continae: For 1, that 
3s not ſo certain as to be taken for granted. 2. 4brabams poſterity were 
not to continue ſtill the Church of God, though they were to conrinue 
longer then the poſterity of I b and lot. 3, Bur if this were © ſuffici- 
ent reaſon, why they ſhould not have an iniciacory ſeal ſolemnly inſtitu- 
ted for them, becauſe they were not ſuceſſively to continue, then ſhould 
not 


net the Churches which were not fucceſſively to 'comtnue (of which 

doub.le's there were many from whom the Candleſtich was re- 

moved) ha ve had baptiſm inſtituted for them, 4. By Mr. Cs. reaſ-niog, 

nis rule the ιẽꝗs a) ſeal followes the covenant. muſt bee thus limited 
in ordinary times and caſes when and where thereis a viſible political Church 
which is ſucceſſively to continue. Which if it were granted him, yet ic 
will never ſerve his turn io prove thismniverſal propotition, trom whith 
Pzdobapriſts infer infant Baptiſm, AW that are in the covenant are 10 
bave the initiatory ſeal or to be baptized. Bur neither is it true in ordina · 
ry times, where there is a viſible political Church ſuceeſſively to con- 
unue. For it is not true of thoſe in Covenant in Abrebams houſe, nei - 
ther the ſemales, nor males of ſeven diyes old encly were to have the 
iniciarory ſea), though in Covenant, To chat which is ſaid, that the ſe + 
males had not a ſuper tuo e ſore. shin, beſides what hach been ſaid before to 
the contrary , I ſay 1, this however infringeth Mr. Cs. rule, that in ori. 
na'y times in viſible political Churches ſucceſſively io continue, the ſcal ini- 
tiatory follows the covenant, for it doth not ſo in the female Hebrews, 
2, It Gods will had been as Mr. c. would have ir, he could have appeint- 
ed an initiatory ſeal common to females with males. But what faith M. 
C. to the inſtance of the males of 7.days only to infringe his rule > | find 
nothing except this be an anſwer, in that caſe of the females as in ſome - 
ther, that law of circumcifion bad ſometbing peculiar in it, albeit it bad 0+ 
ther thing in common with that of Baptiſm, which I take to be a ſufficient 
proof againſt him, that the rule of Circumciſion is not a rule to us about 
Baptiſmʒand that his propoſtion is not true, that in ordinary times and ca- 
ſes reſpeFing the political viſible church and its adminiſtrations, ſuch ditt le 
ones 45 are of parents in ſuch viſible church. tate, they have external right 
unto the injoyned initiaiory viſible ſeal, of which they are out ward iy capable, 
and ongbt not to be denied tbe uſe and benefit of it, 

Thcre is alſo an objeRion againſt the pi inciple fore-mentioned, 4 
that are in covenant are to have the initial ſeal,or as Mr C ſpeaks, the ini- 
tiatory ſeal follower the Covenant, that if the connexion bee berween 
ſeal and Covenant, it is as well beſween the aſtet ſeal as the initial, 
and ſo they may as well plead for infants comming to the Lords Sup- 
per, as in Cypriaxs time, and as the young vnes of the Jews did partake 
of the Paſſcover. To this Mr. C. ſaith, Male infants were not to aptear at 
the Paſſen ver, iſ ſo,then bey muſt appear at the Feaſt of Tabernacles & muſt 
carry bougbes, from Deut. 16. 117. compared with Levit. 2 3. 34, 35, 
38, 39, 40. that though perſons have 4 covenant right ia general, yet hes 
jus in re ij te be ſuſpended «nd not elicited in caſe of incapacity, or of en 
tream toldnefs of the countrey or fickhnefs. &c. | 

Anſw.1.lf infants were not ta appear ar the — young chil- 
dren nat to be admitted to the Lords Supper were, nor doth the text tie 
them all to gatry boyghs who were to appear. 2. The objeftion holde as 
much concerning the yong ones at Jeruſalem, who were to eat the Paſſe- 

over, and by Mir, Cs. reaſons ſuch yoag ones ſhould be u che Lords duc 
per, as mae Covenam intereſt and therefore jut ad rem, nor is 
. there any n or [danger v0 them in eating the Lords 
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Supper to fuſptad thejr jav in re, 28 dato be baprived u. SF, "iy 
an — —— and therefore Ey Mr. 7's, reaſond 
they oaght not to be denied the Lords Supper. 3. If infenes Covenant. 
right to the Lords Supper be ſu pended becauſe ot their ect & Lf under, 
ſtanding to examine themaſelves, their Covenant right te Bapcrſm is u 
juſtly ſuſp nded til they repent and believe which bre wuch and more 
required to Baptiſm as ſelf cxaminacion to che Lords Supper, And i R 
be crue then Mr, Cs, pofirivn js aot right, that infan's ought not to h 
denied the uſe and benefit of Baptiſm. 4 If it were in Cypreans time þ 
corruption togive infant the Lora ſupper. ſo ir wasto bapiize them, be. 
ing on the ſame te. ion of no greater an qui y. Hut leis vicw whar bet 
ſaith for the clearer handling ot bis Theſes. 

SeR, 2. He ſair?, hat mixt communds of God baving ſome part cr. 
cunfiuntial and vaniſhing, ſome part ſubſtantial and ad, he later js 
binding to us (ence Cbrifts time, albeit the ſormer be not; and be inflauceth 
in a tk. day Sabbath: Bur neichet he no any ther have yet proved any 
ſuch ſubſtantiil part abiding in the command of Circumc:fion, and hoy 
little the inftanc.. given is to his our poſe, is thewed beſore, S. 27, 80, dt. 

Thar which M. C ſaich ſe. 3 granted. tha conſequent ial comm. 
dement s grounded on Scripture ave Scri ture commandement s, but that any 
commando: a poſitive rice in che old — is a command to us 4. 
bout u poficive ri aht of he new, or that m Mere poſitive worthip thar 


ſhould not be excluded which not expreſſed, i not runtedʒ to the con. 
trary ſomew hat is ſaid in rhe :d part of thi: Review, S. 2,3,5. and elle 
where. have often faid prove intant Baptiſm by god conſequence, and 


I Gall yeild. 
That, federal ordinances, fuch as art the ſeals, are as wel priviledye: 

a: precepts, which Mr, c. ſect. 4. afﬀſerts, when they are rightly adminj- 
niſtred, is granted; bur it is denled that the Patſcover, Boptiſm,the Lori 
Supper, are federal ordinances or feals of the Covenant of grace in Mr. 
Cs.ſenſe,who p. 31. makes Ci en in the nature offit to bee a ſeal i 
ebe righteonſnef of ſuitb; and in like manner rhole ot er,which he cal. 
diral ordinances, ſeals of the promiſe of the c ovenant of grace, of the vighte. 
ouſneſs of farth /n t heir nature, There s not» word Ats 5.2 $ by which 
it may appear that cirtumciſion of the child was rechoned as the Faber 

ivileage nor their own circumciſion as their priviledge, but only of A. 
dr ib am that God g ve bus the Covenant of Circumeifion, whereby he was 
aſlured of a ſon by Sarab & (ov be begate | ſaac and circameiſed bim the th. 
day which pcie was peculiar Abrabam, and to none other I knoy, 
excep: Zachary Fon. Ba ifs father be faid o have the ſame pritiledge. 
not is Rem 3.2, . an whit te M Cs purpoſe, to prove that eircume; 
d ¹öunrrhe Fubert priviledge. For 1, it is wanifeſt chat Row. 3. 1. 
Cieamceſion into be under ſtood meronymically,av v. 30. for the Greum- 
. adorn ages the Fow 7 mot wan the pr 
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edge v be cemmialng — 7 God to dem, che pri 
C ircumethon in the ob ſtruct or u d nion a the 17 Thi 
&wasgbur he povdewge of thar e mere rented, . Hen 


a 2. 


> 
-- Ws, , 1 


L200 
ted chat the Ciroumelfloh, yet | 
| 5405 bow th. aha yr —— 


own, is a vain tancy. Nerdoth A#s 2. 38, 39. yeild more to his 
n purpoſe, but i wol grofly abuſed yy Mr, c. ns is defore$. 22, 
. 23. Nor are the paflages which healledgerh p. 132. out of my Zxamen, 
X diſſonant to any paſſages before or any aſter, exc: pt choſe words of my A 
, amen p.105, whicy I alter in the rſt pare of this Review, p. 64, . And 
to his many queſtions from my wer ds. I anſwer, that be hath not 
ved the C· venant of grace, herein God prumilerh io be a Go! to them 
andtheirs, to b long to c very Jew, but onely to /brabam and his ſeed, 
thit 15, ſo far as iti» Evangeliact on ly ta his ſ[piricuzl ſeed whether of 
Jewes or Gentiles, and therefore I den? it was a pt ivilcage which cve- 
ry Jew had, te be aGod ts them and ther; ; and yer gram tha: Dent. 29, 
14 with o 6, Was priviledge and fo | yee'd ro have been w| ar God 
proviſed Exch. 36. from the 17 to the end, and Dest. 14. 2, and that 
Lade infants of the Jews b.ſe born w re in the Covenant of ſavi 
grace and Church priviledges, and that it was a p iviledge to them, 
that the promiſes of the C ovenant « f grace re privilecges,and the ſame 
nus ta be lie vers and as large and honourable as then, and that the pro- 
miſes to theit childte men joned Deat 30 6. were of the ſubſtance oi the 
Covenant of grace, in reſpe of the ching pros iſed, bur not in reſpect 
of the perſon. to whom, tor Cod dorh noi promiſe to all his ele@ or 
t ue be lie ver, that which he promiſed then in th caſe roche : ſraclues 
for their ſeed, and Þ jcild that ven baſe burn children may bet in c e 
Cove ant of ſavi g grace, and yer theſe promiſes are not med 40 
Church children, as Mr. C peak.) 5 ſuch, but onely to the elect. Never. 
t eleſe I grave the ſame promiſes now to bee made to believers, which 
were then, ta wii, tige ulnels and life eternal by faith yea that they are 
larger now, no inte nſi vely in reſye ct ui vic thing promiſed, as if a grearer 
legt ee of t iglueoul del. and eterna lite, were promiſed now then was 
then, but extenſvely in reſpe ct i the prople 1o whom the Gentiles 
now being cal cd, and roar mo e amply th u the Jews, ner do ] or any 
thing I ſay,exclu e believers children out of the Covenar r, Bur I RiN 
ſay, the Covenant of race was ne made then univet ally tos Believer 
and his natural ſeed, nor now, but onely to he cet of them. Yet this is 
not an ex luſſon of any in particular from the Covenant af grace, nor 
an incluſion, but onelv a ſuſpention of any determination of eicher, who 
are cle end who no being ly koown ro God A d ereſore co Mr, 
Ci. que ion why ere belie e. hen t lus excluded be Covenant? which 
inj ſruſly infienares a+ i 1 did exclude them, I fay, let hin anfwer i 
that doth fa, And th ugh I grant that our priviledges ow arc inferged, 
in reſpe& of che adminiſt etiam of t e Covenant, in tha the Goipe) in 
preacher io more nations and more Clearly. and confirmed by rhe bl 
0' -Chrit & then befare + rie co ming C which 3 my meani gn 
that ſpeech) yer it nei hat follows the T coun that adwenijirarion of the 
Covenant initiators featf which i: Mr Cs torms not mine)es ſurt go tbew 
F cha- wer 10 2vruiledge + 0 there eue „lite priviiedge and- not 
3 s [remead atledlt not wholly envieded ae that of , beg du.. joy w88 
2 | M n um m 2 the 
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the ſ; 
ebed t children nem, as Mr, C. in his gibbe 
though i ſay we have nothing in lieu of Cireumcifion, bur Chriftcome 
in the fleſh ; yet 1 do not ſay, nor need I, that Baptiſm is no priviledge 
to believers now ; but I deny it to be a pt ĩviledge in lieu of Cireumei. 
fon, and ſay that a4 Mr. C. grants it à proviledge to believers, that now 
they bave not that manner of mitiation by circumciſion, ſo it is a pr iyi. 
ledge to them that they ha ve no manner of initiation in lieu of ic. What 
he laith he hach ſhew d before from EN. 37. 21,26, 27. is ex amin d before, 
Sect. . Mr. c. (aich, Baptiſ is « ſeal of the Covenant, no bare badge of 
Chriſtianity as ſome bave ſaid albeit the more judicious of our oppo tes jeila 
this, that the Covenant of grace is ſaid properly to be ſealed in Baptiſm, 
and that Baptiſm ſnce Chriſts incarnation is the appointed ſeal of God 10 
ſach as enter into covenant with bim. 

Anſw. It is true that I ſaid Exam p. 149. the Covenant of grace is 
ſcaled properly in Baptiſm, but Mr, c. migut have taken notice, that x, 
I uſed not this phraſe as mine, bat as Vir Ms, 2, That Idid yeild this 
bur three lincs — wich this caution, Ba ptiſm ſeals the love of God 
in ſome ſenſe properly, 3. That not long after [ ſay, that in exadneſi 
of ſpeech it ſeals no grace properly, raking it for propriety of ſprech, 
but improperly, becauſe meraphorica!ly, as ſealing is taken for afſuring, 
4. I ſay as properly, notes prop! jety of right, or ti le, or poſſe ſ on, in 
oppoſition ro anothers, or that which is alien, it ſeals as much the 
ſecond as the firſt grace, - And indeed 'this is my -meaning,? that 
though in propriety of ſpeech Baptiſm may nor be ſaid to be the ſeal of 
the Cqvenant of grace prepetly, fith it is but a metaphor or term trans 
ſlated from another thing, and ſo ſhews not what the thing is, but wha 
in ſome reſpe& it is like to: yet it may bee thus rermed the ſeal of the 
Covenant of grace properly, that is, as the ſcal of a deed aſſutes the 
thing conveyed in it to him that hath propriety in it, ſo Baptiſm in that 
thereby we pur on Chriſt, doth fignifie to the true Believer that he hath 
union and communion with him, and that he hath thereby a propriety of 
right to righteouſneſs and life by Chriſt, accot ding to the Covenant of 

race, But this doth ne whit contradict what 1 have diſputed before 
. 31. againſt Mr Ms, and others dotrine, about Sacraments being 
ſeals of the Covenant of grace, Nor did I uſe the words, that Baptiſm 
fince Chriſts iacarnation is the appointed ſeal of God to ſuch as enter in- 
10 Covenant with him, Exam. p.33, as mine own _—_— but as Mr, 
M3. bh I granted the thing meant by it. Yer 
Jelf, it had not been for Mr. cs. urn who will haveit a ſeal of Gods Co- 


Ar eumciſan 43 an initiatory ſeal, cal. 2.11, 12. which] is ambiguous, 
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to be th: inkistery ſeal {s the eſfentials of n Piſm, 
but this ſenſe is falſe; For to be a ſeal is not eſſential ” one 
or the other, the eircumcißon of the Sichemites was circumciGon, though 
ir were no ſcal to them of the Covenant of Abrabam ;z and Sinen Magus 
his bapriſm was baptiſm, though it were no ſeal to him of the Covenant 
ol grace, much leſs is it of the eſſenee of either ro bee initiatory, for if 
there were or might be another initiatory ſeal ( as doubtleſs the re might 
be if God had ſo appointed irt)yer circumciſien and bapriſm had not been 
circumeiſion and baptiſm, now what may be or not be without the cea- 
fing of the thing to be js bur an accident to it, not of the eſſence of it. 
Beßdes l be the initiatory ſeal of the Covenant of grace, doth more tru- 
ly agree to the ſpirit of God, then to either of ihem. Ot whether he mean, 
that they agree in thoſe things which are the eſſentials of each, but that is 
more palpably falſe,for i: is eſſential ro Circumciſion that the fore-skin 
be cut off, but that js not eſſential to Baptiſm, there may bee Baptiſm 
without it. Nor js there a word C. 2. 1 A. that either ex preſſeth this thing 
or ye ids any ground for proof of it, as is ſhewed before by me here $. 97. 
As vain is that which follows, whence baptized Gentiles are ſaid to be 
of the circumciſon, Pbil. 3. and Jews ſaid 10 be baptized, 1 Cor. 12. For 
neither are Gengiles, Philip. 3.3, termed the circumciſon, becauſe they 
were baptized, nor the Jews ſaid to be baptized, 1 Cor. 12.13. becauſe 
they were circumciſed, or becaufe of the agreement of theſe in the 
eſſentials, But the converted Gentiles, not all that were baptized; 
duc ogely choſe, who were true believers are rermed the Circumciſion 
ia oppohtion ro the Judaizing Teachers rermed befor v. 2. the conciſion 
by a figure of ſpeech, rermed Euteliſm, or flightiog them in that in 
which theygloried ; and they are termed the Circumciſion, becauſe they 
were truly circumciſed before God in heart, and were his people. And 
the Jews 1 Cor. 12. 1 3. axe ſaĩd to be baptized no otherwiſe then the Gen- 
tiles who believed, who were not circumciſed in the fleſh, and therefore 
could not be rermed 7 — becauſe circumciſed ; but Chriſtian be lie- 
vers, wherher Jews or Greeks, bond or free, ate all ſaid to be baptized, 
and io be made to drink, becauſe they were baptized wich water, and did 

partake of rhe Lords Su per, as 1 Cor. 10.17, 

Mr. c adds more of theſe toys. Hence firſt inflituted for a-ſeal tothe 
circumciſed Fewsz, to ſhew it was in the efſentials of ſtaling Abrahams 
covenant to them but the ſame with circumciſion in a manner ; onely as 
that ſealed ut to t hem viſibly in chriſt, as to come, this did it in lite ſort in 
reference to Chrifl as come; that was the ſeal of | the righteouſneſs of Abra- 
hamgſath, or that whereon bis faith acted to righteouſweft of juſtification, 
Rom 4.11, even the promiſe of grace in Chriſt, Rom.,10.6,7, with Deut. 
$9.14. Wherein :. he diaries, without any pretence of proof, that 

ap:iſm was firſt inſtituted to the Jews to ſhew that which he ſays; nor 

is there the leaſt incimation thereof in Scripture, 2. He ſeems to me 

to unſay by hi: limitation ¶ in a warmer ] what he ſaid before, it was the 

ſame in the eſſent als. For that which is the ſame in the eſfentials is al- 

together the ſame, and not in a — It is falſetbar baptiſm wes 

the ſame in the eſſemials of ali A vobemans 5s —— 
n r 
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circamtiſen: For it wit as much in che effencials of ſealing Atrabanf 


Covenant to the Jews (ii 1 may uſe Mr. C t. gibber iſh) char CIrcumei ion 
ſcaled the promille of the land df Cataan, Gen. 17.8, 9, 10, &. as tha 
it ſealed Chriſt to come 3 but ſurely Baptiſm never ſealed the promiſe 
of the land of Ca#gav, 4. That which I find of the ſeal of the rigbteouf- 
eſt of ſa:th, Rom:4.1 t. is meant of Abrabams perſonal Circumciſion” 
and vt no other, and cherefore js inept 5 applied to prove ſamcacis « 
ſealing of others Circuincifion and Baptiſm, 5. { conceive it lomewbat 
inconuderately ſaid, that Cireumciſoon was the ſeal of the righteouſneſs of 
Abrahams faith, which would imp y, that it aur ed hat Abrabam, taich 
was t ighteous, Wherea the meaning is, that it aſſurc d that Abrabam had 
righteouſneſs by taicth before he was ciccumc iſed, as v.16, he had aſſer- 
ted. 6. [he other explication is worſe, tor ic i timates as if the A, 
poſtle meant that the righ.cou neſ- of taith aſcribed to 4brab.m js (g 
termed, as that whercon bis ſaiih a%ed to righteouſneſs of juſtification, even 
the promiſe of g ace in Chriſt, whereas the meaning is nt that it Ica ed 
the £ighccoutneſs be was to obtain by acting fa th in a prowile, but tnat 
it was .: ſeal of the righteouſucis of faith waich he had many yea: s beletg 
he was circumciſed. 

Mr, C. goes on inthe ſame v in of difating thus. Hence when Cbriſ 
k called be min/ter of cirtamci ſſon, it 3s thus ex plazned oy th: end of the 
ſign aaminiſtred, icil. to confirm the promiſes made unto the Fathers, Ron; 
r5.8. 44.7.8. Gen. 17 . Which ſpeech ſeems to jncimare, as if 
Chciſt were termed the miniſter o/ circu nciſton, as it he dj ! miſter Cit. 
cumcifion to that end, t con fir the promiſes ; ut that is too abiurd tor 
ſuch a man to vent, fich he ininiſtie d ucumciſion to none 3 and the 

meaning is plain, chat he was the miaiſler of «3/C@mciſion, trat is of the 
circmcited jews among who he p cached and lived, „ Peter is lad 
G2 . % ba ve had the Apoſt l b. of the circum 1d, hat is ot the cit. 
cum iſed Jews: Andin this ſeate ed, wile, Prodats the new Au. 
Dicſon, Prſcator, &. expound it. Now tajs being p:emilcd, it i eaig 
to p*1c ive how i per incntiy tho | ext, Wien menthuu nog at all 
Baptiſm, not any uſe of Circyarcifion at al but onely the en of Chriſt 
minift-cy among the cir cu mcaſed is ledged, to u. ove that Beztiſm g em 
in the eſſentials with Cirouncaion u an nil i at g ſeal The Terms, if, 
7.8. Gen 17.11, eas nale t the purple, there b. ing nv mention of 
Baptiſm, and they onely proving what 3» not denicd, cha. Circumcifug 
was the toben of Abrabamr 4 ovenat, As lirtle is that w ich. follows 
Hence the promiſe gremuoſed and then in annexed a» the ſeal Ag.: 


For neither 4s it proved, tha; the prowl; tc te is the lame vac 4. 


bets Covenant, and he pirttiially r. C. miſta tes the meaning of it 
is thewed before, fed. 2, 13. nor a wordabout Bapriſmas 2 ſral am 


nen d to the p »miſe, but an exhorracgzon to repent and be baptized if, 


the name of Je Cn iſt far remiſſion of ſin, and ſſutancc of che gilt 
of the Hely Ghoſt,” waich are anncxcd to te pentanct as much as 9 


iſm. 8 | 
* „ ence tat waſhing e ed ie dhe mord, HRT F. 26, 
#6, Bat that tbe word there is the word of promiſe, much leis ot Abre- 
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hawe Covrenanr Sen. 15, of that jt h eemtieved as ſhaled by | 
or tha therein ir agrees with Cir i is The word is 
the Goſpel preached by which men are made and then 5 
rcd, and ſo purified, 28 f. 1 f. 9. Vit. 3. 5. EE 26.18, 2 
34.15, & 19.17, &. Nor is & any more pertinent which follows, 

». Szich he, It 5 4 bapt153ng in the name or covenant-ſellowſhig of God 
the Father, Sen, and Spirit : be baving exalted bis word above all bis 
name, Pſal. 138.2 Wherein 1, he feems to expound beptizing, Math, 
28.19, into the name of the Father, Son, and Shit, thus, into the Cove. 
nant- fellowſhip ; which is ſo newhar range, there being nekber there, 
nor elſewhere (where the like phraſe is uſed ) any mention of Covenant, 
or Covenant feflowthip; and bis arguing, Ged-bath exalied bis word 
above all b name, Pal. 138. Ergo, baprizing is in che name and Co- 
yenamt-tellowſhip of God the Father, Son, and Spirit, is a hac, an. 
glam. 2, But were hs ex ofirion allowed, yer t this js to prove 
that Baptiſm is a ſeal of che Covenant, G . or any other Corenanc, 
I am yet to dine. Is bptizing alt} one wich ſcaling ? is Covenant · tc 
lowſhip all one with the Covenanr? 

3. Saich he, It's A ſeal of the renafſion of fins, and therefore of the pro» 
miſe tendering the /ame, hence jeyned, AH. 2. 38,19. Ad. a2. But nether 
js the promiſe there yoyned as a thing Sealed by Baptiſa, but as a mo- 
tive to the duties of Repentante and Baptiſm; nor is the remithon of 
fas mentioned as feaked by Baptiſm, but as a conſequent obtained by 
Repenrance and Vaptiſa as 'condinr5ns” pre=required thereto; nor is a 
ſeal of remiſſion of fins al! one wich a ſeal of the Covenant. 

4. Saich he, The naure 7 it the ſame, it bring a Goſpel Sacra. 
ment and that is a viſible ſeal, and ibe ſeal ix to the Covengnt ; bence cal- 
led by the name, 4d. 7. 8. 1Cor.:1 25, 

Anſw, 1. rerm Sacrament, a+ it is applied to the Tires of Bap- 
tilm and the Lords Supper, is no Scripmure term, nor any other anſwer» 
able coir ia tha uſe ; itt term, as I ſaid+iphtly ja my Plea for Ami- 

pedobaptifts, ſeck. . invented by the Latine Fatbers meaning for that 
uſe, Mr Craggs refly in his pamphlet, ter med The arraigument and can» 
vi on of Anaba tiſm, that us uſed in the twelve tables , in Tach pro Mi- 
lone, ſhews he had a mind to cavil racher then to anſwer fairly ; nor is 
the book throughout any other then à fardle of — in Logick, 
and meaning of Seriprure, and of cavile againftmy words, mix: with 
much Poetical lightn: (s, and ſc-flinz, .ro-which there's no need L ſhould 
rei ur nany more ren the Archange!s words, The Lord rebate iber. 2. 
— any common natu e of 2 eeraments that I know of de li- 
ve red bx inti tes in Scriprure;citber that of the Scheolmen. out of As- 
fin that they are vibe figns of iv oro the-Prateſtants who 
are terme Cali, tha: they ape .of 'the Gt graf: And 
therefore Mr. C. ſhould firſt prove that robe of thenamro'ot .a:Goſpel 
Laer ame at, os the term is aled /atore he gnterred ſomuch as he doch from 
I. 3. A fesl, it is true, is to © Covenant ſometimes, and ſemeti ueadt 
is to a decree, writ, letter, record of a thing done, and fo u is taken da. 
4.11, Where Abrabemy Gireumeiuen is norfaidenbea feal ache Core- 


nant 
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faith which he had beſore attained. - AA.7,8. the Covenant bf gray, 

js not called by the name of a Guſpel Sacrament, but the Covrenane 
made with Abrabam, Ger. 1. is onely termed the covenant of cirgumei. 
flon, becauſe it was ſignified by it, which was no Goſpel, but à Law rice, 
The Cup jn the Lords Supper, 1 cer. 11.35. is termed the New Tefle> 
ment in Cbriflc blond, wherein there ſeems to be an bypaliage and inyer. 
fion by the words as they arc in Matth. ch,26.28, AM. 14 24, and by 
conſidering that of the bread he ſpake thus, this is my body, and therefore 
the words ef the cup ſeem to be moſt firly thus placed and expounded, 
tbis cap, that is the wine in it, is my bloud, that is figaifies my bloud, 
which.is the hloud of the New Teſtamen:, chat is by which the New Te- 
ſtament is dedicated as the old was by the bloud of caives and goats 
Heb. 9. 18, 19, 20. Now herein is the notion rather of a Teftameat then 
of a Covenant, and what is ſaid is ſaid of rhe cup onely in the Lord 
Supper, not of Baptiſm: Nor is it named the Covenant, but the bloud 
of the New Teftament, or the New Teſlament in Cbrifts bloud ; nor is the 
term ſeal there uſed, and therefore there is not a wordto prove Bap: 
tiſm to be in its natut̃e a ſeal of the Covenant vf grace, in this or any 
other of the Texts Mr. C. alledgeth, 

I paſs over that which he ſaith, ſecondly Baptiſm is an initiatory ſeal, 
2s agreeing with him in the poſition, that Bapciſm is that which is co be 
firſt afore the Lords Supper, though his phraſes be miſliked, 1 2gree 
with him alſo, that Baptiſm being ence adminifired, needs never bers. 
newed, if done according to Chriſts inſtitution, Vet what I ſaid, Exam, 
par. 2. ſect. 4. ſeems to me to ſtand good, notwithſtanding any thing here 
ſaid by Mr. C. nor do I think it fit to queſtion whether ic be the oxely 

| izitiatory ſeal. 

þ - The sth. Section contains nothing but dictates witheut proof, and 

1 what is ſaid by way of proof is anſwered either ſect. 38 &c, in the ani. 
madvet ſions on the 3d. cb, of the firft part of Mn Cs, book, or in anſwer 
to Mr, Carter, ſe $0, In which it is ſhewed, that there is no reference 
made Gen. 17. te a Church Covenant diftin& from the Covenant of 
grace, nor any command given Gen. 17.9, 10. to a Gentile believer and 
his ſeed, nor any general law about an ini:iarory ſeal never repealed, as 
Mr. C, and others fain, And for his ſp:ech he uſeth, that tbe Hebrew 
Church albeit qua ſuch 4 political Cburch and national, &e, differ from 
congregational-Chuyrcbes; ye: qua viſibilis Eccleſia policica & ordinat ia ſo 
it was eſſentially the ſame with ours; it ſeems to intimate, that the Church 
of che Hebrews,though as ſuah a political Church it was natjonalgget net 
as a'vifible Church policical-and ordinary, as if it were any wiſe 
a viſible palitical ordinary Church then as ſuch a Church: And when 
he ſaith, «#4 Church w4fible political ordinary it was effentially sbe ſame 
with 0x75, he can mean it no utherw iſe then of the ſame numerical eſ. 
ſeace z for as vifible and political the eſſence is determined 10, bis & 
nunc, an univerſal generleal or ſpecifical Church is not viſible and poli- 
tical, Bur that is falſe, ſich if the perſons be not the ſame, they cannet 
have the ſame numerical eflence ; Nor can he mean it, chat it loſers 

$M. 46h; a J 


ally the ſame with vers as viſible in the ſame form of government, for | 
then he muſt make ours Pontificial ; nor ja the. ſame title to Church- 
memberſhip, for ihen he muſt make ours national: nor can be avoid it 
if he will maintain this plea, that the Jewiſh Church was e ſſentially the 
ſame with ours, aad as their infants were circumciſed as children of 
Churchnembers, ja a Church viſible, political, ordinary, which was 
national, ſo ours upon the ſamereaſon are to bee baptized, but that hee 
muſt ſer up à national Church by natural generation, nor can they 
of V. E juſtifi: their way of excluding ſuch children from the Lords 
Supper for ignoranc-, it they may for ſcandal, The old objeRion, 
which Mr, C. falſly terms cavil —_— covenant ſemales, js nor yet 
anſwered, nor cy<r will be, it will ill infringe this univerſal piopo- 
lition, All that are in Covenant with reterence to Church-covenant ate 
to have the initiatory ſeal fora time, and ſo will alſo that of Jeb, fa- 
mily, which why ic ſhould not be counted a viſible political ordinary 
Church, as well as 4brabams houſe in his time I ſee not, and if none 
areto be baptized bur ſuch as are in an ordinary viſible political Church 
to a51de, how can they of N. E. bapiize the infants ot fuch Church- 
members, as whether in M. E. or old do nor abide, but are quickly dif. 
ſolycd ay we ſee by experience? And if None but thoſe who are in the 
covenant of grace in reſerence to Church covenant are to be baptized, but 
though belzevers becauſe in Rome or India they are not a formed matter of 
a political viſible Cbanch, but they are as materia intormis, they are quoad 
homines actually without, and no: within any political viſible Church, 
how was the Eunuch baptized As s And it the covenant of grace na- 
tedly con ſidered giveth a perſon which is actually in it, a remote right to 
the initiatory ſeal, but it doth not give an immediate vight thereto. for ſo 
the covenant of grace as invefled with Church covenant onely giveth this 
proximate right to that ſeal God being the God of order, will bave that 
his Church ſeal to be attained in 2 way of order;as of old ir angers might not 
be circumciſed, but with ſome ſubmiſſon to that Church order expiicitely 
er implicitely, and ſo now, and the order be as Mr. C. in the th. ſection 
derer mines, to be obſerved of communion in breaking bread aſter they were 
baptized, how do thoſe of N. Z. admit to brea ing of bread, thoſe who 
who onely as bern ina Pariſh were baptized in infancy, witheut ano. 
ther bap iſm > Thar either Matt b. 28. 19; 20, ox any whereelſe the or 
derly and ordinary diſpenſation of the ſeal is committed to the viſble 
Church. is more then I finde; nor do { know ir neceſſary to right order 


that helie vers muſt be of a particular viſible Church afore they be baptixed. ' 
1f Ca ini in covenant and viſible Chinch eflate might her bind: red 
from ſm for trial for a time, much more ſhould infants of whom we 


have no knowledge concerning their future ex preſent eſtate, bein pru- 
dence pat off from B; aptiſm till chere be ſeme ttial of th m, it rheir right 
were, 2 Mr. C. doth, though falſly imaęine. th 
Sect. 7 Mr. C. ſpeat e thus, 4nd becauſe in this particular ſome fireft of 
the main caſe is hal. 1. T ſhall ende av nur yet ſw-ther to conf; m ut, rbat co. 
ven n intereſt carrieth a main ſtroak in porn! of application of that ſeel, to 
perſons inte/efted therein, and not uncapable thereof in any badi reſpeR. 
5 ths Nanann Anſw. 
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4. This propoſiiien being chat in fref, or e Lees 
a whole fre the mais coſe is hut, ſhould have been delivered 
more clearly, and cepkrmed more fully, but as new ir is, it is delivered 
ambiguouſly, and ſo is f tter to delude a Reader then to inſtruct him. 
That ſeal which was loſt mentioned was Bapciſm, but he proofs follow. 
ing ſhew that he meant it of Circumciſion, and as if there were the ſame 
reaſon of Circumciſion and of Baptifa ( which neither he ner any Px- 


- dobapriſt ever proved) what is (aid of Circumgiſion ia by him meant of 


Bapriſin, and ſo the Reader merely mocked. The application of Bap- 
tiſm or Circumciſion may either refer to Gods appl, ing it by way of 
command, or mans by way of adminiſtration, and ia this I think Mr, 
C5. ſpeeches are deluſory, ſometimes mcant of Gods application by way 
of command, and ſomerim:s of the adniniſtraters 8& in circumciſ 
or baptizing. The phraſe of carrying the main firoih is likewiſe am- 
biguous, and ſo deluſory, it being uncertain whether it carry the 
main ſtroke wich God as his motive to appoint it, or with the admini. 
ſtratout as his rule and warrant to do ic, And when he terms it the 
mais firoakh , it had been requilite hee ſhould tell whether there be nat 
ſome other thing which carties a ſtroak if not the main, yet ſo great, 
as that without it the application of the ſeal is not warranmable, as 
feſſi n of faith by the pet ſon 10 whom it is to bee applie l. Hee might 
hare underſtood by my Examen, which he bad to anſwer, that I rack 
it a great fault in Mr, M. that hee did not more diſtinaly tell what 
hee meant by the Covenant, being in covenant, which hee ſpeaks of ins 
fants of believcrs, And ſure if Mr. C. had meant to deal rightly, as one 
that ſought truth, and to ſhew my ext our, he ſhould have cleai od what 
Covenant hee meant inward or curward, the Covenant uf Gof 
grace purely delivered, or the mist Covenant made with Abrabam 
Gen, 17, what the Church covenant is, how the Covenant of graceis 
ioveſted with i: when a Church js a political viſible body how-a Church 
covenant iz the form of it, who and what perſons and how they are 
inrereſted in it, whether by Gods promiſe, their own faith or profeſſion 
ax anothers, or by the Churches admiſſion, All which, or at leaſt ma. 
ny of them, are requiſite to bee diſtincly declared, that a reader 
clearly, under ſtand bis meaning, and ſo examine his proof, And whe» 
ther che exception of incapacity in am badil reſpect, be meant onely be- 
cauſe of the females circumciſion, or thereby infants are excepted. from 
Baptiſm, who have not the uſe of their tongues to profeſs the ſauh of 
Chriſt, and are not well able to brook chat dipping or plunging (which 
for all Mr. Cs.ſcriblings, is and will be found the onaly way. oH iin 
appointed by Cl:riſt) is uncerrain, This were a ſufficient rea ot me 
te anſwer no further to this propoſition, but ro wait till his Bill be mens 
ded Vet I ſhall examine his proofs of this, which ſhould be bis mc» 
ning, if he ſpake to his pu That the intet eſt vhich a perſon th 
an infant hath ta che Covenant of grace, in that he is} a bellevers child 
by vertue of che promiſe of, Gad to a believet and his ſeed} when thas 
elieve . 
*xpliGr, or implicit, is. +. ſulbGene marnam to: thas viſible policical 
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Clit wat, and id the Fler to baptize thar inflin; Without ny v 
ther revelation of God, or hon of the infant, Let's how ſee What 
Mr. c. briogs for proof of this. 

Firſt, ſuſch he, then it is tbe ground. work given to the general Law 4 
hout a# initiatory Covenant duty, ſcil. application of ſome mijoyned initia- 
tory ſeal, and therefore mult be of like force in the particular branches and 
Ways of ſuch initiatory ſtaling, ai circancifion and plixing. 

Anſw. Such a general Law is a mere fiction, and what is meant by 
the gt ound · work of it is uncertain, Gen. 17.9, 10, is no other Law but a- 
bout circumcifion, the word rendred ¶ therefore ] may bee otherwiſe 
tranflated, ifit were the onely reading yet the ſenſe might be this, be- 
cauſe [ make this Covenant thou ſhalt therefore circumciſe thy males to 
keep it in remembrance, or to affure thee and thy peſterity that 1 will 
pertorm it. But that there is any ſuch intimatien as if the perſons 
circumciſed were circumciſed as and for their intereſt in that Cove- 
nant i a mere dream often reſuted by mee, much more is it a dotage 
to aſſert, chat +ccorging to a perſons intereſt in that Covenant or a pare 
of it, as Mr, c. conceives, ſo they have right to Baptiſm in the Chri- 
ſtian church, 

Secokdly, ſaith Mr, C. the Covenant in ſuch ſort inveſied with char cb 
covenant, now it is the form of a political viſible Church body; giving 
therefore, both a Church-bang as I may jay, as natural ſorms do a natural 
being, and witbal the priviledge of a member of ſuch a churcbh- body, ſui- 
table to its memberly eſtate, as if this of the Church jititiatory ſeal, even t 
the leaft member thereof, although they are not yet Le in all aftual 
ene / gy of compleat members, and ſo neitber in all actual priviledges of ſuch 

compleat members, I ſuppoſe what ever others deny this way, yet our oppo- 
ſites do not deny, that Church. covenant explicit or implicit is the forms of a 
viſible political church as ſuch ; ſq that til] that bee, they are not ſo in. 
corporated as to bee fit ſor Church diſpenſations, or act i of pecaliar Church 
power over each other, more then over others, over whom they can bave no 
power, unleß they bad given explicit or implicit conſent thereto : 41 reaſon 
will evince. . ; . 

Anſw, This reaſon a3 I conceive goes upon theſe ſuppoſitions, which 
Mr. C. conceives will not be denjed, 1. I hat there is 4 Church. cove- 
naht over and bi ſides Gods covenant of Coſpel grace, and mans belie- 
ring and profeſling of faith in him chr ough Jefus Chriſt, whereby the 
members of a viſible policical Church do engage themſelves to walk to- 


in Chriſtian communion, and to ſubmit to their rulers, and to 
te Ms ih Lord, Now ſuch a Church covenants thowgh' c.afeſa 
it may 


. prudence at ſome rimes and in ſome caſes uſefull 
to keep perſons, who otherwiſe would bee unſetled, in a fixed eſtate of 
communion, yet I HU not any example of ſuck a Church covenant in 
the old or new Teſtament, and in ſome caſ-s it may e 
ences more then thould be. 1. That theCovenant it 2 mhether Gods 
promiſe to u or ours to God inveſted with Church covenant, that js, as I 
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nil that be they are not ſo incorporated as to be fit for Church diſpenſations, 
or Cbirch — In al are many miſtakes, 1, That the 
Sacraments are ſeals, or church diſpenſations are committed to the 
Church, vhich are not committed to the Church, which conſiſts of men 
and women, but to the guides and over. ſeers of it. 2, That Church power, 
or as Mr. Cotton in his treatiſe of the eyes of the Church, the power of the 
keyes is committed or * to the Church; in which are miſtikes that 
eicher cenſures Ecclehaſtical, or as the Schoolmen and Canoniſts term 
jr, the power of ordination and jur iſdiction Eceleſiaſt ical are meam 
by the keyes, Matth. 6. 19. or that they were given to Peter as repre. 
ſenting the Church: the Scripture doth no where commit Church dif. 
penſatlons or pon et co the Church, but to the guide, and overſcers aid 
ruters of the (hut ch for the Church 3. That till a company of belie- 
vers be a vifivle poli ical Church, they are not fic for church diſpenſa- 
tions or cenſures : which I conceive not true, there being examples in 
Scripture of their breaking bread togerher, As 2, who were not ſuch 
a poluieal viſible Church of fixed members under fixed officers united 
by Church covenant, as Mr. C. deſcribes, Nor were Chriſt and his 
Apo1les ſuch a Church when firſt they did break bread, Nor did Chriſt | 
appoint Baptiſm Matth, 28. 19. to beonely in and with ſuch a Charch; 
nor do the exanpls Ad 2.07 8. ot 16 or 16. or ig. intimate any ſuch con · 
dition, bat rather the contrary, 4. That the covenanr of grace with a 
church coyenant fore mentioned, give the being of ſuch a viſible Church 
political, Bur the Covenant of grace of it ſ If doch not give any adu- 
al being, it is a promiſe of ſomething future, and ti erefore puts no. 
thing in actual being extra cauſes, but aſſures ir ſhall bee by ſome 
cauſe in act, which in this hi g is che calling of God, from which the 
Church and each member have their being as from the efficient, from 
faith in the heart as the form of the invikble Church and each mem- 
ber, from profeſſion of "faith as the form of the vifble Church and 
each member, as Aneſ. Med. Tb. Gb. 1. cap. 31. Sea, 7. that which 
makes it political is the unien under officers and lawes. with 
out a Church covenant it is a political viſible Church, if there bee but 
ay preſent an union or conjunction in the ſame profeſſion ef Chris 
ſtian faith under officers and lawes of a number of Chriſtians they , 
are a Church viſible political, chough they ſhould be diſſolved the next 
hour, and though they enter into no covenant of Church. fellowſhip or 
ſubject ĩon for the ſuture, and therefore church covenant is neither of 

e form of ſuch a true Church, nor (as Mr, weld in anſwer ro. M 
Ratbbard ) of a pure Church, but it is a good means in prudgee , 
conſerve a Church ſo conſtituted, that they may nor divide ane ſcat. 
ter from each other, but may continue in communion, F, That by 
this incorporating they bave peculiar Church power over each other, and 
without tht Church covenant they can bave no 2 But neither do l 
conceive this true. For the power whi h chriſtians have is to reprove, 
admoniſh, cenſure, ſhun ſociety, chuſe officers, rejeR falſe reachers, &. 
this power any have by the laws et Cbrif, without a church covenant, 
6. Th nd diſpenſavions gu, preniier Church power ave limited 


* 0 


pes x 


(739) , a 
particular per ſous who jon with us by Church covenant, Bur ; 
1 not right nor agreeable to (ach Scriptures as theſe, 1 Cor. 

1. & 10, 17, & 11. 13, 

3. It is ſuppoſed by Mr, c. that the Covenant with Church covenans 

ives the priviliage of a member of ſuch a church 8 ſuitable to its mem. 
ehe, as is this of the Church initiatory ſtal. But in this ſare Mr, 
c. is quite out and befides their own praiſe, who do not give the ini- 
riatory ſeal after they are members by church covenant, but baptize 
them or ſuppoſe them ba pt x ed in infancy, and then joyn them us mem. 
bers by church covenant; now if church covenant did tive the priviledge 
of the initiatory ſeal, then they ſhould firſt enter into church covenant, 
and then have the juitiatory ſeal or be baprized, 

4. It ii ſuppoſed by Mr, C. that there are ſuch little churebmem- 
bers by ſuch a covenant as are to hade the priviledge of the ini iatory 2 
ſeal though they be not compleat members, ſo as to bave the ad privi. Py 
ledge of the after ſeal, and other church power, But ſure the Scripture 
acknow ledgeth in the Chriſtian church no members, but what partake 
of the Lords Supper as well as baptiſm ( as is manifeſt from 1 cor. 
10. 17, 1 Cor. 12. 13.) and have church power as others of their ſex 
and rank. . : 

Now all theſe ſuppoſicions though they were granted (except the laſt) 
would not prove the thing Mr. C. aims at, and that which he makes the 
main reaſon from whence he would infer the conclufion, namely, the 
Covenant with Church covenant gives being and priviledge of the initiatory 
ſeal, makes againſt him, infants making n ſuch Church covenant, nor 
according to their own. diſcipline doth rheir parents Church cove- 
nant ſerve inſtead of the childs ; ſith aſore the child can bee ad- 
mitted to communion of breaking of bread, and other power of a 
member, and bee taken for a member, hee muſt himſelf enter into 
church covenant, R 

* Thirdly, faith Mr. C. even in doubtfull caſes, where the extent of 
* the command is queſtionable, yet intereſt in the Covenant caſts the 
* ſcoals, As for inſtance, in ſtrangers which proved religious, albeit 
e not of their family ſervants, and ſounder the Law, Gen. 17. 12, 13. 
» * they might be circumciſed if they deſired other Church ordinances, 

c. yet were they clſe free, unleſs in ſuch a caſe of their own de. 

© fire that way, Exod, 12, end. Hence Corneliws a gedly Gentile, li- 

'« ving near the Jews yet not circumciſed, As, 10. 1, 2, 3, 4. com- 

S pared with chap, 11 3, 14, 11, 18. yea bur it the command bound 
" > why were they circumciſed > ſuppoſe Exod. 12. gave ſome Ii. 


* to the Church guides that way, for ſuch ſtrangers as more uſu- 
* ally dwelt amongſt them;yer ſuch as 1 Kings 8.41,42,43. which came 
* from far, in a mere tranſient way, for ſome temporary religious wor- 
* ſhip at the Temple, as that proſelyted Eunuch As 8, 27. thoſe 
were ſarely circumciſed , elſe how admitted to Temple worfſhip.> 
*« $jice that was counted an abomination, for any other ſo mu bas 
** ro come there; AFs.21, 28, and if circumciſed at any time by any 
+ of the godly" Church guides conſent, what gave them iht te it f 
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not the commundment, re ner dat d 18; 

ct Whar was that to an Eunachs caſe and others which never Tofourneg 
<« with them for any ſpace F were they rhen unlwhully circumciſed j 
Ne verily, no whiſper of that in Scripture z God allowed of that 


„ paſſage in Selon r, touching the ſtrangers Temple fervice 
* : Kin 8. & 9, explained, it w — their — intereſt in God 
© Covenam, which gave rife to that applieerjon of the ſeal, and nat 
e the commandment z contrary to wut ſome ſay, that not the Co. 
tc yenant, but the commandment of 'God onely, was the ground of Cir. 
© cumciſion. 2 : 

Anſw, That which I ſaid in my Exercit. 5.4. Hence I gather, fit, 
that the tight to Evangelical promiles, was not the adequate reaſoi of 
circumciſing theſe or thoſe, bur Gods prceept as is exprefled Gen. 15. 3, 
Gen. 21.4. Secondly, that thoſe terms are not convertible [| federate 
and to be ſigned ] and in my Examen, p 38. chat no hing but Gods will 
manifeſt in his inſtitution can be a warranc about Circumcifien, p. gy, 
that the Jews received Circumcifion as appointed them from God, un. 
der this formal reaſon, and no other, I have ſhewed before to hav: been 
acknowledged by Mr. . in his Defence; p. 92. when he ſaid, The com 
mand is the cauſe of the exiſtence of the du: and p. 182. The formal rec. 
ſon of their being circumciſed was the command of God, Nor is it at all 
infringed by this reaſoning of Mr, C, Thoſe thar were not bound with. 
out their defice to eat the Pafſeover, and ſo not to be circumciſed, yet if 
they would eat the Paſſcover they were bound by an expreſs command 
to be circumeiſed, Exod.1:,48,49. whether their ſojourning was con- 
ſtant, or for a time onely, which likely was the caſe of the Eunuch, 4#, 
8.27. who it's probable was circumciſed, becauſe there is no mention 
of the baptizing any uncircumciſed till Cornelius, though there be no 
certainty whether the Eunuch were a Jew by birth, or a proſelyre of the 
Gentiles, or whether he formerly had his conſtant abode among the 
Jews, either in Paleſtine, or elſewhere, or whether then he did ſojown 
among the Jews then in «Ethiopia, Bur if he were a meer proſelye of 
the gate, yet he might come to the Temple into the Court of the Gen- 
tiles to or ſhip, as all acknowledge, Dr. Lightfoot of the Temple ſer. 
vice, ch. 1. Mr. Mede Diatr, on At. 17. 4. Kc. And therefore there is 
no proof from hence, that a perſon was circumciſed by reafon of ihe 
Covenant, and not of the command: Yea, though Cernellus were in the 
Sev =p of grace, and had external Covenant intere ſt, in chat he was 
known to worthip the tiue God, yet was he not by reaſon cherea 
by God, or taken by the Jews as one that was bound to be cir: 
or ever blamed for want of it; which ſhews that neither was che Cove. 


nant intereſt indeed, nor taken by the Jews for the warrant of tule, or 
reaſun ef circumcifing, but the command of God, bd, 

<« Fourrhly ( ſath Mr. C.) it appears from the nature of an inkiato- 
© ty ſeal of the Covenant, which muſt be as large # the Covenant, and 
© ſo reach all the parties comprehended acually by vertue of Cove - 
© nanr, according as ſuch children ate, as before declared; eſpecially, 
© fince it is the 2 


1 of Gods people and vifiBte Church as befort hew- 
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« oz, given irg for the in giving of Pan and Teachers 
er — * the ſeals in ordi- 
« ngry diſpenſstions, Matth. 28. 9 withall to the 
« Church, as from her to be diſpenſed by her O to ſuch as defire 
© the ſame. > 7 . 
* Anſw, In ſtead of proofs here is a heap of didtates, 1. That Baptiſm 3 
is the iniciatory ſeal of the Covenant in 8s nature, 2. That it muſt be 
as large as the Covenant, 3, That Paſtouis aud Teachers given onely 
ro the Church can alone adminiſter the ſeals in ordinary diſpenſations, 
Mtith.28.19,30. 4, Thar the ſeals are given to the Church, as from 
her io be diſpenſed by her Officers, ro ſuch as defire the ſame, None 
of whick will be yeelded by me, without berier proof then I yer meet 
with. Sure Matth. 28. 19, 20. yee lda no proof fer any of them, It proves 
Baptiſm was to be adminiſtced by the Apoſales,nor every ſeal by Church 
O ſticers. 

He goes on, Nos Gods people arc known, either by ad ual pro- 
& feffien and confeſſion of ot yo adulu Te ; or by Gods — 
and by parents avouching God as theirs in Covenant and their chil. 
© drens, Gen. 17.9, 10. thou ſhalt do thus, and thus, and thy ſeed alſo; 
© to which he ſubmitteth afterwards, and ſo his alſo with him and a- 
© ter him, 

Anſw. That Gods people aze* known by Gods promiſe, and by pa- 
rencs avouching God as theirs in Covenant, and their childrens, is ane- 
ther dictate, which Mr, C. briogs not a ſhew of proof for out of the New 
Teſtament 3 nor doth that which he brings from Gen. 17.9, 10. prove 
it concerning the infants of the Jewiſh Church, For though there be a 
command to Abrabam and his poſterity to circumciſe, and tis is rexned 
heeping Gods Covenant, yer there is not a word of parents profetſion, or 
Gods promiſe as mok ing known who arc Gods people, no not in the 
Jewiſh Church, in which there were many to whom God made no pro- 
miſe, nor parents avouched for them, who were known as Gods people 
by vertue of Gods taking the whole nation for his Church, even when 
the Kings and people were Idolarers, Bu: it it were true that it were as 
Mr. c. would, this proves not hiag concerning ihe r of Ged in the 
Chriſtian Church, jn which none are known to be people, but by 
their own confeſſion of faith, | | 

But Mr, C. adds, Fefides the main in the initiatery ſeal tobe firftly and 
properly. attended, as it is a cOvenant and Church ſeal is.covenant and 
Cburch intereſl. Hence called by the of covenant, when yet it # but 4 
ſacr and ſeal of it, Gen.17,13. 44.7.8. that i firſt beld out 
and , «as the of all «ther deſired good, 2 Pet. 1,4. But cfpecially 
fznaiion of the covenant, if mere confiderable 
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werk of the commandment it ſelf, as of Cireameiſion, /e of Baptiſm, 
” 2 of the application . any in covenant, . 
Tbereſore, icil. becauſe I haus ſaid I will be your God, I command you tg 
do thus and thus ; not becauſe I bave commanded you, that I therefore pro- 
ſe 10 do this for you ; or do goa thus and thus at my command, ani they 
en, therefore I will do ſo and ſo for yos, | 

Anſw, Atcer the reſt of his dictates, he here tcls us, the main in the 
initiatory ſeal to be attended is the covenant, which I grant; but deny chat 
1c tollows therefore, that the rule which the adminiſtrator js to obſer ye 
according to which be is to adminiſter ir, is the perſons intereſt in the 
Covenant, ſo as that he muſt adminiſter it to all and onelythoſe who 
ate in Covenant, or to Whom the prom ſe is made by God. For, be. 
fides the many reaſons to the contrary, even concerning Circumcifion 
beforegiven, Mr. Cs. own teaſon is againſt him, For it the mais in the 
initiatory ſea! to be firfily and properly attended as it is Covenant and 
Cburch ſeal, is Covenant and Church intereſt, and therefore infants in Cove. 
nant to be circumciſed and baptized ; by the ſame reaſon infants in Co- 
venant ate to be admitted to the Paſlcover, and to have the Lords Sup. 
per, ſich they are ſeals, they are Covenant and Church ſeals, infants 
have Covenant and Church intereſt, in the initiato;y ſeal theſe things 
are to be attended as it is a Covenant and Church ſeal, and therefore in 
every Covenant and Church ſcal as well as the initiatory, As for what 
he ſaith about Gen 17. 9, 0, 11. though I have ſundry rings obſet ved 
chat the reading ¶ v. 9. thereſore] is not neceſſary ; yer omittiog hat ex. \ 
ception, I grant what he ſaith ef that Text, burwithal note, 1.thatthe 
command is inferred not onely from the promiſe ts be their S, hut al. 
ſo from the promiſe of the land of Canaan, v. g. and theref-re it might 
as well follow, They co whom God will give the land of Canaan are to 
havethe iniriatory ſea!, as that they to whom he proiniſeth ro be God, 
2. Thar which is ſaid Gen. 7. 9, to, 11. is onely of circume}fon. 3. If 
it were granted that the covenant is tbe groundwork of the command it 
ſelf, as of tivcumerfeom ſo of baptiſm, yet it follows nut, mach more of the 
application of eirber to any n covenant,” For though the cavenant were 
Godsreaſon, wiy he would apprine eircumciſion, yet that's no rule to 
us. but his command onely; 'a reafor-of the will of the commander is 
not always a dire ctien about the command, certainly not about each 
point in the command, ay Mat 28.18. it follows nct, Al power is given 
tone, therefore preach and baprize all over whom power is giren to me, 
gendes, in this very thing the co venant could be no dire tion whom to 
circumciſe, ordinari'y, ſith ordinarily the circumciſer could not u to 
whom in particular the promiſes, whether Evangelical, or domeſtical, 
did belong, when they were to circumciſe them. Vea, though Abrabum 
xnew Iſbmaei had no covenant intereſt, there being no promiſe made to 
him in it. but the contrary declared Gen 17 19, 20, 21. yet he was to cir. 
cumeiſe him and did ſo. The le may be ſeid of Eſa and orhers, ** © 

Mr. c. adds, © 50 the Golpel piophefic and promiſe is preticed and 
ce put in the preamble to vm ĩnjundi jon of their baptiſm, by John, Luk, 
c 2 Se., . * . N.. „ 3 
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fe. bt is rue chat the prophefie of 
work, Chrifts 4.40.3 4, J. 
to bea Goſpel promiſe) argc: e 5 
ing the Ban iſa of reyentanee unto remiſſion of fins ; but this doth not 
ve that this was his rule in bapti zing, to baptize every one, even in- 
tans, and thoſe onely who had this intereſt in the Covenant of grace; 
that to them and each of tt em God promiſed remiſſion of fins. Yea, th 
Fobus Baptiſm is ter med the Baptiſm of repentance, it is clearhe te- 
uired repentance of the baptized as the antecedent to his Baptiſm, and 
erefore not barely ſuch Covenant intereſt as Ms. C. aſcribes to afl in- 
fancs of believers onely in proteſſi on. 

He goes on thus, Hence the Goſpel, and ſo the Covenant of grace, hela 
out 4 grounding Faptiſm, Aff. 2.39, 39. And childrens Covenant right, 
was held out as one branch of that Goſpel, an we proved ; and from ite 
ſame principle, that they were alſo tobe ſealed by Bapiiſm ; yea, albeit the 
Apeſiles urged repentance, the ſeal is propounded as to the promiſe ; 
Peter ſaid, be baptixed, 2 the promiſe is te : And this was ne meer 
moral motive, but a Scriptural ground word infor cing it, as it was a fer- 
— — injoyning and requiring them to repent, ſor ihe 
romſe is te you, 

: Anſw, ¶ Hence] ſhould, if there were any good ſence in Mr. ci. ſpeech, 
refer to — precedent, from whence that which he ſpeats is de- 
rived, which 1 diſcera not, bur a-dark way of diQating, fitting ſuch'as 
love to puzzle, not to inform a reader, It is before largely ſhewed, that 
neither childrens Covenant right external from parents faith bath been 
held out by Mr. C. as one branch of the Goſpel, ſe#.44- of this part cf 
my Review, nor that barely from this principle they were to be bapti- 
zed ; but that repentance in each perſon tobe baptized is made the an. 
tecedent to Baptiſas, ſeA.12:,13, and elfewhere, Thar Peter ſaid not as 
Mr, C. ſets down his words, 1s apparent from the Text Ac. 3.38, 35. 
that the | is urged as a motive to thoſe ro whom Peter ſpake to 
do their duty of repenting, and being boptized, is ſo plain, as that Dr, 
Thamas Goodwin upon the reading the fir ſt part of my Keview, ſeck. 3. 
did acknowledge it, and ir is ſo ſet.z1. here andelſewhere : 
Nor doth Mr. C, here or el re ſhew it to be any other Scripture 
groundwork then as a motive to the beprized each of them firſt ro re- 
peat, and then to be baptized, no rule by which the baptizer is to ad- 
miniſter ir, or the beprized ro claim ir as bis fight without his perſonal 
— — and declaration of his fairkyia Chriſt into whoſe name be is 
to zed. 

He adds, © 80 Ad. 10. Peer faith, there is no let to their Baptiſm ; 
© and thereof be makerh the — of that Covenant grace, although 
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„Aw. II ia true, this js the inward i cauſe why God rege- 
neratesz but Gods grate, and Covenant fayoyr is no rule to à Mini- 
fer to hapte by, ſub it is an uakaewathing, which 2grect not with che 
property: of a rule, _. N u 
. © Heacealſo (dich Mr. C.) by Baptiſm perſons are nat ſen led ins 
$ any thing in them ſo. much as inco the name of che Father, Son, and 
ce 8 pixit, «Yen imo the Covenant name. of grace, whereby he is knong, 
< and into Covenant fellowſhip wich the bleſſed Trinity, co which every 
< * ized puſop, prove ha clect or reprobate, yer is. thus excernally 
+ lealed. ; ust 
 Anſw, The terming of ba ptiz ing ſealing, and the name of the Ba 
thes, Jon, and Spicir, the Covenant name of grace, ate Mr. Cs. new. 
minted phraſes; ii this be bis meaning, chat cycry perſon rightly bap. 
uzed, whether he be aleR or reprobate, is ſealed by God, char ian 
Baptiſm aſſuræd of ſ{cllowfhip with the Trivizy according: 46 the nen 
Covenant of Goſpel grace, I deny it ; if anely-thay be profeliend his 
tommunlon to be with them, I grant it; but this proves not that Co 
— of, infants, who make no ſuch pr oleſſien, inticles them 
to | 
. . Again, ſaith he, © That fellowſhip with Chaiſh, as head of the vibile 
Church by the Spirit in the judgęment of verity ar charity ſuch ; ic h 
«© all bur Covenant grace and blel . 

Anſw. Ze it ſo; yet what chis is to prove ſuch fellowſhip te bo a run 


err ſee nm. | 1. 5 
Of old ({aitb. Mr. C.) the conſaquent cauſe of the ſeal: was grace 
c in them. and theirs ; but the antecedent cauſe was. Gods Covenant 
cc graet to them and on them, Gen. 17. 7, 8, 9. & Det. 30. 6, and fo 
<< now, that part of Abraham Covenant was not then appliable ta in- 
cc tanta, ſcil. walk befare me, &c. but yer that was tben appliahle; 1 
Mlle nit Gad, willir 7 —— — 
©« as Dent. 30. — 3 — 0g F Pry 
| t may be ſaid to he 4: conleguen cauſc,, I do not yet on- 
g, Ae af have learneqiis, that: the: cauſe is bafare the 
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Anſw. I underſtand ry fel he means, nor 
what is the external = mr mn pond — the word, Epbe(. 5.25. 16. 
h meant of the word preached, which is noe inſtrum to inſams for 
apy ſuntificatien orc their — The want of Gods appoior- 
me nt is the reaſon of not i to inffancs, 

Once mare, 'By er 7+ the Covenant, * ſo interefled 
"Gncy mae, — to tbe — — „ ce. 
venant efron re by Oe Spirit, Cbrift reſurve 7757 . 1. and 
7. Cor, 12. 12, 13, 1, Ped, 3. f. Ind ert 4 well ſe ſarre lee. 
edin the mitiazory ſeal ofit, whether rey are adult or inf _— 

An. i Eotnnalenterti? in the covennnt, external intereſt in the final 
cauſes of 72 are notions I underſtand nor, 3. ery herds 


ward. . Ani 
min may an'in 
another new notion 1 
or truth, yer the _ 
nal is in ifm, bur thee which i, Greer 208 Sup 
tian, Marth. v8, 10. diſciplethip, or — — of fairh. 

To the 8th, Seck. 1 — ng that the Covenant priviledge 
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cipal, and che ele@ and true = — ; &5 * 3. 45 
and that the Covenant a 
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troverted t cer. 7. 14. was ondy cencerning | 

yoked, not their At d: 33, 39: nora worg to 
prove parents are to take care of the infans bepylm, not G v. 1, 

1 et. 3. 2j, there beiin not an infanc in che ck, nor typicel Bepriſm 
being a rule concerting for mal fm of Chriſtians ; if it were, Ma; 
ers muſt tab e care to baptize rheir houſe, yea their mar tied children 
though i prophane as Cham, and their wives with them, How imperti. 
— 1 Cov, 10, 2. is alledged, is ſhewed in the ſecond part of this Res 
view ſect. 21. What Mt. C. oblerves out of Exed; 18. 44, 48, 49. tha 
a ſtranger was not 10 eate the Paſſeover, except all bis males were circum. 
caſed ; ii ir be right, yer it makes for proof of parents duty to 
ſee their intants bap:ized, there deing no ſuch in ſiitui on about Ba ptiſm 
and the Lords Supper, as was about Circumciſion and the Paſſeover, 
It i granted ch the words { Kad. 12, 40, J will beep the Peſts 
ver V6 464 Lord} ue Gucly of ag 224k perſon. yer ir rue of. 
fo, which I ſay in my Exames part, 4. ſet. 6, That males not come to 
years of diſcretion fr to receive the Lords Supper were to ear the Paſle. 
over, and canſequenily (if Mr. Cs, dictates were of any of any val 
dity ) parents ſhould ſce they eate Lords Supper. I grant, That Ged 
made Abraham Gen. 17, 7. 4 commen perſon as well in reſtrence ts w 
inchurched Gentiles, a2 to the inchurebed 5 and Proſtiies in point of 
E vangelical covenant intereſt, but that bee ſhould be ſo made in fam 


Ing agement enant intereſt, unto the receiving of the initiatety ſacl 
booted ce Gen. — 7,8, 9, 19; 11, on Mr. C8. 4 
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nt ly refuted by that if jt were true, then we Gentiles are 
bound to circumciſe our infants, (which is the onely initiatory ſeal there 
meant) contrary wo 44 1 f. 24. Gal. f. 1, 2, That which is true of A» 
Graham and his natural ſeed, muſt be applied to Abrahams ſpiritual ſeed, 
true Bebievers ; Ars Gentiles and their nat aral ſeed; is but Mr. Cs. vain 
dream dictated without proof, My gran in my Exe part. 3. fer. 1. 
Pag. $7. (as the words ſhew ) was not chat en might be baprized 
vextually in cheir pirenc ia end ſpeech, fo as toreceipe it in their own 
petſans, but onely in chag ſenſe in which Mr, A. ſaid women were ei- 
cumciſed vertuaſſy in the males, yet ſo as they might not be circumciſed 
in their own perſons; which being confidered, my words yeild Mr. c. 


We the i dien F grang, chat Matth. 28. 19, ties not the 

iet to know the baptized to be internally and ſavingly intereſted in 

: But that it ſuſbcerb, that that ſort or ſpocaes of inſants, ſtil, 
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Ie ears Or 
ntmenc was to ba jnfants-no otherwiſs then perſons of years. 
here is ao difference in the words Matth, 28, 19, berween the reaſen 
of baprizing one and the ocher. But perſons of were not to be bap- 
dea by Mr. Cs. rule, in that they ae of that ſort er ny 
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the Ads of the A ſhews : Therefore neither are Be- 


ut this is the guiſe of men who ate ſtrict in their 
Cha declararien of experiences for 
c. to hee looſe about Gods com- 
mand 1 Chriſt is, Enough in anſwer to 
tes of Mr, c. 


theſe cloudy dide 


— — 
p—_— 
— * * — 


SECT. LXXXV1. 
be Mr. Ruther fords #: be 
, 22. * — gy fon Fyrns pet dh rk 


A Feer the finiſhing the moſt of this part of the Review, my Tearned and 
godly brother - _ of weſlen in Hereſordfhire (who kath 
wriceen a ſolid Treaci * lnfanc Baptiſm, entitu lod, Corruption cor» 
refed, in anſwer ts ene Mr, woeodw:1d ua inted me that Mt, Ru- 
had written for infant Baptiſta in 8 Beek of his of the Covenanc 
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